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ABSTRACT

A SURVEY OF THE ATTITUDES OF THE 1972-73 MEMBERS OF THE MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY ACADEMIC COUNCIL WITH RESPECT TO ONE YEAROF STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE
By

Thomas B. Shipley, Jr.

In recent years much has been spoken and written 
about student participation in the academic governance 
of American institutions of higher education. Much of 
this dialogue has focused on the broad question of whether 
or not students should or should not be granted the 
authority to be directly involved in the shaping of the 
educational environments of their colleges and univer­
sities. But there has been relatively little literature 
appearing that deals with specific programs designed to 
actually incorporate students into the decision-making 
process.

This investigation was designed to assess the 
attitudes of the Michigan State University Academic 
Council with respect to the first year of actual student 
participation on this body— the primary academic decision­
making forum of that large public university. The 134- 
administrators, faculty members, and students, who are 
members of the 1972-73 MSU Academic Council and who com­
prise the population under investigation, were asked to
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communicate their feelings regarding the impact of Acade­
mic Council student participation in the followings areas:

Academic freedom; whether or not student participa­tion detracts from or strengthens an atmosphere in which the scholarly pursuit of truth can take place.
Administrative efficiency; whether or not the invol­vement of students has made an impact on the gover­nance process and whether or not the positive aspects of Academic Council student participation outweigh the negative aspects, such as increased time needed to reach decisions, student inexperience, transience, and other factors.
Community cohesion; whether or not the sharing of authority with students contributes to greater communication, cooperation, understanding, and improved interpersonal relationships among the students, faculty, and administrative personnel.
Educational value; to what degree student partici­pation provides valuable new educational opportun­ities for those students involved in the academic governance process.
A 99 item questionnaire, which included the pro­

ceeding four scales, was designed to elicit responses 
from each of the members of the 1972-73 MSU Academic 
Council on each of these four topics. based upon their 
experiences with student participation at the Academic 
Council level. In addition, a series of follow-up inter­
views were conducted with a random sample of non-respon­
ding Council members. These interviews produced additional 
descriptive information, as well as data for testing the 
representativeness of questionnaire respondents to the 
entire Academic Council. More than 69 percent of the 
Academic Council members eventually responded to the 
instrument and their representativeness to the entire
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Council was verified by the interviews. The 12 inter­
viewees were each asked to respond to 20 questionnaire 
items, selected from each of the four scales. The one­
way analysis of variance test for equality of population 
means indicated that at the .03 level, there was no 
difference between the questionnaire respondents and non­
respondents.

In addition to the descriptive treatment of the data, 
the various component groups were compared using the one­
way analysis of variance test for equality of population 
means. Scheffe' post hoc comparisons were used to con­
trast significantly different group mean scores.

General findings of this study included the following
1. The 1972-73 MSU Academic Council perceives its 

student members as not acting in ways detrimental to the 
concept of academic freedom. The Council has not felt 
that Academic Council student participation, within the 
parameters established by the "Taylor Report", has threat­
ened the climate of academic freedom at Michigan State 
University. The attitudes of the Academic Council, with 
regard to the proper student role in academic governance, 
appears to conform closely to the limitations set by the 
"Taylor Report".

As might be expected, the responses of the student 
members of the Academic Council tended to advocate a much 
broader role in academic governance than did the faculty
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or administrators, however, even they tended to feel 
that voting student authority was inappropriate in matters 
of primarily faculty concern. The social science faculty 
representatives were found to he significantly less 
pessimistic than either the liberal arts faculty repre­
sentatives or the combined group of liberal arts and 
natural science faculty representatives with respect to 
the adverse effects of Academic Council student partici­
pation on academic freedom at Michigan State University.

2. The majority of the Academic Council was found 
to be in general agreement that its student members are 
capable of making important, responsible contributions, 
despite the complexity of governance. Most of the adminis­
trators, faculty, as well as the student Academic Council 
members, view student representatives as contributing to 
the efficiency of governance by supplying new insights 
and information. However, the Council continued to re­
affirm its present proportion of students to non-students 
by responding that an increase in student involvement 
would not contribute additional valuable input. The 
Academic Council tended to agree that the student repre­
sentatives are not immediately prepared to make major 
contributions and that some type of orientation or support 
system is needed to maximize student contributions.
Strong disapproval was expressed concerning the granting
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of salaries or academic credit to student members of the 
Academic Council.

The only statistically significant difference detected 
among the various Academic Council component groups on 
the Administrative Efficiency scale took place between 
the liberal arts and social, science faculty respresenta- 
tives. The social science faculty group responded signi­
ficantly more positively with respect to the relation­
ship between Academic Council student participation and 
administrative efficiency. The largest differences between 
these groups occurred on statements such as the following: 
the complexity of academic governance precludes meaningful 
student contributions; the student representatives gener­
ally decide their stand on a given issue on the basis of 
the evidence rather than on the opinions of influential 
non-students; and students conscientiously prepare for 
Academic Council business. In each case, the social 
science faculty responded much more favorably toward 
Academic Council student participation than did the liberal 
arts faculty.

3- The responses of the Council to the individual 
items of the Community Cohesion scale provide evidence 
that Academic Council student participation has generally 
resulted in improvements in intergroup and interpersonal 
relationships, understanding, and in lines of communication 
among the administrative, faculty, and student



Thomas B. Shipley, Jr.
i

representatives. While this development indicates that 
progress has been made in this area, no such development 
appears to have taken place beyond the Council. The 
limitations on student authority established in the 
"Taylor Report" appear to have resulted in some degree 
of dissatisfaction among the student members.

The differences detected on the Community Cohesion 
scale were found to lie among those Academic Council com­
ponent groups classified according to academic affiliation 
rather than among the groups classified according to 
academic status. The faculty representatives affiliated 
with the social sciences were found to be more favorably 
impressed than their liberal arts counterparts, as well 
as the combined group of liberal arts and natural science 
faculty representatives, with respect to the relationship 
between Academic Council student participation and community 
cohesion. In addition, significant differences were 
detected among the affiliated groups, i.e., groups composed 
of students, faculty, and administrators in each of the 
broad academic areas. The Council members affiliated 
with the social sciences viewed Academic Council student 
participation as significantly more conducive to closer 
community cohesion than did either the liberal arts 
affiliates or the combined group of liberal arts and 
natural science affiliates.
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4. The Academic Council tended to view student 

participation at this level or governance as a means of 
developing student maturity and responsibility through 
the sharing of authority with faculty and administrators. 
They also perceived the student representatives as willing, 
ready, and interested in pursuing these opportunities 
despite drawbacks such as the long separation in time 
between decisions and consequences, and the massive bureau­
cratic Council machinery.

A significant difference was detected among the 
administrative, faculty, and student members of the Acade­
mic Council with respect to the student Academic Council 
experience as an important source of educational exper­
iences. The administrative and faculty representatives 
were more likely to disagree with statements of this type.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction
In recent years, the trend toward greater participa­

tion by students in academic governance has become an 
important issue at Michigan State University (111:1) 
as well as at many institutions of American higher 
education- (185) Although the phenomenon of student 
involvement in academic governance dates back to the 
thirteenth century, the current movement has ^ust fairly 
recently commanded attention and incited controversy 
among educators. (105) The heart of the controversy lies 
in what, if any, role that undergraduates should play in 
making decisions on academic matters that previously had 
been the exclusive responsibility of administrators and 
facility members. (106)

This trend toward greater student involvement in 
academic governance is often discussed in the context of 
the violent expressions of discontent by American college 
students, particularly during the middle and late 1960's. 
The delegation of decision-making authority to students
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has often "been suggested as a means hy which tensions 
could he reduced and confrontations minimized, (6, 35*
58) Many have described the current atmosphere of 
American higher education as characterized by greatly 
increased student attention toward the internal condi­
tions of the college or university. Administrators of 
contemporary American higher education are being challenged 
by students as never before to defend institutional pos­
tures on controversial issues. It is not uncommon to 
hear college and university undergraduates demand greater 
opportunities to participate in the formulation of univer­
sity decisions which affect their lives. (58, 74-* 106)
Those aspects of concern to students go beyond the more 
traditional student concerns to encompass such matters as 
establishing institutional priorities, curriculum and 
personnel matters, course and instructor evaluation, 
admissions policies, and degree requirements. (105:16)
A wide variety of reasons have been offered as contributing 
causes for these changes in student attitudes and behaviors. 
They include, among others, the impersonal atmosphere 
prevalent in the large universities, heightened interest 
and awareness of world and domestic inequities, and 
unparalleled affluence. Along with student restlessness 
came an increased desire to express a meaningful voice in 
the management of American colleges and universities.
(82:61)



When questioned regarding their position on greater 
student involvement in institutional governance, the 
responses from educators range from enthusiastically 
positive and encouraging (6, 8, 58, 74-, 106) to appre­
hensive and adamantly negative. (17* 59, 78, 105) Student 
participation in academic governance is viewed by some as 
a power motivated tactic directed against the academic 
freedom of the faculty. Others view students as justified 
in seeking access to fuller participation in the community 
of scholars, wishing only to improve decision-making, not 
control it. (54-:2)

Historical Considerations
A review of the history of higher education in the 

western world reveals that certain periods in the past 
have been characterized by strong student control and 
influence over the governance of higher education, both 
directly (82:50) and indirectly. (106:19-21) At various 
stages in the evolution of higher education, control at 
one time or another has been held by students, by faculty, 
and by laymen with little appreciable difference in 
results. (106:9-10, 16) The students at the University 
of Bologna in the twelfth century joined together to form 
a strong union that held the power to employ professors. 
But, as Benezet adds, they did so to improve procedures 
rather than to determine what was to be taught. (11:16)



In the early American colleges, the students, who 
were considerably younger than more recent student 
generations, were clearly subordinated to the power of 
paternalistic faculty members and administrators whose 
role was one of molding and disciplining the students into 
mature adults* (106:17)

From the establishing of Harvard in the seventeenth 
century until the last decade, with only the most atypical 
exception, the influence of students has been limited to 
indirect action. (106:16-17) This indirect action, how­
ever, has often been of greater significance than gener­
ally recognized. For example, the student in his role as 
a consumer, has the power of forcing departments which 
have become underenrolled to reassess the type of course 
offerings available. The increasing tendency of students 
to work harder and take more advanced courses in high 
school has had an important influence on the development 
of new college and university academic programs. (137*35) 

In the absence of recognized authority, students 
have exerted remarkable leadership over the academic 
climate of American higher education. Frederick Rudolph, 
in supporting his contention that "...unquestionably the 
most creative and imaginative force in the shaping of the 
American college and university has been the students," 
contends that:
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"A glance back across American academic history suggests that students knew how to use a college as an instrument of their maturation. The univer­sity has become a less wieldy instrument for that purpose, often a most disappointing instrument. Students have always had to insist that they are human beings. In the old days when their insis­tence took the form of a most intricate extra- curriculum or of a rebellion against some especially stringent application of the official code of dis­cipline, they were encouraged either by a benevo­lent neglect or by some common-sense president or professor. Today, neglect takes on new form: neglect has become a function of size and of a shift in professorial commitment rather than that of administrative absentmindedness or blindness."
(159:4-7. 57)
Walter Adams writes that as long as universities 

were still small, intimate communities where the under­
graduate was the focus of much attention and affection, 
students exercised a form of de facto influence on 
decisions. Together with their professors and adminis­
trators, they were part of an organic, close knit system 
sensitive to their views. While they lacked the formal 
authority to participate in formal decision-making, they 
possessed considerable informal influence over the quality 
of life and education within the institution. As the 
universities increased greatly in size and complexity, 
the faculty tended to allign themselves more with their 
intellectual discipline than with their institution.
This trend was paralleled by the professionalization of 
administrators and the shifting of priorities to research 
and graduate education. These factors, which have been 
characteristic of most of the large universities since



World War II, tended to diminish the de facto power of 
students. (6:111) Even a passing glance at the history 
of higher education reveals that students have influenced 
the development of American colleges and universities to 
a considerable degree.

The Current State of Student Participation
Although several institutions have a long history of 

successful student participation in governance, Lionn 
concluded in 1957 that with a few notable exceptions, 
formal student representation on faculty committees 
dealing with curriculum and personnel matters is rare. 
(98:35) Recent surveys indicate, however, that there is 
indeed a strong trend toward granting students high 
degrees of responsibility in the policy-making of American 
colleges and universities.

In the fall of 1969* McGrath found that 88.3 percent 
of the 875 institutions supplying usable information had 
incorporated students into at least one institutional 
decision-making body. McGrath concluded that, "It is 
therefore, the atypical institution which has not moved 
in this direction, and such institutions are now for the 
most part actively considering doing so." (106:38)

Cited in the Chronicle of Higher Education is a study 
conducted by the National Association of State Univer­
sities and Land Grant Colleges completed in 1970. Between 
one-third and one-half of the 90 responding institutions



had incorporated students in search committees for high 
administrative officers, and long-range planning, evalua­
tion, or self-study committees, Twenty-five of these 
institutions had students on faculty or university 
councils, and nine had formal student representation at 
the governing board level. (147:1) In a follow-up study 
of his 1969 research, McGrath was able to conclude that 
in 1971» most administrators at institutions where 
students had participated on academic decision-making 
bodies were favorably impressed with the contributions 
students had made or could make to academic discussions, 
(107:10)

The Higher Education Panel of the American Council 
on Education found through a survey of 430 representative 
colleges and universities that while only 14 percent of 
the institutions have students on their governing boards, 
almost one-fourth (24.7 percent) of the public four year 
institutions did, (13)

Student Participation at Michigan &tate University
A brief historical overview of student involvement 

at Michigan State University reveals that much effort 
has been put forth to operationalize an effective scheme 
for formalizing the student role in academic governance. 
The first attempt at defining this role was a document 
entitled the Ad Hoc Committee Report on Student Participa­
tion in Academic Government (Appendix D). In October,



1969* however, the Academic Council of Michigan State 
University, voted to recommit this report for further 
consideration. Shortly thereafter, a new student-facuity 
committee was appointed to conduct further discussions 
on the issue. This group began its work with the under­
standing that the Academic Council generally supported 
the concept of student involvement in the academic 
decision-making processes of the University. The resul­
ting Report of the New Committee on Student Participation 
in Academic Government (Appendix E) was approved by the 
Academic Council, but the necessary faculty Bylaw ammend- 
ments were rejected by the Academic Senate in June, 1970, 
on the grounds that "ambiguities", "contradictions", and 
"some questionable provisions" required further clarifi­
cation and consideration. (54-: 12)

A third report, Revised Recommendations Concerning 
Student Participation in the Academic Government (Appendix 
F) was passed by the Academic Council and the Academic 
Senate, and after considerable debate, accepted by the 
Board of Trustees on May 19, 1971* The provisions of 
this report pertaining to the Academic Council called for 
the seating of one undergraduate student representative 
from each of the colleges, plus six graduate student 
representatives. In addition, ten at-large seats on the 
Academic Council were created to ensure representation of 
the views of non-whites and women. (54-: 12-13)



This document was widely criticized by the student 
leaders and the student press because it specifically 
excluded students from participation in certain matters 
relating to the professional rights and responsibilities 
of the faculty. Regardless of the criticisms, the passage 
of this document signified a new era of formal participa­
tion by M3U students in academic governance. (54-: 15)

Purpose
The fundamental purpose of this study is to survey 

the attitudes of those directly involved in the one year 
old Michigan State University experiment for involving 
students in the institutional decision-making structure 
at the Academic Council level. Students, faculty members, 
and administrators, who were members of the MSU Academic 
Council for at least two academic terms between January 1, 
1972, and January 1, 1973» comprise the population to be 
studied.

An extensive questionnaire (Appendix C) has been 
constructed on the basis of four functionally identified 
issues that persistently appear in the literature of 
student participation in institutional governance. These 
four controversial issues include the following:

1. Academic Freedom: whether or not student par­ticipation detracts from or strengthens an atmosphere in which the scholarly pursuit of truth can take place.
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2. Administrative efficiency: whether or not the involvement of students has made an Impact on the governance process and whether or not the positive aspects of Academic Council student participation outweigh the negative aspectssuch as increased time needed to reach decisions, student inexperience, transience, and other factors.
3. Community acceptance and cohesion: whether ornot the sharing of authority with students con­tributes to greater communication, cooperation, understanding, and improved interpersonal rela­tionships among students, faculty, and adminis­trative personnel.
4. Educational value: to what degree student part­icipation provides valuable new educational opportunities for those students involved in the academic governance process.
The questionnaire was designed to elicit responses 

from all of the members of the 1972-73 MSU Academic 
Council on each of these four issues in relation to their 
experiences with student participation at the Academic 
Council level. In addition, a series of follow-up inter­
views were conducted with a random sample of non-respon­
ding Council members. The interview procedure produced 
additional descriptive information as well as data for 
testing the representativeness of the questionnaire 
respondents to the entire Academic Council. Potential 
interviewees were classified according to their academic 
status (administrators, faculty, and students) and were 
chosen randomly. The results of the questionnaire and 
the subsequent interviews have been treated as an indica­
tion of the attitudes of the 1972-73 Academic Council with 
respect to the following questions:
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1. Has student participation at the Academic Council level affected academic freedom at Michigan State University?
2. Has the addition of voting student members made the Academic Council a more efficient academic decision-making body?
3. Has student participation at the Academic Council level contributed to improved cooperation and communication in the university community?
4. Has student participation provided new and sig­nificant educational opportunities for the student members of the Academic Council?
In addition, comparisons of response are to be made 

among the various subgroups that compose the Academic 
Council. These comparisons should provide insight into 
the following questions:

1. What, if any, attitudinal differences exist among students, faculty, and administrators who are members of the 1972-73 MSU Academic Council?
2. What, if any, attitudinal differences exist between long term (more than two consecutive years of service) faculty Academic Council members and short term faculty Academic Council members?
3. What, if any, attitudinal differences exist among the student members of the 1972-73 Academic Coun­cil who major in the general areas of liberal arts, natural science, and social and behavioral science?
4. What, if any, attitudinal differences exist among the faculty members of the 1972-73 Academic Coun­cil members who are affiliated with the general academic areas of liberal arts, natural science, and social and behavioral science?
5- What, if any, attitudinal differences exist among the academic administrators who are members of the 1972-73 Academic Council and are affiliated with the general academic areas of liberal arts, natural science, and social and behavioral science, and those who are not affiliated to an academic discipline?
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6. What, if any, attitudinal differences exist between graduate and undergraduate student members of the 1972-73 Academic Council?
The results of these comparisons were essential to 

the analysis of the overall results. Differences in 
perspective were found and isolated in certain particular 
subgroups and, hypotheses concerning the source of various 
strengths and weaknesses of the present structure were 
formulated. In other areas the data from the questionnaire 
indicated significant similarities among the views of 
council members.

Instrumentation
The development of the instrument which was used in 

this study took place over a period of four months. Most 
of the items originated from the literature of student 
participation and related research. In addition, several 
suggestions from faculty, students, and administrators 
at MSU, as well as other institutions of higher education, 
were developed into items. Following the accumulation 
of several hundred items, the instrument was refined by 
eliminating or replacing the repititious and ambiguous 
statements. The face validity of the questionnaire was 
further enhanced with the assistance of three past members 
of the Michigan State University Academic Council who 
reviewed and criticized the questionnaire. The comments 
and suggestions from these men sire considered extremely 
valuable since they had been members of the Academic
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Council during the difficult times when the specific 
details of the MSU experiment in student participation 
were "being decided. The questionnaire consists of 99 
Likert style forced choice items (Appendix C).

It was decided that the response options be limited 
to a four point scale that forces the respondent to take 
a position on each item. The elimination of an "uncertain" 
response commits the respondent to a stand on each item, 
thus providing the maximum amount of data. This course 
of action was taken because it was felt that the exper­
iences from a full year of student participation have 
enabled the Council members to make judgements on the 
great majority of the items.

The final draft of the questionnaire contains a 
total of 99 items distributed among the issues as follows.

ACADEMIC FREEDOM - 25 items.
ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY - 22 items.
COMMUNITY COHESION - 19 items.
EDUCATIONAL VALUE - 10 items.
GENERAL — 25 items.

Procedure and Design 
Following the completion of an early draft of the 

instrument, approval for the proposed saturation research 
project was sought and received from the Chairman of the 
Steering Committee of the Academic Council, the Director 
of Institutional Research, and the President of Michigan 
State University. Each of these gentlemen made several
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helpful comments and criticisms as to the adequacy of the 
questionnaire. With the help of these men, as well as 
that of others, including three former faculty Academic 
Council members who completed, criticized, and commented 
upon an early draft of the instrument, the final version 
of the instrument was prepared.

The instrument and cover letter (Appendix A) was 
distributed to each of the members of the 1972-73 Academic 
Council in the latter part of January. The completed 
questionnaires were collected shortly thereafter, followed 
by the analysis of the data with the assistance of the MSU 
computer facilities. In order to adapt the data to the 
specific purposes of the study, the computer analysis will 
include the following statistics compiled for each item:

1. Mean
2. Mode
5- Standard deviation
4-. Frequency distribution
In addition, to facilitate comparison of subgroups 

within the Academic Council, the above statistics are to 
be calculated on each item for each of the following 
subgroups:

I. Students
1. All Students (n = 36)2. Graduate Students (n = 11)
3. Undergraduate Students (n = 25)4-. Liberal Arts Students (n = 7)5. Natural Science Students (n = 13)6. Social Science Students (n = 16)



II- Faculty
1. All Faculty (n = 67)2. Long Term Faculty (n « 19)3. Short Term Faculty (n = 48)4. Liberal Arts Faculty (n = 11)3. Natural Science Faculty (n = 30)6. Social Science Faculty (n = 23)

III. Administrators
1. All Administrators (n = 31)2. Liberal Arts Administrators (n * 2)3- Natural Science Administrators (n = 8)4. Social Science Administrators (n = 7)5- Non-affiliated Administrators (n = 15)

Following the analysis of the data from the question­
naire, using appropriate hypothesis testing techniques, 
a series of follow-up interviews took place. Those 
Academic Council members interviewed were chosen randomly 
and representatively from the major component groups, the 
administrators, faculty, and students. The interview 
technique is included for the purpose of complementing 
the data from the questionnaire with information of
greater depth and clarity, thus utilizing the advantages
of both techniques. The interviews further provide data 
for the testing the representativeness of the respondents 
to the non-respondents.

The interviews will be of the semistructured variety, 
with the focus and tone being set by a series of struc­
tured questions. The interviewer will then probe deeply, 
using open ended questions in order to obtain more complete 
data on points of special interest. The semistructured 
interview has the advantage of being reasonably objective
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while still permitting a more thorough understanding of 
the respondents' opinions and reasons behind them than 
would be possible from using the mailed questionnaire 
alone.

Need and Significance of the Study 
The question of whether or not students should 

continue to have a voice in academic governance, and 
probably more importantly, to what degree, is currently 
one of the important issues facing Michigan State Univer­
sity and American higher education. The problem is 
complicated because the tendency toward expansion of 
formal student participation has exceeded the development 
of a justifiable educational foundation. In 1957* I»unn 
reported that, "No precise rationale for student partici­
pation has gained universal acceptance among educators." 
(98:4-) In 1970* McGrath indicated that little progress 
has been made in this area when he declared, "Neither 
experience nor informed opinion has yet definitely 
established in which bodies students should have member­
ship, what proportion of the total they should be, or 
how they should be selected." (106:104-)

One noted educational researcher notes the signifi­
cance of survey research in dealing with such problems:

"Survey research is probably best adapted to obtaining personal and social facts, beliefs, and attitudes. It is significant that although hun­dreds of thousands of words are spoken and written about education and about what people presumably
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think about education, there is little dependable information on the subject. We simply do not know what people's attitudes toward education are." (90:406)
The deficiency in experience and informed opinion

and the need for its correction, is also recognized at
Michigan State University. The "Introduction" to the MSU
Bylaws for Academic Governance (1971) expresses the
experimental nature of the current plan for involving
students in academic governance:

"The pattern of student participation set forth in this document is to be tried experimentally for a period of two years, beginning May 19, 1971* At the end of this time, the pattern is to be recon­sidered by the Academic Council and the Academic Senate. These bodies will then be free to amend or confirm the pattern as experience shall have taught us."
The significance of the proposed study derives from 

the fact that it is the only post hoc survey of the 
attitudes of the MSU Academic Council to be conducted 
prior to the upcoming institutional evaluation. As such, 
this survey of those directly connected with student 
participation at the highest academic governance level 
should prove immediately helpful in focusing attention 
upon the strengths and weaknesses of the MSU experiment 
in student involvement in academic governance for the 
benefit of subsequent researchers.

Further, by comparison of component groups, this 
study attempts to consider certain attitudinal factors 
which may prove critical to the success or failure of 
student participation in the MSU Academic Council. While
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structure and guidelines are important, the ultimate 
success of a governing body may well depend to a great 
degree upon the subtle feelings, faith, and degree of 
trust, both exhibited and perceived, by those involved.

Taken in the wider context of American higher educa­
tion, as a whole, this study represents an important step 
in the development of a body of research concerning student 
participation in academic governance. While the conclu­
sions drawn from this survey can technically be inferred 
no further than the 1972-73 Michigan State University 
Academic Council, they do provide an indication of how 
student, faculty, and administrative participants of a 
high level academic governance body at a large public 
university view the issues and the impact of student 
involvement on the institution* As such, the results of 
this study can be utilized hypothetically by other 
similar institutions as they seek to determine the gover­
nance structure best suited to their needs.

Limitations of the Study
The proposed study, by the nature of its design, has 

limited application beyond the 1972-73 MSU Academic 
Council. This limitation is, at the same time, a source 
of strength. The relatively small population under 
examination is the body most experienced in the area of 
investigation and therefore eminently qualified to provide
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important insights into the strengths and weaknesses of 
the MSU experiment in student participation at the 
Academic Council level.

The study is limited by the deficiencies inherent in 
all questionnaire studies. Particularly important are 
concerns about the instrument, such as, validity, and 
reliability. These dangers hopefully have been minimized 
through extensive discussions with authorities in the area 
of MSU student participation, and with experts skilled 
in survey research and design. These discussions resulted 
in the elimination or restatement of many ambiguous, 
confusing, and otherwise inappropriate items.

Another concern arising from the design of the study 
is the necessity of obtaining a very high percentage of 
usable responses. This potential obstacle places high 
priority on instrument development, perceived relevancy 
and importance of the issue, and the quality of the 
interaction between the researcher and the respondent.

Definition of Terms
Academic Administrators (or Administrators)Those persons serving in such positions as president, provost, vice-presidents, deans, associate deans, assistant deans, directors, assistant directors, associate directors, etc.
Academic CouncilThe Academic Council is composed of the President, the Provost, the elected faculty representatives, the student representatives, the deans of the colleges, and certain administrators designated as ex officio members. The Academic Council acts for and on behalf of the Academic Senate and
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advises the President on all matters of educa­tional policy; approves or rejects major changes in the curricula; and considers proposals on matters pertaining to the general welfare of the University.

Academic FreedomIcaidemic' freedom consists of the absence of, or protection from, such restraints or pressures that create in the minds of academic scholars (teachers, research workers, and students) fears and anxieties which may inhibit them from respon­sibly and freely studying, investigating, discussing, or publishing matters of interest to them.
Academic GovernanceThose processes and procedures used in a univer­sity to determine policies and practices regarding academic matters. Educational matters are dis­cussed, alternatives identified, and priorities for action or Inaction are established.
Liberal ArtsThis' term refers to students, faculty, and adminis­trators affiliated with the College of Arts and Letters, Justin Morill College, the department of American Thought and Language, and the depart­ment of Humanities in the University College at Michigan State University.
Natural ScienceThis term refers to students, faculty, and adminis­trators affiliated with the colleges of Agriculture and Natural Resources, Engineering, Human Medicine, Natural Science, Osteopathic Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Lyman Briggs College, and the University College Department of Natural Science at Michigan State University.
Non-Affiliates (or Non-Affiliated Administrators)This term reTers to those administrators whose title prevents classification according to the broad academic areas of liberal arts, natural sciences, or social sciences. Examples of titles falling in this classification include Vice-President for Student Affairs, Director of the Honor's College, and Director of Libraries.
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Social and Behavioral ScienceThis term refers ifo students, faculty, and adminis tratora affiliated with the colleges of Business Communication Arts, Education, Human Ecology, Social Science, James Madison College, and the University College Department of Social Science at Michigan State University.
Student Invo1vement (or Participation)The practice oT“allowing students an opportunity to express their opinions and vote on academic matters in university, college, or departmental decision-making bodies.

Overview
The present investigation of the attitudes of the 

members of the Michigan State University Academic Council 
appears best pursued in terms of the following chapter 
outline:

The Problem
Review of the Literature: StudentParticipation in Academic Governance
A Historical Overview of Student Par­ticipation in Academic Governance at Michigan State University
Analysis of the Data
Summary, Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations

The initial chapter of the proposed study will begin 
with an introduction to the issues surrounding formal 
student participation in Academic governance at Michigan 
State University and generally, throughout American 
higher education. Following a concise definition of 
purpose and design, the chapter will conclude with remarks 
concerning the need, significance, and the limitations of 
the study.

Chapter I 
Chapter II

Chapter III

Chapter IV 
Chapter V
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The following chapter will deal exclusively with an 

elucidation of the written opinions and attitudes of 
commentators on contemporary American higher education. 
These opinions are to he discussed in terms of the pre­
viously mentioned four areas of concern, i.e., academic 
freedom, administrative efficiency, community cohesion, 
and educational value. The third chapter will consist of 
a detailed historical review of the development of the 
current state of student participation in academic gover­
nance at Michigan State University, particularly at the 
Academic Council level. Special attention is to he given 
to the attempted resolution of those issues raised in the 
previous chapter.

The development of the instrument and the analysis 
of the data will constitute one major portion of the 
fourth chapter. Also the data from the questionnaire and 
from the interviews will he examined and analyzed with a 
view toward, developing evidence sufficient to provide 
illumination concerning the questions raised in the 
"purpose" section.

The final chapter of the proposed study is to con­
sist of a summary and conclusion section followed hy 
recommendations concerning the future state of student 
participation in the academic governance of Michigan 
State University.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE: STUDENT PARTICIPATION

Introduction
As noted in the previous chapter, the recent litera­

ture of higher education contains many variations on 
many positions concerning student involvement in the 
academic governance of contemporary American higher 
education. On most college and university campuses, 
there is continuing concern and controversy relating to 
the issue of the role of the student in the governance 
of the institution. Most of the rhetoric focuses on 
questions such as the following: What are the rights and
responsibilities of students in governance? Are students
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Should they be involved? If so, what are the appropriate 
limitations, if any, on their involvement?

The purpose of this chapter is to explore these 
and other questions with a view toward defining the 
present state of opinion concerning student involvement 
in academic governance.

23
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Present Problems Facing Contemporary American

Hlgfre** -Education
Before launching an exploration of the many positions 

taken by advocates and opponents of student involvement 
in academic governance, it is appropriate to consider 
some of the recent significant changes in American higher 
education. These are "facts of life" which have con­
sequences for higher education regardless of whether or 
not there exists a sound rationale for increased student 
participation in academic governance. These developments 
will have to be faced and accomodated.

Earl McGrath has indicated that despite the trends 
toward greater student participation in academic govern­
ance, there has been an accompanying and apparently con­
tradictory trend toward reducing, rather than increasing, 
the influence of students in relation to institutional 
academic affairs. Those factors which he identifies as 
limiting student influence include increased institutional 
size, and the growth of faculty power. (106:45-49)

First among the factors to be considered is the 
fact that the governance of even a small college or 
university is a complex undertaking requiring enormous 
amounts of data and an appropriate organizational struc­
ture for dealing with such data. This organizational 
structure has become increasingly bureaucratic, much 
like other institutions in our society. The lay boards 
of trustees have lost much of their power because the
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control over Information essential to decision-making 
has been assumed by the bureaucratic structure which even 
the smaller Institutions have created. Boards, do, of 
course, appoint presidents and assign legitimacy to 
decisions, but the substance of these decisions lies in 
recommendations prepared by various offices. (105:16)

Public higher education has seen the development of 
statewide systems of coordination and control. These 
agencies have assumed powers over budgets, programs, and 
processes which are increasingly difficult to influence. 
Systems of institutions and institutions themselves have 
moved in the direction of long range planning based on 
complex bases of data. Decisions to be ratified must 
be increasingly consistent with the goals generated by 
long range plans. In most cases this development limits 
the flexibility of institutions to react independently 
and immediately to situations in which students, among 
others, would like to see sweeping-t innovative, and 
immediate changes* The growth of bureaucracy and con­
stitutionalism, or rule by law rather than rule by men, 
is seen by many as the wave of the future. To insure 
reasonable working conditions for people in a large 
scale enterprise, it is necessary for there to be con­
stitutions, by-laws, handbooks, and specific codes of 
behavior. As the governance of higher education becomes 
more complex, it is reasonable to assume that
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bureaucratic processes will become more significant, 
requiring many people, each with a specialized skill.

Decisions for complex organizations are made through 
the bureaucx'atic structure, where seemingly endless 
deliberations may often frustrate those who want instant 
action toward the solutions of complex problems. "If 
the rights of all are to be preserved, Immediate solutions 
must be subjugated to the slower process of constitution­
alism which says, 'before appeal to the highest office 
to resolve conflicts, recourse must be had to adminis­
trative solution and lower courts'." (105:16-17)

Mayhew sees a further source of inflexibility in 
the successful academic revolution which gave faculties 
the extensive power that they presently possess. The 
rise of the faculty relative to other groups in academic 
governance was made possible by the high demand for pro­
fessional services during the 1950's and 1960's. Market 
conditions have changed during the seventies, however, 
and professors can be expected to be less charitable 
toward those who would threaten the status quo. (105:14-)

In recent years, faculty members, as a group, 
traditionally have expressed little confidence in the 
ability of students to make responsible decisions about 
the academic process. Faculty have, for the most part, 
ignored the sometimes new and innovative viewpoints of 
students and have considered their own opinions as more 
important than those of so-called innovators. They have
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often expressed more interest in their own discipline 
than in their students or their institutions. (8:50)

As a group, administrators traditionally have had 
little confidence in students and only slightly more 
confidence in the faculty. They have demanded the right 
to make all final administrative decisions irrespective 
of student or faculty opinion. Many administrators 
have failed to view student involvement as evolutionary 
and changing. They have often been more concerned with 
preserving than changing. (8:50)

An additional factor is the steady growth of 
collective bargaining in American higher education. It 
appears that faculty, with union contracts dealing with 
economic matters, will be less amenable to accomodating 
student requests for services and consultation above and 
beyond the call of duty. Reduction of impersonality and 
an increase in receptivity toward student proposals for 
innovation will not be served by a union contract calling 
for nine hours of teaching, three office hours per week, 
and a graduated salary schedule based on tenure. (105:14-) 

Perhaps the most important development of all is 
the loss of public regard for higher education. The 
period from 1957 to approximately 19^7 was a high water 
mark for American higher education. The public viewed 
education as a means of realizing the "American dream" 
and offered support in the form of the most favorable 
legislation, both state and national, in the history of
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the nation. But disillusionment soon followed. Higher 
education did contribute to a number of favorable outcomes, 
but it also seemed to produce a generation of trouble­
makers and revolutionaries. Prom 1967 to the present, 
higher education has experienced a curtailment of support, 
greater political control, and a climate of opinion 
generally unfavorable to colleges and universities. 
.Reactionary periods are not favorable to the expansion 
of democratic or egalitarian ideals, particularly when 
they are accompanied by a generalized public insistance 
upon reducing governmental expenditures. (105:1^-16)

With these limitations in mind, some of the basic 
issues which complicate the larger question of student 
participation in academic governance can be placed in 
perspective. Much of the rhetoric and research concerning 
student participation focuses upon the following issues:

1. Does student participation in academic governance threaten the climate of Academic Freedom at American colleges and univer­sities?
2. Does student participation in academic governance add to the efficiency of the decision-making process?
3* Does student participation in academicgovernance contribute to greater community cohesion and identification among students, faculty, and administrators?
A. Does student participation in academicgovernance provide significant educational opportunities to student policy-makers?
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Each of these issues will he discussed at length 

in terms of the positions taken by different authorities 
on contemporary American higher education.

Academic Freedom
The history of the development of academic freedom 

in American colleges and universities is characterized 
by Rudolph as the development among college teachers of 
a common respect for the requirements of scholarship.
This common sense of respect took the form of a climate 
that could be described as scientific in the broad 
sense of the term. It has been shaped by a tolerance for 
differing views, by a preference for experiment and a 
respect for the unknown, by an indifference to tradition 
and inherited truth, and by a need for continuous inquiry 
and continuous verification. The term academic freedom 
was based on the spirit of suspended judgement and 
scholarly pursuit of truth. The American notion of 
academic freedom was significantly influenced by the 
great German universities and their distinction between 
Lemfreiheit and Lehrfreitheit. By Lemfreiheit. the 
Germans meant the absense of administrative coercion 
which freed students from policies that restricted or 
were hostile to an atmosphere of dedicated study and 
research. The term Lehrfreiheit. or teacher's freedom, 
referred to the right of the university professor to 
exercise freedom of inquiry, freedom of teaching, and the
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the right to study and to report on his findings in an 
atmosphere of consent. (158:412)

In current usage, academic freedom basically con­
sists of the absence of, or protection from, those re­
straints or pressures that create fears and anxieties 
in the minds of academic scholars (teachers, researchers, 
and students) and which may inhibit them from responsibly 
and freely studying, investigating, discussing, or 
publishing matters of interest to them. (164:57)

The sharing of authority with students in the 
governance of contemporary American higher education is 
viewed by many as a serious threat against this climate 
of free inquiry. Sidney Hook, one of the most outspoken 
critics of the current trend toward greater student 
participation in academic governance, declares that the 
chief enemy of the university is ignorance, and that the 
practice of giving students voting powers equal to those 
of faculty members, equates the “immature Judgements of 
students, beginning their careers, with the reasoned 
Judgement of their teachers who have initiated and 
observed the consequences of curricular changes." 
(79:69-70)

Hook's view of academic freedom emphasizes the rights 
of professionally qualified persons to seek, publish, and 
teach the truth as they see it in their field of exper­
tise, subject to no control other than the methods by 
which conclusions are established in their discipline and
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the canons of professional ethics. Hook concludes that 
if students are granted the right and power to determine, 
or to help determine, who shall teach, what shall be 
taught, and to set standards of what is good and true, 
then the cause of academic freedom is seriously endangered. 
(79:4-0)

Hook's views have much in common with those of 
Charles Frankel who writes, concerning student involve­
ment in faculty hiring, that:

"...the most important reason why student power cannot extend to the selection of the faculty is that this would be incompatible with academic freedom. It exposes the teacher to intimidation. Students have no common professional perspective or shared occupational interest in academic freedom. Teaching is a professional relationship, not a popularity contest. To invite students to participate in the selection or promotion of their teachers is to create a relationship in the class­room inappropriate to teaching." (59:30-32)
The arguments against granting students greater

decision-making authority in academic affairs on the
grounds that academic freedom would be threatened deserve
consideration. These criticisms generally reflect the
idea that students are not qualified to be involved, in
part, because they lack continuity, and responsibility.

The most abundant source of rhetoric directed against
further increases in student involvement in academic
governance is found in the issue of whether or not
students are sufficiently qualified to vote on the
difficult and sensitive problems facing today's colleges
and universities.
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Sidney Hook declares that:
"(Giving students voting powers) is to draw an equation between the authority of ignorance and that of knowledge, of inexperience with experience, of immaturity with maturity. To be sure, there are some students who in all of these are precocious and some teachers who have slipped through the professional safeguards against incompetence and are inglorious mediocrities. But it would be absurd to base a general policy on rare and excep­tional instances." (7Q*64)

The lack of any professional experience or orientation
on the part of students raises grave doubts in the
minds of many critics. Lewy and Rothman see "no reason
why these same principles of academic freedom should
now be compromised or surrendered to students whose
competence to decide questions of educational policy or
academic personnel is no greater than that of earlier
challengers of academic freedom." (96:280)

Reacting to the differences in competence between
students and academic professionals, Sidney Hook responds
to the question, "Is it arbitrary to assume that there
is a presumptive authority that attaches to the teacher*s
function?" by saying, "Ho more so than it is arbitrary
to assume that the master craftsman in any field should
exercise the authority of superior skills. In what field
does the apprentice enjoy the same authority as his teacher
to determine the order of studies and the nature of the
disciplines required to become a master Journeyman?"
(78:64)



Included in a 1966 "Statement of Government of 
Colleges and Universities," endorsed by many of the 
prestigious higher education organizations, is a section 
that reads: "Faculty status and related matters are
primarily a faculty responsibility; this area includes 
appointments, reappointments, decisions not to reappoint, 
promotions, the granting of tenure, and dismissal." (169) 
Harold Bowen, following a similar train of thought, 
believes that matters pertaining to course content, 
degree requirements, research contract decisions, 
equipment, and book selection are primarily matters for 
faculty decisions. (16:181) Mayhew contends that the 
faculty should have almost irrevocable power over its 
own membership, the curriculum, and the conditions of 
student admission and graduation. (105:19) Hook declares 
that the reason that the ultimate decision in these 
areas should rest with the faculty is by virtue of their 
greater knowledge, broader experience, and wider per­
spective over the years. (81:197)

Other similar concerns of those opposed to student 
participation in academic governance include the following 
the balance of power in important academic bodies shifting 
from the boards, administrators, and faculty to students; 
the immaturity of students; the limited perspective or 
commitment to long term policies; and student ignorance 
of professional values, knowledge, and other skills 
needed to make these decisions. (106:60-64)



54
But not all of the commentators on the issue of the 

impact of student involvement on academic freedom agree 
with Hook, Frankel, and the otherB. McGrath views the 
current generation of college students as possessing an 
unprecedented awareness of the crucial relationship 
between education and human destiny. Recognizing the 
significance and the value of the higher education 
experience, students have asked and continue to ask for 
a recognized voice in determining its character. This 
awareness of students is coupled with a more sophisticated, 
serious, and informed interest in the social, political, 
and international problems of their age. They have also 
become sensitively conscious of the potential thera­
peutic value of higher education in curing the ills of 
humanity. Socially conscious as they now are, McGrath 
finds it not surprising that the personal and social 
goals of students have raised questions and dissatis­
faction with the unrepresentativeness of academic bodies 
and the inadequacy of the institutional decision-making 
process. Numerous commentators view this unprecedented 
intellectual concern and idealistic commitment as an 
immense resource for the thoughtful reconstruction of 
American higher education. On the basis of these asser- 
tations, McGrath suggests that students are sufficiently 
sensitive and qualified to make a meaningful contribution 
to academic freedom through the academic governance
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process, by bringing forward new perspectives and 
insights. (106:52-53)

Other observers take a middle road on the issue of 
student qualifications for participation in academic 
governance. These authors contend that while students 
may be ignorant in some areas, they are knowledgeable in 
others. Harold Taylor suggests that while they may be 
lacking in areas generally considered within the domain 
of the faculty, students are quite knowledgeable about 
their own education, their own interests, and to an 
unusual degree among some of them, their own society and 
their own culture. Taylor further contends that the 
knowledge and Intellectual interests of students should 
be welcomed and utilized to the full extent in improving 
the quality of the higher education experience. (177: 196, 
37:187)

It would appear that the ongoing quest for quality 
educational experiences should be approached by bringing 
together the various constituencies to gain the contribu­
tions of all to the improvement of the academic program. 
The development of academic freedom in American colleges 
and universities has made great strides toward freeing 
scholars from outside intimidation and interference, but 
some writers see this development as tending to exclude 
many potentially contributing voices from the academic 
process.



36
The Scranton report contends that while academic

institutions must be free from both external and internal
interference and intimidation, the first principle of
academic freedom is that the pursuit of knowledge cannot
continue without the free exchange of ideas. (184-:2)
Elliott remarks that,

"In recent years the colleges and universities have been faced with the almost complete surrender of responsibility and authority for subject matter, both its selection and organization, to the individual professor. Under the banner of academic freedom, his authority for his own course has become an almost unchallenged right. He has been, not only free to ignore suggestions for change, but also licensed, it is assumed, to prevent any change he himself does not choose. Even in departments where courses are sequential, the Individual professor chooses the degree to which he will accomodate his course to others in the sequence." (53:4-8)
The concept of academic freedom cannot be regarded

as an absolute. John Howard describes the current climate
of higher education as restrained by various parameters
which operate on every campus, no matter how much scholars
might wish otherwise. The discontinuance of Professor
Leary of Harvard, because of his work with psychedelic
drugs, illustrates the point that academic freedom must
operate within a framework endorsed by the larger society.
(85) Henderson makes a strong case for this view by
declaring that, "Control by any single vested interest—
is a violation of academic freedom and undermines the
larger purposes and the integrity of the college."
(74-*55)
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If students do, in fact, have the potential to make 

positive contributions to the academic governance pro­
cesses, then it would certainly appear desirable to 
utilize this resource in improving the educational 
opportunities at a given institution. At the same time, 
however, the development and preservation of conditions 
necessary for free inquiry must be protected. As Sidney 
Hook reminds us: "Without academic freedom for their
teachers, there is no genuine freedom to learn for 
students." (79s70)

Administrative Efficiency
In this section, those opinions of observers of 

American higher education that confront the issue of the 
efficiency of various degrees of student participation in 
academic governance will be considered. The term "adminis­
trative efficiency" is often considered a component of 
the broader term "administrative effectiveness." By the 
use of the term "administrative effectiveness," this 
writer refers to the process by which quality decisions 
are reached and implemented. This process has a quanti­
tative, as well as a qualitative dimension. Its quanti­
tative or efficiency aspect refers to the amount of time, 
effort, talent, and information that go into the decision­
making process, while the qualitative aspect, considers 
the degree of satisfaction and harmony which is felt by 
groups and individuals involved in the actual administrative
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deliberations. This distinction is employed primarily 
for purposes of definition and in actual fact is highly 
artificial. Without sufficient time, effort, and informa­
tion, it is doubted that a solution satisfactory and 
satisfying to those involved can be reached. Similarly, 
if the decision-making process is not satisfying to 
those involved, or if the decisions reached are received 
negatively by the members of the campus community, then 
it could be assumed that less time, effort, and commitment 
will be put forth to resolve subsequent problems.

The task of this section is primarily one of reviewing 
the opinions of those who hold informed views on the 
issue of whether the inclusion of students on academic 
decision-making bodies has a quantitative impact on the 
governance in American higher education, and if so, 
whether this impact would contribute to the attainment 
of the purposes of higher education. The following 
section on community cohesion will complement this 
aspect by emphasizing the qualitative dimension, particu­
larly that of interpersonal relationships within the 
academic community resulting from broader student 
involvement in academic governance.

As previously noted, Hook, Frankel, and others view 
the continuation of the trend toward greater student 
participation in the academic governance of American 
higher education with serious reservations. While their
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principle concern seems to be with the potential infringe­
ment upon the faculty's academic freedom, they also 
emphasize what they feel to be a striking difference 
between the competence of faculty to govern and that of 
students. Using what he calls the "ontological, epistemo- 
logical argument," D. Bruce Johnstone expresses this 
basic position by saying,

"The first basis for objection to greater student participation is both ontological and epistemolog- ical: education, we may agree, exists to directthe student toward some cognitive, attitudinal, or vocational goal. Assuming that the student has not yet attained any one of these goals, how can he be in a position to know the knowledge that is of most worth or the means by which this knowledge is to be gained? Would not the student, left entirely to his own devices, tend simply to reinforce his existing interests, inclinations, and prejudices? Thus, while the student's needs and interests are relevant to the goals of education and essential to the process of learning, the ultimate authority must reside with those who are older and wiser." (87:210)
These positions, along with many similar types of 

responses to increased student participative trends 
have a common criticism, i.e., that students lack the 
specific experiences and competencies necessary for 
meaningful participation in the academic governance of 
American higher education. Mayhew contends that any 
decision-making role must carry with it appropriate 
information, authority, and responsibility. Applying 
this principle to the question of student participation 
in governance, students would first need access to and 
understanding of highly complex information. Then they
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would need to be responsible and accountable so that the 
exercise of authority does not detract from the educa­
tional mission of the institution. (105s18)

Many commentators Insist that decisions on personnel, 
course content, degree requirements, selection of research 
projects, books and equipment should remain primarily a 
faculty concern. (16,17) To Justify these claims, a 
great many analogies are presented such as the following: 
"Do freshmen medical students have the background to 
plan courses in surgery, or business students to plan 
their work in accounting, or students in physical or 
biological sciences to plan sequences of work in physics 
or bioengineering?" and, "If students could be relied 
upon to know what it takes to be an educated person, 
they would not have to be students." (87*78) Another set 
of opinions express concern about potentially detrimental 
consequences which accompany formal student involvement 
in academic governance, i.e., prolonging decisions, 
wasting time, provoking confrontations, quarreling student 
groups, over-reactions, and further polarization. (16)

Many authors emphasize the necessity for institutional 
stability and continuity as an argument against increases 
in student involvement. One common argument contends 
that institutions of higher education are formally 
organized toward a set of goals and can exist only with 
some degree of stability and some semblance of perpetuity.
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Students are members or a campus community for only a 
short time and are available for service on committees, 
boards, and councils for an even shorter time. It takes 
time and commitment before new members are able to con­
tribute efficiently to the decision-making process. The 
power to severely alter either the goals or the procedures 
of an institution of higher education should not be 
placed in the hands of those who would be immune from the 
consequences of that exercise of power. A student genera­
tion of four years, it is said, is far too short to be 
controlled by this anticipation of consequences. Fur­
thermore, student generations change in their styles and 
opinions, and sometimes very quickly. Students therefore 
bring an element of discontinuity and a shortened per­
spective into the consideration of matters of policy.
In increasingly complex institutions, such as colleges 
and universities, continuity of perspective is essential. 
(59:56, S?:210)

Another factor to be considered in reaching a 
decision concerning student involvement is the effective­
ness of students when they have been granted some respon­
sibility for academic governance. Mayhew reports that in 
a half dozen institutions during the fall of 1969 in 
which students sat as members of committees, students 
adopted a self imposed role of junior members responsible 
for the menial tasks of keeping minutes and ordering 
coffee. Students seem to have been most productive in
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matters concerning student lire, Judicial activities, 
and promoting cultural events. They seem to be least 
productive when dealing with critical decisions of insti- 
tutional life, such as, matters of tuition increases, 
restrictions on graduate enrollment, changes in tenure 
policy, or deficit financing. (105:14-) Hook concludes 
that the reason for the lack of interest and hence 
effectiveness on the part of students in academic govern­
ance is a result of an undeveloped sense of the impor­
tance of educational questions. (78:65)

On the other hand, advocates of student participa­
tion in academic governance claim that today's generation 
of students is deeply concerned about the educational 
enterprise and what is taught, that increased sophisti­
cation, sensitivity and knowledge does qualify them to 
participate, and that their unique perspective on the 
character and quality of instruction could improve higher 
education. Other perceived benefits include making 
students less vulnerable to the radical campus element, 
and encouraging constructive understanding of complex 
educational questions. (106, 178)

These unique strengths to which advocates point, vary 
tremendously among institutions. The student population 
of a community college geographically located to serve 
primarily a low-income group with poor educational back­
grounds, may have a sense of realism concerning social
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conditions, a knowledge of political maneuvering, a 
sensitivity to prejudices, and a clarity of purpose.
The students at a leading research university may have 
superior knowledge and sophistication, understanding of 
social dynamics, and mastery of the processes of technical 
inquiry. Both groups have the potential for providing 
important complementary information and perspective to 
the academic decision-making process about the gaps 
between announced objectives of curricula or courses and 
their actual outcomes. Keeton, McGrath, and others view 
students as constituting a vast resource in areas such 
as the utility to students of requirements about the 
sequence and packaging of courses; the relevance of 
studies to the life and vocational aims, the selection of 
faculty who work and communicate effectively with students 
the recognition of good or poor faculty performance in 
instruction and counseling; and the creation of a student 
jptstjx' uulcure or a campus climate which enhances achieve^ 
ment of institutional goals. "The advantages which 
students bring to these tasks are in part those of oppor­
tunity to observe and experience, in part, those of pers­
pective, and in part, those of acting as a counterforce 
to special interests of faculty or administrators which 
are not always in the best interests of the institution." 
(89:18) "Students today are asking questions that must 
be studied and answered. There are fresh breezes blowing
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across the facade of higher education, hut they are having 
difficulty penetrating the ivy and the ivory." (74:250) 

Edward Schwartz, a former president of the National 
Student Association, claims that students wish to con­
tribute in those areas in which professors have the least 
claim to professional competence.

"College teachers are not trained to be teachers; they are trained to be political scientists, econo­mists, biologists, and philosophers. If they were trained to teach, and encouraged to teach well, perhaps there would be fewer student complaints about the quality of teaching. That they were not, however, renders foolish their argument that 'pro­fessional competence* should be the standard against which student participation should be weighed. Con­versely, students are not competent political scientists, economists, biologists, and philosophers, but they are competent judges of good and bad lec­tures, adequate and inadequate discussions, helpful and deficient comments on papers. Hence, the area in which student critics can be most acute is the area in which the professor's skill is least developed." (163:62)
The need for continued progress toward attaining the 

goals of higher education is seen by Elliot and others as 
best fulfilled by bringing together the various consti­
tuencies to gain the contributions of all to the evaluation 
of the adequacy and relevancy of the academic program. 
(53:48) Beyond the possible advantages and disadvantages 
of student participation in academic governance, the 
rising moral sentiment in the world at large is strongly 
in favor of giving more independence and power to the 
young. Frankel is convinced that American higher educa­
tion cannot hold out indefinitely against this trend.
(59:28)
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The question now to he considered is one of* how to

most effectively incorporate students in the academic
decision-making process in such a way as to obtain the
contributions available from student competencies and
cooperation and to protect the other constituencies and
the institutions against undue effects of the special
interests and limitations that apply on a particular
campus. (89:19)

Elliott identifies a broad but important focal point
for governance structures when he writes:

"In the final analysis the university must be run by the power of truth and logic, and the best governance will be that which provides a fair hearing for all voices. The common objective of all voices is the creation of the best possible educational environment in order that study and search may be carried out with the least inter­ference, .And I would suggest that the ultimate test of the structure of an institution is the effectiveness by which the structure aligns the individual to the organization and its goals."
(53:54-)

SeveraJL writers object to even considering specific 
decision-making roles until a set of goals or objectives 
for institutions are created and accepted. (69:6, 105:15) 
Knock declares that any experiment in student participation, 
if it is to be successful, must emerge as a product of a 
planned change in accordance with established institu­
tional objectives. (94:171) The type of structure at a 
given institution should, and in fact does, vary according 
to institutional objectives and philosophy. *
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Given the complexity of the institutional governance 

problem, it is hazardous to attempt any systematic 
description of the forms of student participation in 
university governance. There may be some value in an 
overview of four possible approaches or models.

Model of Denial. The first model is really a 
pattern of noninvolvement. In effect, students are denied 
any role in the decision-making process. Institutional 
policies and programs are developed for the student 
rather than either by or with him, and decisions are 
based on the perception of administrators and faculty of 
that which best serves the students' needs. Although it 
is clearly unlikely that many institutions today qualify 
as fitting this model completely, a careful study might 
very well document that the actual situation on many 
campuses still matches this model of participation better 
than any of the others described. (25)
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second form of involvement in governance is perhaps the 
most common form of institutional decision-making. In some 
areas, the affairs of the university may be discharged by 
Joint involvement of students, facility, and administrators. 
Publications boards, Judicial boards, and union boards 
are common examples where representatives are selected 
from each of the three groups. In other areas, however, 
authority is restricted to the one group considered most
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competent to perform that particular function. Committees 
composed entirely of faculty members designed to deal with 
tenure, salaries of faculty, and selection of deans, 
exemplify this model. (9*7-24-, 25* 25, 65:8-9)

Parallel Government Model. This model is charac­
terized by a separate committee structure for students 
that is set apart from the faculty-administrative struc­
ture. Both may have finance committees, each concerned 
with different sources of university income; both may 
have educational policy committees, but the role of 
students is limited to an advisory function. To the 
extent that students do have well defined areas in which 
they enjoy delegated operational authority, the parallel 
form of government does provide excellent opportunities 
for educational growth through the acceptance of full 
responsibility. (189:7-25, 25, 65:8)

The Community Government Model. This model is 
described by Cole as the most extreme form of government 
reorganization.

"Community government perceives the college or university as a single unified community and accepts students, faculty, administrators, and trustees as partners in the establishment of goals, policies, and operational practices...
The community government concept initially is very attractive to students. Acceptance as contributing members in all forms of university governance has considerable appeal. However, sometimes, enthusiasm is dulled when students recognize that the new role they acquire in certain coveted areas of university affairs (curriculum, faculty appointments, course
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evaluation, planning, etc.) is accompanied usually by a similar loss of autonomy in many aspects of student affairs (publications, residence hall policy, common forms of student government, etc.) (25)
A fourth model for student participation is institu­

tional governance termed by Gamer as the Proportional 
Government Model. In this model, all three interest 
groups will be represented by at least one member in a 
ratio according to their respective interests. It is 
supported by the philosophy of the college president who 
said, "I believe that there should be no areas of college 
policy under the sole jurisdiction of students, just as 
there should be no areas of policy from which students 
automatically should be excluded." (65J9) The basic 
rationale for this approach is based on the principle 
that students deserve an appropriate consideration in 
educational governance at all levels. (65:9”H )

Clearly the models described do not exhaust the 
alternatives. Variations on these themes, combinations 
of these forms, creative responses to problems of institu­
tional governance at institutions of diverse purpose, may 
prove effective and efficient in a given situation.

Perhaps the secret of responsible student involvement 
is not dependent on formal structures as it is on informal 
attitudes. The most elaborately conceived structure will 
be ineffective unless that structure represents a genuine 
attitude of recognition, concern, and respect for the well­
being of the academic community.
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Community Cohesion 

One of the reasons most often cited by those advo­
cating expanded opportunities for student participation 
in academic governance rests on the proposition that in 
a free society all those affected by a policy have an 
inalienable right to a voice in its formulation. This 
argument asserts further that only through emancipation 
from institutional restrictions imposed by others and 
through full participation in the academic process can 
students gain the status of self-determining individuals.
(105:51)

Many people believe that the present structure of 
American higher education, despite greater bureaucratiza­
tion, is sufficiently flexible to permit wider representa­
tion of academic, student, and public interests. Accor­
ding to Henderson, such participation provides for the 
sort of authentic intercommunication that is so badly 
needed. Henderson further asserts that the only real 
security for the academic program lies in the acceptance 
of goals and roles by all of these interests. (73:253)

The "Draft Statement on Student Participation in 
College and University Government" emphasizes the impor­
tance of a joint effort among all groups in the institu­
tion as a prerequisite of sound academic government.
Like any other group, students should have a voice in 
decisions which affect them, and their opinions should be
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regularly solicited even in those areas in which they
hold a secondary interest. Joint effort, to be effective,
must be rooted in the concept of shared authority. The
exercise of shared authority in the academic governance
in colleges and universities requires tolerance, respect,
and a sense of community which arises from participation
in a common enterprise. (59)

Concerning the community participative model of
governance at Sarah Lawrence College, its president,
Harold Taylor, writes,

"...it involves the students in the decisions which affect their lives. Having involved them, it sets up conditions for the release of creative energy which works through the college system out to the community. It gives students access to new ideas.It develops a loyalty to their own community standards and to those values in which educated men and women can believe." (178:66)
Associated with this participative type of governance 

is a conception of the college or university as a community 
in which there exists an environment in which "students, 
faculty, and administrative officers are made to feel 
that their thinking and interest are important to the 
overall welfare of the university and for an environment 
in which they can express their views on pertinent 
problems." (25) The existence of such a community depends 
upon shared meaningful experiences. For education, in 
its highest sense, to take place, faculty, administrators, 
and students must be involved in activities important and 
rewarding to all involved. The ideal is a community of
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concerned persona who share a common interest in the life
of the mind and the quality of human experience in which
the genius of the university lies. (178:67) Further, a
college or university environment that approaches the
ideal of a "community of scholars" can be characterized
as one in which the students, facility, and staff share a
deep sense of respect, tolerance, and responsibility for
one another. (184-: 3)

The idea of community in American colleges and
universities developed partly as a response to what the
Study Commission of University Governance at Berkely
termed the interest group model. The Commission states:

"If conflicts are to be resolved...in accordance with our fundamental educational objectives, it is clear that we must eschew the blunt, noneducational methods of antagonistic politics. Certainly these problems cannot be solved by interest groups defined crudely on the basis of status as an administrator, a faculty member, or a student. Such interest groups are the result of our failure to develop means for promoting and sustaining effective debate among conflicting points of view and our failure to develop institutional settings of human dimensions that would provide a focus for loyalties and dis­cussion cutting across the boundaries of status.In the absence of these institutions and other rational means of governance, what have emerged are lowest common denominator interest groups, groups that come to confront one another harshly and fail to recognize the stakes of their own members as well as others in the common university enter­prise." (58:20-21)
The notion that American institutions of higher educa­

tion should move in the direction of a community style 
organization where all share in the formulation of the 
policies that affect their lives, has often been mentioned
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in relation to student violence. McGrath stresses the
importance of increased student participation as a
deterrant to violent campus disturbances.

"Those who wish to restore to the campus the con­ditions indespensible to the achievement of the proper goals of an academic society, and who wish, at the same time, to realize the reforms necessary to correct the present shortcomings of American higher education, will earnestly consider ways to involve students in academic government. Means must be found to formalize the students' participation in academic policy, to regularize their contribution and to involve them as initiators of, rather than protesters against policy." (106:50)
In 1971* McGrath tested this hypothesis by questioning 

administrators from a sample taken from a population of 
more than 800 American and Canadian colleges and univer­
sities. He concluded that the movement toward student 
involvement in deliberative and legislative bodies is 
well established and thus far, it has lessened incidents 
of campus disorder. With a note of caution, he further 
adds that..."this trend has not been sufficiently advanced 
to permit definite Judgements concerning the degree and 
range of its effectiveness. Much experimentation with 
various structures and functions needs yet to be launched." 
(98:68)

Regardless of the administrative structure of academic 
governance, each individual has a stake in the future of 
the entire academic community. Caffrey argues that if 
this does not survive, then the stake each member has in 
the interests of his own group becomes meaningless. If
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any group among the students, faculty, administrators or 
trustees leaves the future of the institution up to the 
others or neglects his responsibilities, then the entire 
community will suffer. The primary responsibility of 
both present and future academic communities is to under­
stand their community of interest and to assert their 
determination to manage the future in such a way as to 
minimize occurrences having detrimental effects on other 
members of the community. (22:4) This interest in 
granting students greater responsibility in academic 
decision-making matters is a phenomenon that Frankel 
describes as a demand for change in climate as much as 
for a change in mechanisms. It calls for a different 
and livelier spirit of communication between the different 
groups that compose our colleges and universities.
(59:30)

While virtually all commentators of contemporary 
American higher education endorse the concept of community 
cohesion and its emphasis on greater communication and 
cooperation, there is much disagreement as to whether or 
not, and to what degree, greater student involvement is 
an appropriate tool for attaining these ends.

The concept of community in higher education has its 
roots in democratic social thought. John Dewey, the 
educator and philosopher, describes democracy as a way of 
life, a means of achieving the same goals of greater
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cooperation, understanding, and communication, but on a
scale much broader than a college or university campus.

"The keynote of democracy as a way of life may be expressed, it seems to me, as the necessity for the participation of every mature human being in the formation of the values that regulate the living of men together. This is necessary from the stand­point of both the general social welfare and the full development of human beings as individuals." (37:57)
But Charles Frankel emphasizes a fundamental differ­

ence between institutions of higher education and demo­
cratic organizations.

"The right of a citizen of the larger society to vote just as the next man, without regard to heir- archy, is based on the premise that where the major policies of the State are concerned, where the nature of what is good for society is at issue, only extreme inadequacies like illiteracy or a criminal record are disqualifying. The basic reason for this view, according to the believer in democracy, is that there are no reasonably defen­sible general procedures by which the citizenry can be divided into the class of those who know enough to have an opinion worth counting or an interest worth expressing and the class of those who don't. And, in addition, majority rule is accepted in democracies only because its range is restricted. Individuals have rights against majority rule, and all sorts of associations exist which are insulated against majority rule." (59:50)
Frankel then continues by enumerating important

differences between democratic organization and colleges
and universities.

"In contrast, while universities are democratic organizations in the sense that individuals have a broad array of personal rights within them, and that there is a play of opinion inside them which has a massive effect on their evolution, they are not democratic organizations in the sense that majority rule applies to them. For within a university
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there are acceptable procedures by which people can be graded in accordance with their competence, and grading people in this way is essential to the conduct of the university's special business. The egalitarian ideal does not apply across the board in universities any more than it does in any other field where skill is the essence of the issue. To suggest that it should apply is to make hash of the idea of learning. This involves, as the very language of the learned community suggests, the attainment of successive, and increasingly higher degrees of competence. If there is a case to be made for student participation in the higher reaches of university government, it is a case that is not based upon the rights, but upon considerations of good educational and administrative practice." 
(59:50-51)
This point of view is shared by Sidney Hook, who

states in Academic Freedom and Academic Anarchy:
"The university is not a political community. Its business is not government, but primarily the dis­covery, publication and teaching of truth. Its authority is based, not on numbers or rule of the majority, but on knowledge. Although it can fun­ction in a spirit of democracy, it cannot be organ­ized on the principle of one man-one vote— or if it takes its educational mission seriously— of equal vote for student and faculty in the affairs of the mind or even with respect to organizational and curricular continuity." (78:121)
The claim that differences exist between faculty, 

administrators, and students is real and legitimate.
But there is, at the same time, great merit in those 
measures designed to break down artificial barriers and 
to Insure an equality of respect for all members of the 
academic community. This is not the same as urging a 
one man-one vote equality of decision-making roles.
Most authorities doubt that the student would gain by an
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erasure of the distinctions between himself, faculty 
members, and administrators with respect to authority and 
responsibility. (87:210)

A further related line of thought concerns the 
difficulties involved in establishing a unified academic 
community, particularly in larger institutions. The 
authorities of the minority report of the Study Commission 
on University Governance at Berkeley, observe that at the 
large state universities, factors such as size; budgetary 
constraints; the professional attitudes of the faculty; 
the great range of ability, preparation and interest 
among the students; the bewildering variety of activity, 
professional and other; and the existence of basic 
political strife, stand in the way of community building. 
They conclude that the vitality of a community attitude 
depends primarily on intangible qualities such as trust 
and shared commitment and experience, and that a policy 
aimed at legislating community has little chance of 
success. Such attempts inevitably produce a transfer of 
power that carries with it great potential for exacer­
bating conflicts. (58:219)

The generalities mentioned earlier in this section 
concerning relationships among students, faculty, adminis­
trators, and trustees, based on the concept of academic 
community, indicate a direction that appears to be 
desirable and favorable to progress in realizing the
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potential of higher education. It can also he concluded 
that while these principles indicate direction, they do 
not define the extent of desirable change nor do they 
give clear guidance as to whether there are any areas in 
which expanded student involvement should or should not 
take place.

Educational Value 
Another source for the justification of student 

participation in academic governance stems from the 
ubiquitously declared goals of American higher education. 
Educators and social philosophers consider the prepara­
tion of youth for the exacting responsibilities of citizen­
ship in an increasingly complex democratic society to be 
one of the most important purposes of colleges and 
universities. (106:53-54-)

One objective of the experience element in American 
higher education should be to provide students with 
opportunities to develop their capacity for the assump­
tion of these large responsibilities. This is in part 
the theoretical justification for involving students in 
the academic decision-making process. Many writers have 
considered the trend toward greater student participation 
in terms of opening new possibilities for student develop­
ment. Drawing from the personality theory of Erik Erikson, 
the authors of the Hazen report suggest that these types
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of opportunities may be fruitful and. satisfying avenues 
for the student seeking to establish his own identity and 
coping with the crisis of intimacy. (14-9:4-3-44-)

Morris Keeton declares that students arrive on 
campus today more mature than did those of a century or 
a half century ago, and that higher education is expected 
to contribute further to this maturity, a task that 
cannot be done unless the students themselves take on 
major responsibilities. To insist otherwise is demeaning 
of this maturity and futile in practice. (84:19) Arthur 
Chickering adds emphasis to this point by declaring that 
the development of student competence, autonomy, and 
identity is fostered as the range of experiences, respon­
sibilities, and significant tasks increases. (23*218,219) 
Newcomb also believes that identity comes through par­
ticipation in groups by people who mutually recognize 
each other and who have the same continuing sort of
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The literature of industrial management and psychology 
provides further relevant findings which appear to be of 
significance in examining the issue of student participa­
tion in academic governance. One important development 
in this area is Management by Objectives (MBO), a planning 
and evaluation technique developed in industry. Funda­
mentally, MBO is composed of three basic elements:
1) goals and goal setting; 2) performance and involvement
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of subordinates; and 3) feedback and performance evalua­
tion. MBO has been described as a general process by 
which the superior and subordinate Jointly define the 
common goals of the organization, define each individual's 
major areas of responsibility* and use these measures as 
guides for operating the unit and assessing the contribu­
tion of each of its members. The concepts involved in 
MBO have been shown to be effective in increasing the 
participation and involvement of subordinates, while at 
the same time, increasing motivation and stimulating a 
higher level of performance. (188)

In a related study, Dill cites Seashore as finding 
that high group cohesiveness was associated with high 
productivity if the group members had high confidence in 
management, and with low productivity if the group 
members had low confidence in management. (38)

Returning to the realm of education, Dill cites 
research done by Kurt Lewin in the 1950:s which shows 
that in the public schools, many teachers want greater 
opportunities to participate in making decisions that 
affect their day to day activities, lewin found that by 
giving these groups an opportunity to participate, adminis­
trators not only get more cooperation in implementing 
the choices that are made, but often times the quality
of the decisions is higher and that participative methods 

%can lead to greater individual commitment. (38) One
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could reasonably exgpect that the same result would occur 
when students are granted a share in decision-making 
authority.

Sanford writes that many colleges and universities, 
more frequently the larger ones, exhibit a character­
istic lack of coherence or unity. The larger universities 
attempt to be all things to all men. An unfortunate 
consequence of this trend is that a loss of a sense of 
overall purpose and direction usually follows. The 
practical result of a discoherent college is that 
students, faculty, and administrators experience them­
selves as disconnected and out of step with one another. 
(160)

Newcomb speaks about academic anonymity in the sense 
that many students lack a clear direction of who they are 
in relation to the academic structure. This uncertainty 
of identity and purpose appears directly related to a
-lolww ui i u odrav; u i u u  wx oii oApexxoiiucu.

sharing important intellectual and academic concerns. 
(138:176-177) This criticism of American higher educa­
tion, particularly the multiversity variety, as well as 
Sanford's criticism, appears to indicate deficiencies 
that could be minimised in part for some students if the 
option of regularly interacting with faculty and adminis­
trators in both informal, and formal nonclassroom settings, 
such as the academic governance structure, were open.
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Looking specifically at student participation in

institutional governance, it can be seen that many
commentators applaud the educational benefits that
student policy-makers receive. Frankel and Johnstone,
while advocating rather narrow parameters on student
authority, concede that participation stimulates the
development of personal maturity and responsibility.
(59:28-29* 87:209) Keeton reasons that,

"If the capacity for self-determination in learning and in life is to mature, as it should in students, the conduct of life and instruction on campus must elicit growing autonomy among them. No particular structures of governance are implied by that requirement, but a climate acceptant of students sharing in critical decisions and mechanisms suited to the particular campus will be increas­ingly essential to effectiveness." (89:19)
The educative value of student participation is

apparent to Algo Henderson, former president of Antioch
College, the American college with the longest history
of student involvement. He affirms that the student
learns when he is confronted with ongoing problems and
discusses with peers and persons of broader knowledge
and experience, the facts relating to those problems and
the alternatives for their solution. (7^:25) The majority
opinion of the Commission on University Governance of the
University of California argues that:

"Incorporating students into academic policy-making is essential if today's large university is to create an environment that more successfully pro­motes the realization of its still unfilled educa­tional ambitions and our apprehension about the
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wide gap presently separating our educational performance from the desirable goal of deeply involving students in the direction of their education." (58:82)
While the educational value of student involvement 

appears to be substantial, three potentially counter­
productive elements must be carefully considered. 
Meaningful participation is essential to success in 
this area; psuedo involvement or "tokenism" will not 
satisfy the students' desire to play an important role 
in governance. Token representation, while politically 
astute and a potential mechanism for expanded educational 
experiences through greater student-facuity communication, 
is not likely to alleviate the fundamental problems 
which give rise to student disenchantment. The result 
of token representation may become counterproductive by 
accentuating the polarization of the students and the 
academic establishment. Channeling student authority 
into safe areas of high visibility and emotional impact 
may momentarily appease the demand for student power, 
but will continue to exclude the student population from 
the decision-making processes which most affect its 
educational experience. (87:206-207)

A second major source of potential difficulty with 
student participation in academic governance concerns 
the basic attitude of faculty and administrators toward 
student decision-makers. Dutton strongly suggests that 
as long as the conception of the student as a learner, in
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the process of* developing and growing in capacity to 
make wise decisions, is held, governance will continue to 
he a source of tension in higher education. He contends 
that the value of student involvement can he maximized 
only when students are perceived as mature responsible 
persons with the ability to participate on equal terms 
with others. (40:24) This potential source of difficulty 
is somewhat paradoxical in that while students involved 
in the governance process are growing and maturing, the 
educational value, as well as the administrative value, 
is not fully realized without a peer or "equal partners" 
relationship among all participants.

A third criticism concerning the educational value 
of student involvement concerns institutional priorities. 
The minority report of the Berkeley Study Commission on 
University Governance takes the position that: "The
main point of a university administration is not to 
educate; it is to provide the conditions under which 
members of the university can educate themselves." 
(58:213-216)

In a 1969 speech, Kingman Brewster, President of Yale
emphasized this basic position by saying,

"...there is the very real question of whether it is in the best interest of the students themselves, not only to make their voices heard, but to try to govern the place. Put differently, it is pertinent to ask, 'will the place be better or worse, in terms
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of the students' own best interest in the quality of his education, if the responsibility for its direction is assumed by student representatives, or if it resides with the faculty and administration?"' 
(17:2-3)

The basic purpose of this chapter has been to review 
many of the opinions held by authorities regarding student 
participation in the academic governance of American 
higher education. The review encompassed an examination 
of the important positions expressed in the educational 
literature as they related to the four specific issues 
of academic freedom, administrative efficiency, community 
cohesion, and the educational value of student participa­
tion. It has been shown that despite what appears to be 
a trend toward wider student participation at all levels 
of academic governance, there exists considerable dis­
agreement concerning the desirability of various degrees 
of student participation. The advocates of wider student 
participation generally point to the advantages of 
utilizing previously untapped resources for the improve­
ment of the academic environment. Those opposed to further 
expansion of student involvement foresee inefficiency and 
the loss of control by those most competent to govern.

While each of these positions have a degree of 
credibility, it appears that student participation in 
governance, when roles are clearly defined and carefully
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planned, has potential for capitalizing on some of the 
advantages mentioned by the advocates, while minimizing 
the losses described by the critics. The criteria for 
such a governance structure could be described in terms 
of its effect on the primary mission of the institution—  
the discovery of learning and understanding of old and 
new knowledge. (58s235)

The following chapter will deal specifically with the 
events leading to the establishment of the current struc­
ture of the Michigan State University Academic Council 
and the formulation of the role of students in that body.



CHAPTER III

A HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OP STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE AT MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Introduction
A review of the history of Michigan State University 

from 1968 to 1972 as recorded in the minutes of the 
Academic Council and the Academic Senate, indicates that 
a significant amount of time and effort has been devoted 
to questions concerning the role of the student in the 
academic decision-making process. The period of the 
middle and late 1960's marked the emergence of a new 
student awareness and sensitivity to social, political, 
and educational issues that often times brought explosive 
consequences to American colleges and universities, and 
Michigan State was no exception. This period saw the 
implementation of the "Academic Freedom Report," (2) a 
Michigan State University response to difficulties imposed 
by its own growth over the years to "megaversity" status 
and the wave of social change sweeping the country.
Several of the provisions of this document called for 
orderly procedures for involving students more fully in 
institutional affairs. Three subsequent documents,

66
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popularly known as the Massey, McKee and Taylor Reports, 
(Appendices D, E, and F) dealt specifically with the 
implementation of an effective student role in institu­
tional decision-making, and at the present time, the 
results of these efforts are being scrutinized for possible 
modification- It is the intent of this chapter to provide 
a brief historical overview of these significant events 
and expressed attitudes, in such a way as to provide the 
context for the research presented in subsequent chapters.

The "Academic Freedom Report"
In his 1969 doctoral dissertation, Fedore concluded 

that the greatest impetus to the development of the 
"Academic Freedom Report" emerged from the University's 
relationship with Mr. Paul Schiff, a graduate student.
In June, 1965, Mr. Schiff was denied readmission to the 
University because of actions stemming from his association 
with an activist group called "The Committee for Student 
Rights." This organization refused to register with the 
University and ignored its regulations concerning publica­
tion and distribution of the group's periodical. Schiff 
appealed to a federal district court which subsequently 
ordered the University to provide him with a hearing.
This incident was significant in that it alerted the 
University to the need for reform in its structures in 
dealing with student conduct and matters relating to the 
relationship of students to the institution. (56:55-56)
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The December 7» 19&5•> meeting of the Michigan State

University Academic Council adjourned after having approved
the following resolution:

The Academic Council recognizes the need for a comprehensive reform of the University's rules and structures dealing with the academic freedom of student, i.e., with the freedom of speech, press, and association on the campus and with procedural due process. Such a reform has become urgent for the following reasons:
a) The growth of the University and the diversi­fication of its functions have altered the relations between students, faculty, and admini stration;
b) Changes in the outlook of students have generated new problems which must be handled by appropriate educational policies and democratic practices; and
c) Existing regulations and campus institutions appear to be insufficiently coordinated and, in part, out of keeping with the current educational and social issues of the University. (56s37)

The task of implementing this resolution eventually 
became the responsibility of the Faculty Committee on 
otudent Affairs whose members produced a version of the 
document entitled "Academic Freedom for Students at 
Michigan State University" for distribution at the June 7* 
1966, meeting at the Academic Council. The summer and 
fall of 1966 saw extensive discussion and study of the 
report and numerous proposed changes introduced by faculty, 
students, and administrators alike. From these delibera­
tions, there emerged a basic difference of opinion between 
students and faculty concerning the academic rights and 
responsibilities of students.
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The student position was advocated vigorously by the 

officers and student representatives of the Associated 
Students of Michigan State University, and focused upon 
broadening the student role in the academic affairs of 
the University. The conflicting position argued by 
several faculty members, contended that the report had 
overcommitted the University in this area and that con­
ditions could easily arise in which the best interests of 
the institution could be adversely affected. (56:57)

The report was returned to the Faculty Committee on 
Student Affairs in order to resolve this and other diffi­
culties and develop a revision more acceptable to the 
campus community. This revision was completed and dis­
tributed to the members of the Academic Council on 
December 6, 1966, at which time a special meeting was 
called for January 4, 1967- After four days of meetings 
in which each point was carefully considered, and many 
were clarified and ammended, the Academic Council approved 
the report. Shortly thereafter, it was approved by the 
Academic Senate on February 28, 19671 3X1(1 adopted by the 
Board of Trustees on March 16. (56:58-59)

The passage of the "Academic Freedom Report" began 
a new era at Michigan State University. The report was 
intended to be a general document, one that would not set 
down specifics, but would have directions or guidelines 
for the specific rules that would have to be carefully



considered and followed prior to their implementation.
(60) A number of provisions outlined new guidelines for 
the protection of basic student rights in the University. 
These statements reaffirmed principles that were consis­
tent to a great degree with many of the arguments 
supporting formal student involvement in academic affairs 
at other colleges and universities, as well as at Michigan 
State University. Among the concepts and guidelines are 
the recognition of the right of students to participate 
in the development of student conduct regulations (Article 1 
Section 1.5*03); the need for clearly established proce­
dures and channels for appeal and review of violations and 
regulations (Article 1, Section 1.5*10); the need for 
educationally sound regulations (Article 2, Section 2.1.4.7) 
the protection of designated student rights and responsi­
bilities in academic areas (Article 2, Section 2.1.4.1. 
and Section 2.1.4.8); the affirmation of freedom from 
censorship for the Michigan State News (Article 6); and 
clearly defined judicial guidelines and procedures 
(Article 4). (2)

Particularly significant to subsequent efforts 
concerning the broad area of student participation in 
academic governance were those guidelines designed to 
clarify and improve student-facuity relationships. These 
provisions reaffirm the ''primacy and centrality of the 
faculty" in educational concerns, but call upon all
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members of the academic community to share in this respon­
sibility (Article 2 , Section 2.1.1.). In addition, they 
asserted that final authority in the classroom is held 
by the faculty (Article 2, Section 2.1.1.) and that tne 
competence of faculty members can be judged only by pro­
fessionals (Article 2, Section 2.2.4-.). The committee was 
aware of potential areas of disagreement between students 
and faculty and emphasized that the rights of students 
are to be reconciled with the rights of faculty by estab­
lishing channels for student complaints (Article 2, Sec­
tion 2.2 .7 «) and providing for referral of student 
recommendations to appropriate departmental agencies 
(Article 2, Section 2.2.8.2).

Pedore saw the "Academic Freedom Report" as signifying 
a new dimension in student-University relations. It 
indicates a strong university commitment to understand 
student problems and a willingness to successfully resolve 
them in the future through establishing procedures through 
which orderly change can be accomplished. (56:59) The 
responsibilities of the faculty and the administration 
were not greatly altered by the adoption of the document, 
but the basic thrust was to more fully incorporate students 
as party to the social trust of the University.

"The Massey Report"
In addition to the "Academic Freedom Report," the 

recommendations of the Committee on Undergraduate
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Education (CUE) provided impetus to the formalization of 
the student role in institutional affairs. Appointed on 
February 8 , 19&7* by President John A. Hannah, CUE was 
assigned the task of reviewing the entire undergraduate 
educational process including topics such as curriculum, 
teaching, advising, and student involvement in the 
academic community. Following seven months of study, 
during which time the "Academic Freedom Report" was 
formally accepted, the committee released its report 
which included recommendations on almost every phase of 
undergraduate student life, including participation in 
academic decision-making. Much of the emphasis on student 
participation was directed toward lower level decision­
making on departmental committees dealing with teaching 
assistants, on a system for rewarding good teaching, on 
increasing departmental communication with majors, and 
on establishing departmental teaching committees. (191)

At this time the Academic Council was primarily a 
university-wide, faculty decision-making body composed 
of approximately 100 members plus one graduate student 
and two undergraduate student representatives who served 
without voting privileges. (153:1) On November 5* 1968, 
the Academic Council approved a motion directing its 
Committee on Committees to appoint, as soon as possible, 
an ad. hoc committee to study the matter of student parti­
cipation in the academic government of the University,



notably with respect to the Academic Council and its
standing committees. This committee was urged to present
its recommendations to the Academic Council in sufficient
time for the Council to bring the matter before the
Academic Senate at its Spring, 1969, meeting. The ad hoc
committee's recommendations were to include the following
number of student representatives, manner of selection,
and capacity (e.g. voting or ex officio non-voting).
Professor Gerald Massey was elected as committee chairman
and it was decided that the ad hoc committee was to
include six faculty members, two administrators, three
undergraduates and two graduate students. (111:1-2 )

Prior to the deliberations of the Ad Hoc Committee
on Student Participation in Academic Government, or the
"Massey Committee", beginning in the Fall of 1968, there
had been no systematic attempt to involve students in
the academic decision-making process at Michigan State
University Tn an interview in the Michigan State
University News. Professor Gerald J. Massey made the
following comments:

"There are departments where students sit on every committee except promotion and tenure with vote—  and even on that committee they sit to establish criteria and standards for granting promotions and tenure. At the other extreme, there are depart­ments that do absolutely nothing— they consider themselves open and responsive to students, and at the same time, they complain about student apathy. And they feel perfectly satisfied about what they're doing." (191)
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The actual work of the committee began in January, 

1969* and initially attempted to determine, by means of 
a questionnaire, the attitudes of Michigan State University 
deans, department chairmen, directors, and committee 
chairmen concerning the present role of students, an 
evaluation of these roles, and plans and opinions con­
cerning the proper role of students in academic governance. 
A summary of this study was compiled and made available 
in March of 1969. (54-: 71-72)

The initial meetings of the committee were primarily 
informational in nature, focusing on reaching a common 
understanding of the basic issues involved in the question 
of student participation in academic governance. In his 
1970 dissertation, Enos found that among the initial 
assumptions of the committee were the following: (1 ) the 
ideal to strive for was "the maximum degree of student 
participation, limited by the legitimate demands of the 
faculty end administration"; (2) to "avoid suggesting 
strict guidelines that may not be applicable— (due to) 
differences among departments in size, existing structures, 
needs, etc."; and (3) "everyone should work together to 
best further the educational aims of the University."
(54-;72)

After several meetings in which general principles 
and then specific proposals were agreed upon, the Com­
mittee's report was presented at the May 27, 1969* meeting
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of the Academic Council (for the complete text of the 
Report, see Appendix D) . Professor Massey explained 
that the report was designed to increase student partici­
pation in university government in order to bring fresh 
perspective and full dialogue without prejudicing the 
final determination by experienced people in the academic 
community. The members of the ad hoc committee were 
present to respond to any questions that might be addressed 
to them. (112:5)

"The Massey Report" consisted basically of a Preamble 
and fifteen recommendations. The Preamble stated that the 
protection of the values of the academic community were 
the joint responsibility of students, faculty, and adminis­
trators and that this responsibility requires that each 
group have an effective voice in the University's decision­
making structures. The first group of three recommenda­
tions affirmed the authority of the University's adminis­
trative units to extend opportunities to participate to 
any member of the university community and that, in general, 
voting privileges should be a part of these opportunities.

Recommendations 4- through 10 dealt with student 
participation at the university level. The Academic 
Council was to include one undergraduate representative 
for each of the colleges with selection procedures to be 
developed by each college. Also there were to be three 
undergraduate and two graduate representatives at-large.
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One of these student representatives was to be elected 
by his peers on the Council to serve on the Steering 
Committee. The Report specified that exact numbers of 
graduate and undergraduate students be seated on the 
various standing committees, the Graduate Council and 
that appropriate student representation be utilized in 
the selection of principal academic officers and on 
special committees.

Recommendations 11 through 13 called for meaningful 
student representation on college-level academic govern­
mental bodies including standing committees, ad hoc 
committees, and selection committees. Meaningful student 
participation was also recommended for similar activities 
on the departmental level in the final two recommendations.

After lengthy discussion, the Council voted to refer 
the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Student Participation 
in Academic Government to the faculties of the various 
colleges, the Graduate Council, and other educational 
units of the University for study and discussion, much to 
the dismay of the members of the ad hoc committee.
Although the Council went on record as being in sympathy 
with the spirit of the recommendations of the ad hoc 
committee as stated in the Preamble to its report, they 
felt that the significance of the report merited further 
discussion and study by the entire academic community.
The Council resolved to resume consideration of the report
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the following Fall in time for the next scheduled meeting 
of the Academic Senate. (112:7-9)

The "Massey Report" was returned to the Academic 
Council on October 14, 1969* to a chorus of objections, 
reservations, and ammendments. Among the expressed 
opinions, were endorsements of the report from the repre­
sentatives of ASMSU and the Council of Graduate Students. 
Most of the faculty speakers, however, expressed serious 
doubts concerning specific recommendations found in the 
report. By the conclusion of the meeting, agreement had 
been reached on an ammended form of the Preamble which 
substituted the phrase "appropriate voice" for the 
"effective voice" with regard to the student role in 
academic governance. (113:4-6) At this point basic 
differences appeared among members of the Academic Council 
concerning the desirability of incorporating students in 
academic governance according to the Massey Committee 
recommendations and the probable consequences for the 
University* s educational programs. (5z*-i7z*-)

The October 21, meeting of the Academic Council 
consisted of a continuation of the debate. The "Massey 
Report" was criticized for lacking a specific rationale 
for the recommendations, as well as lacking consistency 
and logic. A motion to rewrite the document was defeated 
and the council proceeded to approve recommendations 1 
and 2 following extended debate and two ammendments to the 
first recommendation. (114:2-3) The next day the Council
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met and discussed further the first two recommendations 
and then soundly defeated, by a vote of 3 to 39» the third 
recommendation, which called for an investigation of the 
possibility of granting academic credit for student 
participation. (114:3)

Recommendation 4, which would have provided for one 
voting student representative to the Academic Council 
from each of the colleges was debated at the October 27 
session of the Council. Among the objections to this 
recommendation were the following: 1) inefficiency due
to the increase in size of the Academic Council; 2) the 
difficulties involved in conducting elections at the 
college level; and 3) possible detrimental consequences 
arising from student participation. (116:1-2)

In the midst of strong opposition the Council adjourned 
and reconvened the following day, at which time a student 
representative offered a motion to recommit the report to 
a committee whose members shall be appointed by the 
President. Following further debate, the motion was 
carried with the understanding that the new committee 
report would come back in two months. (117:1)

It is interesting to note that the motion to recommit 
came from a student, when the majority of students strongly 
favored adoption of the "Massey Report." One faculty 
member, reflecting on this apparently contradictory event, 
concluded that the philosophy of the report on the "how"
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of Implementation was obviously unacceptable to a large 
number of faculty members. The student members of the 
council felt that if they insisted on the philosophy of 
the document, it would be thoroughly defeated by faculty 
majority sentiment. Because they realized this, it was
the students who decided that the document better go back 
to the committee where there existed the possibility of 
an acceptable compromise. (28:1)

The Council then developed a number of guidelines 
to assist the new committee. These guidelines consisted 
of the following points: 1) that the new committee accept
the principle of student participation in all university 
bodies; 2) that it alternatively develop machinery for 
parallel student structures; 3) that its report be con­
sistent with the philosophy of the present By-laws of the 
Faculty; and 4-) that it not be required to reconcile its 
recommendations to existing legislation. It was further
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and ammended by the Academic Council, should serve as one
of the working documents for the new committee. The new 
committee was also permitted to set minimum levels of 
student participation in college and departmental govern­
ment and advised to confine its attention to academic 
government of faculty and students only. (117;2-3)
Many explanations were subsequently offered regarding 
the demise of the "Massey Report," but the lack of agree­
ment concerning the failure of the report often times
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seemed to approach that of* the actual Council delibera­
tions during which action was taken on only the Preamble 
and three of the report's 15 recommendations. Some of 
the reasons most prominently cited were: the lack of a
written rationale for the recommendations; inconsistency 
with the thinking of the majority of the members of the 
Academic Council; the lack of a clearly defined statement 
on roles of students and facility; and the committee's 
assumption of certain premises that proved to be unaccep- 
tible to the Academic Council. (28:1, 9) In addition, 
objections were raised during the debate on the grounds 
that the wording of the report was vague and at times 
lacked logic and consistency. (117:2)

An informal survey by the MSU Faculty News revealed 
that Council members from nine colleges shared degrees 
of dissatisfaction with the "Massey Report" on its 
rationale, and its attempts to assign specific numbers of 
students to standing committees. Several faculty members 
said they endorsed the idea of soliciting student views 
but they eaqpressed the concern that student participation 
was being equated with student power in matters for which 
faculty would be held accountable. (1?2 )

Professor Massey's response to these criticisms were 
made in absentia from the University of Pittsburgh where 
he was on sabbatical leave during the final deliberations 
of the Academic Council. In a letter to the MSU Faculty 
News, he wrote that, "The charge that the report is
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inconsistent and 'illogical' must have been advanced 
facetiously. As a professional logician, I can offer 
expert testimony that in none of the many senses of 
those terms known to logicians is the report either incon­
sistent or illogical." (101)

In response to the criticism that specific rationales 
for the recommendations were not included and the report's 
terminology was overly vague, Professor Massey writes:

"I see this as an inevitable feature of such a report. For each recommendation adopted by the committee, there were probably 13 distinct rationales, one for each member of the committee— Some have criticized the report for using vague terms like 'significant representation' and 'appropriate num­bers'. The vagueness was deliberate. The vague language of the report was intended to give the several faculties, acting in good faith, maximum scope and flexibility in applying the report's general recommendations to their particular contexts. (101)
Concerning the charge that the assumption of power

by students who cannot be held accountable for their
actions, Professor Massey writes:

"Some critics have hinted at a dimunition of 'faculty power.' I concur with Acting President Walter Adams ...who openly acknowledged that sharing of power is the basic issue. Adams has himself long preached that sharing of power often leads to an increase rather than to a diminution (of faculty power).
There are even times when power can be lost by a refusal to share it with those who have a plain right to participate. The present, I think, is one of those times. Students do have a right to help shape academic policy, and that right will be exercised (e.g. students will be heard by the Board of Trustees) whether or not we, the faculty, decide to transform faculty government into academic government.
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By opening academic government to students, we can enhance the power of our councils which will there often speak, with an authority that must he heeded, for the total academic community. By keeping channels closed, we run the risk of making them increasingly ineffectual and ultimately irrelevant." (101)
The significance of the "Massey Report" lies not in 

the fact that it was rejected, but that it represented a 
strong institutional commitment on the part of Michigan 
State University with regard to student participation in 
academic governance. The same Academic Council meeting 
that rejected the Massey Committee's recommendations, saw 
the urgent reaffirmation of the principle of student 
involvement. This took the form of setting guidelines 
and a timetable by the Council for the second attempt to 
implement a workable scheme for involving students in 
the academic governance of Michigan State University.

The "McKee Report"
In November, 1969* following extensive deliberations, 

the Academic Council recommended that the "Massey Report", 
submitted to the Council in May, 1969* be returned to a 
new faculty-student committee for revision. Faculty 
members were chosen from the ranks of the Academic Council 
by the President, acting on the recommendations of the 
Council's Steering Committee. The student members were 
chosen by the President upon recommendation from the non­
voting student members and alternate student members of 
the Academic Council. (150:1)



The New Committee on Student Participation in 
Academic Government chose James McKee, Professor of 
Sociology, to serve as its chairman. The "McKee Committee 
began its work with the fundamental conviction that the 
discussions in the Academic Council clearly indicated sub­
stantial agreement that students should be involved in the 
academic decision-making process of the University. The 
nature of that participation, the numbers of students to 
be involved, and the methods to be used to select students 
were issues left unresolved in the "Massey Report" debate. 
The "McKee Committee" set as its goal, the resolution of 
these issues, but deliberately did not always attempt to 
be as comprehensive or as specific as its predecessor, the 
"Massey Committee". Having observed the problems exper­
ienced as a result of over-specifying procedures, the New 
Committee chose to suggest some immediate steps toward 
the goal involvement of students in academic governance.
In addition this group proposed establishing the structure 
through which the system of academic governance could be 
continuously evaluated and changes made when desirable. 
(150:1)

This report (Appendix E) made recommendations in five 
areas: 1) the involvement of students in the academic 
affairs in the departments, colleges, and centers and 
institutes in the University; 2) the involvement of 
students within the Academic Council; 3) the involvement
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of students on various standing committees of the 
Academic Council; 4-) the provision for specific minority 
student representation in academic government; and 5) the 
establishment of a new Faculty-Student Committee on 
Academic Governance; the redefinition of the responsibility 
of the Faculty Affairs Committee; the redefinition and 
reconstitution of the Student Affairs Committee. (150:2) 

Shortly after its formation, the New Committee on 
Student Participation in Academic Government, like its 
predecessor, conducted a survey of all departments, 
colleges, members of the Academic Council, and directors 
of centers and institutes in order to ascertain the present 
state of and climate of acceptance concerning student par­
ticipation. In addition, a general request for opinions 
and information was issued by the Committee. The results 
indicated that in late 1969, there were examples of 
almost every possible type of arrangement of student 
involvement in the academic decision-making process at 
the department and college level at Michigan State Univer­
sity. On the basis of these findings, the "McKee Committee" 
felt it would be unwise to insist on any one model for the 
involvement of students in the affairs of departments, 
colleges, centers, and institutes. (150:3)

Following three months of deliberations, the "New 
Committee on Student Participation in Academic Government" 
submitted its report to the Academic Council (see appendix 
for the complete text) on February 17* 1970.
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One major group of recommendations called for each 

department, school, college, center and institute that 
has academic responsibilities within the University, or 
whose work concerns students, to develop methods of 
involving both undergraduate and graduate students in the 
academic decision-making of that unit, with each unit 
deciding what makes up its constituency. (150:5)

At the Academic Council level the "McKee Committee" 
recommended that each college be represented by one voting 
undergraduate student, and that those colleges with 
graduate or professional training functions be repre­
sented with a total of six voting graduate student repre­
sentatives. In addition, a total of ten seats on the 
Academic Council were recommended specifically for the 
representation of minority groups. The committee further 
proposed that varying but specific numbers of under­
graduate, graduate, and minority student representatives 
be seated with full voting privileges on the standing 
committees of the Academic Council. (150:9-13)

In order to avoid one of the strong criticisms of its 
predecessor, the "McKee Committee" recommended that the 
Faculty Affairs Committee report to the Elected Faculty 
Council, the Council's faculty members, rather than to 
the entire Academic Council, on matters of exclusive con­
cern to the faculty, such as salary, fringe benefits, and 
insurance. The committee further proposed that the
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By-laws of the University be changed to provide that the 
Elected Faculty Council may, by majority vote, refer 
matters of exclusive concern to the faculty directly to 
the Academic Senate. In this way, the Committee felt 
that these sensitive issues could be dealt with exclusively 
by faculty.

The necessity of continuous study and evaluation of 
the governance function at Michigan State University was 
recognized by the New Committee and accomodated in the 
form of a recommendation that would establish a University 
Committee on Academic Governance* The proposed committee 
was charged with the responsibility for continuing review 
of the By-laws of the University to assure that they are 
being observed and with the responsibility for making 
recommendations to the Council for whatever changes in 
the By-laws the Committee's investigations indicated. The 
Committee was to study, on a continuous basis, the steps 
being taken throughout the University to involve students 
in academic governance and to make recommendations to the 
Council when appropriate. (150:16)

Partly in response to criticisms of the "Massey 
Report", the new committee chose to include a rationale 
for each of the document's 52 recommendations, as well as 
its reasons for rejecting alternative courses of action. 
These statements of rationale indicate that the Committee 
displayed great faith, not only in the ability of student
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members to contribute valuable insights to the decision­
making processes, but also in their good will and commit­
ment. These statements in the document, taken as a whole, 
further suggest that the majority of the New Committee 
members were philosophically alligned with the concept 
of the University as a united academic community as 
advocated by Taylor, Cole, and others in Chapter II.

Most of the student reaction to the "McKee Report" 
was favorable and enthusiastic to the point of holding 
residence hall information sessions and making copies 
of the report available in residence halls and at the 
ASMSU office. The prospect of having voice and vote on 
Academic matters, to even a larger extent than recommended 
in the Massey document, was particularly attractive to 
students. (152) The editors of the Michigan State News 
stated that:

"It is our opinion that the McKee Report is the most important document to come out of this university since the Academic Freedom Report. At the very least, this Report would establish officially that students are to be considered co-equal members of the university community, rather than raw fodder for the diploma mill. We urge the Academic Council to pass the McKee report in its entirety....Further, we urge the student body to throw their full support behind the drive for passage of this document. The time is short, but there is still some. Write letters, make phone calls, talk to professors and other students, and, maybe show your interest and thereby invalidate the claim of McKee detractors that the students 'aren’t interested'." (4-6)
Between March 3 and March 12, the Academic Council

met four times, spending nearly twelve hours debating the
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recommendations and the rationale of the report of the 
"McKee Committee." These often emotion-packed discussions 
resulted in the approval of 22 of the committee's recom­
mendations, most of them with little or no change in 
wording. Four recommendations (No. 28-31) were tabled 
temporarily while the six recommendations dealing with 
minority representation on the Academic Council and the 
standing committees proved extremely controversial and 
were deferred pending action by a special ad hoc committee 
(No. 19-23). (97)

This special committee■was to investigate the implica­
tions of the recommendations concerning minority represen­
tation. While the debate indicated that virtually all 
of the members of the Academic Council agreed with the 
desirability of assuring adequate representation of minor­
ity students on the Academic Council and its committees 
with full voice and vote, serious reservations were evident 
concerning the following specific recommendations of the 
"McKee Report":

1 . the inclusivity of the minority groups specified and the adequacy of their definition;
2 . the lack of specificity in the procedures to be employed in the selection of minority student representation;
5. the possible illegality in the proposed methods for assuring representation of minority students.(120)
The Ad Hoc Committee on Minority Student Representa­

tion deliberated these points and presented revised
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recommendations which were approved at the April 7* 1970, 
Academic Council meeting. The Committee agreed that 
inclusion within a specific minority was a matter of self 
definition and recommended that minority group membership 
is be3t decided by the individual. With regard to specific 
selection procedures, the ad hoc committee chose to auth­
orize the Office of Black Affairs to develop these methods. 
It was felt that OBA had sufficient existing personnel, 
resources, and a basic framework sufficient to the task.
(121)

In addition, the committee recommended that the 
Office of Black Affairs report the arrangement for selec­
tion of minority representatives to the Committee on 
Academic Governance by December 1, 1970* ^he committee 
further asked each academic unit within the University to 
ensure adequate minority student representation to the 
Academic Council. Finally, the Committee on Academic 
Governance was charged with reviewing the process of 
minority student representation and report to the council 
in three years. (121)

Concerning the legal implications of the minority 
student Academic Council representative recommendations, 
the University attorney assured the Council that the 
University would not be in danger of violating the equal 
protection clause of the Constitution, and that the exis­
tence of a reasonable basis for a classification had been
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established by the U.S. Supreme Court as meeting consti­
tutional requirements. He documented this claim by 
quoting the U.S. Supreme Court decision in the Lindsley 
vs. Natural Gas Company case of 1961, and added that this 
decision had been cited in recent Michigan Supreme Court 
cases. The recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Minority Student Representation were then approved with 
minor changes. (121:5)

Following passage of the remainder of the "McKee 
Report" recommendations, a new ad hoc committee was 
appointed and instructed to draft the recommendations of 
the "McKee Report", as ammended and approved, into by-law 
ammendments which then could be submitted to the Academic 
Senate for incorporation into the By-laws of the Faculty. 
Following approval by the Academic Senate, the ammendments 
to the By-laws would then go to the Board of Trustees.

The Academic Council met on May 15* to complete its 
deliberations of by-law revisions necessaury for implemen­
tation of the recommendations of the New Committee on 
Student Participation in Academic Government. Although 
the proposed by-law revisions were approved relatively 
easily with only minor changes, a major obstacle developed, 
however, with the necessary ammendments to the "Academic 
Freedom Report". A motion was introduced to add the 
Sleeted Faculty Council to the list of groups having power 
to approve ammendments to the "Academic Freedom Report".
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The motivation for this move derived from the fact that 
with 51 students added to the Academic Council, the 
elected faculty members would no longer he a majority, 
and further there would be no body with a majority of 
faculty with the power to veto proposed ammendments to 
the "Academic Freedom Report". Although the motion was 
defeated, the margin was so narrow (30-28) that Professor 
McKee chose to compromise this point in order to improve 
the chances of passage of the by-law revisions, necessary 
for implementation of the entire report, in the Academic 
Senate. The results of McKee's action was the revision 
of article 7-1-2. of the "Academic Freedom Report" to 
ensure that any proposed ammendments that specifically 
refer to faculty professional rights and responsibilities 
must be approved by the Elected Faculty Council before 
they go to the Academic Council. (31:4-)

Although the "McKee Report" had survived the opposi­
tion in the Academic Council, the by-law revisions, upon 
which the report was contingent, still had to pass the 
Academic Senate. Prior to the Senate meeting on June 3* 
1970, the local chapter of the AAUP went on record as 
opposing the "McKee Report". The AAUP's position endorsed 
the principle of student participation in academic gover­
nance, but objectived to several of the specific points 
in the McKee document for essentially the same reasons 
brought to the floor of the Academic Council, (l)
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When the faculty arrived for the June 3» Senate 

vote on the proposed by-law revisions, they were greeted 
by a memorandum prepared by 12 faculty members. This 
memorandum reportedly endorsed the value and the objective 
of student participation but objected to the implementation 
of the "McKee Report" primarily on the grounds that its 
passage would mean an end to elected faculty dominance in 
academic affairs. Concern was also expressed concerning 
the legality of the provisions for minority student 
representation, and whether or not students have a right 
to be involved in decisions concerning faculty matters.
Also raised again was the question of granting 30 percent 
of the student seats on the Academic Council to four 
percent of the student body. (5^:89-90) Following dis­
cussion of the memorandum the proposed by-law ammendments 
were soundly defeated by the Academic Senate by a vote of 
111 for and 427 against. The Senate then approved a 
resolution endorsing the objective of student involvement 
in academic governance but which referred the by-law 
revisions back to the Council for reconsideration and 
clarification. The resolution requested that the Council 
try to complete its by-law recommendations prior to the 
Fall, 1970, Senate meeting. All of the academic units of 
the University were asked to continue planning along the 
general lines indicated by the "McKee" proposals and that 
January 1 , 19711 te made the target date for implementing 
plans for greater student participation. (165:4)
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James B. McKee, chairman of* the committee, attributed 

the defeat of the New Committee's recommendations to the 
fear that the students would hold greater powers than the 
faculty. McKee charged that opponents of the report 
conducted a "fear campaign," hinting that to give students 
more power meant that the faculty would have to relinquish 
much of its power. Following the defeat of the recommen­
dations and the return of the issue to the Academic Council, 
three alternatives were open to the Council. The report 
could be returned to the McKee Committee for further 
revisions or a new committee could be formed to revise 
the document. The third alternative was to revise the 
report from the floor of the Council. (108:1)

Like the "Massey Report" the "McKee Report" brought 
formal student participation at Michigan State University 
a step closer to reality. The principle of student 
participation was reaffirmed several times throughout the 
uelibex*utions by various groups including the opponents 
of the "McKee Report". In addition, the principle of 
involvement in academic affairs by student members of 
minority groups was accepted in principle after consider­
able discussion. The task of the Council now was clearly 
one of compromise and mediation of the concepts of an 
effective student role with the preservation of faculty 
rights.
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"The Taylor Report"

The October 6 , 1970* meeting of the Michigan State 
University Academic Council saw the approval of a resolu­
tion establishing a special three-man faculty panel for 
the purpose of developing workable guidelines for imple­
menting student participation in academic governance.
This Special Panel was to be chaired by Professor John F.A. 
Taylor and was instructed to emphasize mediation in its 
proceedings, and to make every effort to achieve recon­
ciliation and creative compromise of the various points 
of view that have been expressed concerning those recom­
mendations of the "McKee Committee Report" that were 
controversial. In areas in which mediation fails to 
achieve consensus, the Special Panel was given the power 
to formulate its own recommendations in order to produce 
a revised document that would have a reasonable chance 
of approval by the Academic Senate and the Board of Trus­
tees. The Panel was further encouraged to consult with 
and consider the views of students, student groups and 
organizations, faculty members and organizations, adminis­
trators, and members of the Board of Trustees, and to 
make every reasonable effort to prepare its report and 
recommendations for submission to the November, 1970, 
meeting of the Academic Council. (124:6)

The Special Panel completed their task and at the 
November 3* 1970, Council meeting, presented their report
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entitled Hevised Recommendations Concerning Student
Participation in the Academic Government (Appendix F).
(156) This report, which came to be known as the "Taylor
Report" was presented in the form of ammendments to the
By-laws (see appendix for the complete text) and differed
from the previous report in that it omitted separate
statements of rationale for the specific recommendations.

Among the more significant differences appearing in
the "Taylor Report" were a series of rather precise
statements which clearly defined the parameters of the
authority of students in academic decision-making. As
in the McKee and Massey documents, the rights of students
selected by their constituents, to participate in Council
deliberations with full voice and vote, was strongly
affirmed. The Special Panel, undoubtedly influenced by
the strong opposition encountered by the "McKee Committee",
chose to exclude students from participating in decisions
which the faculty conceived to lie within its perogative
domain. The Special Panel was convinced that in these
matters, the larger interests of the University would
not be advanced by involving students. (156:3) Specifically
these matters fall into the following categories:

"Matters of exclusive concern to the faculty, such as their salary, leaves, insurance, and other fringe benefits, health service and housing, retirement;"
(2.5.7.1.)
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“Matters affecting the distinctively professional duties of the faculty, namely/ the duties that flow from the faculty's obligation to maintain the intel­lectual authority of the University as a center of detached inquiry and disinterested pursuit of truth;" (2.5-7.2.)
"Matters in which the distinctively professional rights of the faculty are at issue, as in decisions concerning the substantive issuesof tenure, that is, the re-appointment, promotion, or dismissal of individual members of the faculty whose appointment places them under the rules of tenure. (2.5-7 -3-) 
(156:6-7)
The Special Panel further elaborated the basis for

this separation of authority by stating:
"No useful purpose is served in suggesting, or in allowing students to believe that these matters are, as the faculty views them, negotiable. They are not. And that was in effect what the Senate’s rejection of the Council's revisions signified— not a rejec­tion of student participation or a failure of respect, but a simple reminder to all parties, that disciplined capacity implies precedence in the community of scholars." (156:5;
One of the main professional activities of faculty 

members, namely the teaching function, was clearly affirmed 
to be a matter of student concern by the Special Panel.
While professional competency was described as a necessary 
condition for teaching in the University, it was not felt 
to be a sufficient condition. The Panel clearly noted 
that the "Taylor Report" granted no immunity from legiti­
mate demands for excellence in teaching and that questions 
concerning general educational policy are matters of 
legitimate student concern (2.5-9-2.). (156:8) In addition, 
student input was encouraged at the level of department,
school, institute, or residential college by a provision
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entitling them to have formal opportunities made available 
to them for the presentation of their views (2.5*9.4.)- 
Concerning individual tenure decisions, the student voice 
was to play a significant role (2 .5-9 -3.), however, the 
faculty retained the final authority in these matters
(2.5.9-5.). (136:9)

The proposed composition of the Academic Council, as 
recommended by the Special. Panel, was similar to that 
recommended by the "McKee Report,1' with important excep­
tions in the area of minority student representation. To 
ensure a systematic representation of non-whites and of 
women, ten seats were to be reserved for student represen­
tatives at large with the further qualifications that at 
least two of these seats be reserved for women and at 
least six for non-whites (4.4-.3.08., A.A.3-08.1. ) . The 
Special Panel recommended that these positions be filled 
by elections-at—large (4.4.3-08.2.), rather than delegating 
the authority to establish selection procedures to a 
campus organization as did the "McKee Committee." The 
basis for the at-large election procedure by the entire 
student community affirmed the University's intention of 
placing women and minorities on the Academic Council,
"not because women and minorities have put themselves 
there, but because the University affirms its pluralism 
in having them there." (156:5) The Special Panel also 
esqplained that the wording of the recommendations
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concerning the numbers or women and non-whites, (i.e. at 
least six, at least two) does not imply a quota and 
therefore is in compliance with the provisions of Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964-. (156:5)

The Academic Council deliberations of the specific 
provisions of the "Taylor Report" began at the November 5, 
1970, meeting. The first ammendment approved by the 
Council affirmed the right of any regularly enrolled 
full-time student to participate in the affairs in the 
academic department (or other unit) and in the college in 
which he is enrolled. Following additional debate, another 
minor ammendment was approved and several were defeated.
One interesting development occurred when a facility 
Academic Council representative argued that if the section 
(2.5.7 .2.) in the report outlining exclusive faculty con­
cern with matters affecting the distinctly professional 
duties means "...excluding students from discussing things 
like entrance standards and grading, then it is an inappro­
priate reservation." Professor John F.A. Taylor, chairman 
of the Special Panel, replied that the section was modeled 
after the 10th ammendment to the U.S. Constitution which 
reserves some rights (from the states) to the federal 
government. (185:1)

Debate on Section 1A of the introductory remarks con­
cerning student representation and the professional rights 
and responsibilities of the faculty was then brought to the 
floor in its ammended version and approved. (185:2)
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Another faculty representative to the Council expres­

sed concern with the confusion between the concepts of 
community of scholars and of professional association.
He referred to the section reading, "Students have the 
right to assume their inputs...shall figure significantly 
in the faculty's judgement...." This faculty member 
expressed his belief that "there is no such meaningful 
entity as the right to assume." (29:3)

Section I.C of the introductory remarks was then 
brought to the floor. This section dealt with the com­
position of the Academic Council and the methods to be 
employed for the selection of student representatives. 
Although the Council adjourned prior to voting on Section 
I.C, an ammendment was approved eliminating all references 
to women, and others, attempting to reduce the number of 
student members at-large, were defeated. (125:3)

The Council reconvened on November 4-, and continued 
discussion of Section I.C of the Revised Recommendations.
A proposed ammendment, similar to the "McKee Committee" 
recommendation to authorize appropriate minority groups 
to develop procedures for selecting at-large student 
members of the Academic Council, was defeated. But, a 
motion to require the Student Committee on Nominations 
to consult with minority student organizations on at-large 
selection procedures was approved. Following additional 
discussion and explanation, two additional minor
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ammendments were approved, followed by Council approval 
of Section I.C. (127:1)

The Council continued its scrutiny of the recommenda­
tions of the "Taylor Report". Section 4.4.5-5** which 
authorized the Elected Faculty Council to refer to matters 
of exclusively faculty concern directly to the Academic 
Senate, was found to be inconsistent and was dropped. 
(127:2) Another graduate student representative was 
added to the University Committee on Business Affairs, 
and the Faculty-Student Affairs Committee became the 
Student Affairs Committee. The Student Affairs Committee 
was then denied the power to initiate or veto ammendments 
to the "Academic Freedom Report." (127:2)

Despite the speech and relative ease of passage of
the recommendations of the "Taylor Report", at least one 
faculty member of the Academic Council expressed personal 
reservations and uneasiness. The MSU Faculty News quoted 
a professor as telling the Academic Council: "I get the
impression that we are rearranging deck chairs on the 
Titanic." The basis of this concern related to the pro­
cedures employed by the Council. "I felt we had bypassed
the rationale of the report and were debating individual 
points in a vacuum,...scratching the surface of issues 
that go very deep and need a lot further scrutiny." He 
said that this feeling related to the accomodation of the 
report to what would be acceptable to the Academic Senate. 
(185:1)
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The November 17, 1970* meeting of the Academic Council 

approved changes in the "Academic Freedom Report" .consis­
tent with the recommendations of the "Taylor Report."
The Council then approved the document of the Special 
Panel as a whole, adding that it should be reviewed further 
two years after its implementation. (128:3)

During the deliberations of the Academic Council, 
there had been little student comment expressed in the 
State News concerning the provisions of the "Taylor 
Report." The interval between approval by the Academic 
Council and consideration by the Academic Senate saw a 
considerable increase in expressed student concern.
(5^:98)

One student editorial reacted to the time consuming 
debate in the Academic Council in which the Special Panel 
had "their findings almost completely undone," while 
another advocated ASMSU censure of the Academic Council. 
(43:4-) Much of the editorial output was directed against 
what the State News staff felt was dillusions of faculty 
supremacy and University government by faculty cliques. 
(44:4, 31:4) Another editorial lamented, "The very matters 
for which students have sought a significant voice will 
become an illusive fading dream if the 'Taylor Report' is 
implemented as it is now composed." This same editorial 
expressed the fear that, "In some departments, students 
already have a voice in such matters as tenure, curriculum,
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the hiring of new faculty, and other areas of academic 
concern. A strict interpretation of the 'Taylor Report’s' 
Catch 2.5-7- would eliminate such participation." This 
editorial concluded with the following statement: "If,
however, the document (Taylor Report) remains unstreng­
thened or is weakened from the floor, we must urge its 
defeat." (4-8:4)

Not all the students held views in common with the 
State News editors, however. The vice chairman of ASMSU 
was quoted as saying, "As dissatisfied as we all are I 
still hope the Senate will approve it. If it passes, we 
will have gained because, through action and not Just 
words, there will be a University community." (175:15) 
Another student noted that, "Taylor defines the pro­
fessional rights of faculty which were not subject to 
student consideration in committees. This differs from 
the 'McKee Report' which left the entire situation incre­
dibly vague." (175:1) In a letter to the editor submitted 
jointly by three undergraduates, the "Taylor Report" was 
advocated on the grounds that it "effectively establishes 
and guarantees student participation in academic matters 
of which students have direct knowledge as consumers.—  
After more than a year of debate, we feel that the report 
is a realistic and necessary compromise of faculty and 
student positions." (180:4)
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The Academic Senate met on January 19* 1971» to 

consider the by-law revisions necessary for implementa­
tion. Although relatively little debate occurred prior 
to the important vote, three ammendments were proposed*
One professor proposed an addition to the report to the 
effect that any faculty member who believes that his pro­
fessional rights have been denied may appeal to the 
Academic Council. This motion was defeated when it was 
announced that an ad hoc committee was currently developing 
grievance procedures. (20:2)

The second ammendment asked that the Senate delete 
all mention of student participatives at-large on the 
grounds that statements providing for "at least six"
(of ten) non-whites as student representatives at-large 
implies a racial quota of "not more than four" whites.
In reply to arguments against any form of racial discrimin­
ation, Professor Taylor responded, "In the best of all 
possible worlds, I would favor the ammendment. But in 
our world we have to accomodate some of the cruel errors 
of our society." (20:2) The ammendment failed.

The third ammendment proposed that the section in 
the document dealing with the philosophy behind the pro­
visions for minority student representation be deleted.
This ammendment also failed, but a substitute motion was 
accepted, deleting the last sentence in that section which 
read: "'Not more than six' is the imposition of a quota;
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'at least six' is, on the contrary, the acknowledgement 
of a right." (20:2)

The final vote by the Academic Senate on the Taylor 
recommendations accepted the document by a strong majority. 
The president of the local AAUP chapter expressed his 
pleasure at the passage of the document, but another 
faculty member felt that the faculty were "voting out of 
sheer frustration and boredom." (20:2)

Although the "Taylor Report" appeared to be extremely 
close to implementation, needing only the approval of the 
Board of Trustees, the issue remained controversial.
Shortly following approval by the Academic Senate, the 
ASMSU Student Board filed suit against President Wharton, 
the Academic Council and the Academic Senate, charging 
that the "Taylor Report" was in violation of the "Academic 
Freedom Report". The ASMSU suit contended that Article 
3.4.08.5- of the "Taylor Report" violates sections ?.ll, 
?.2, and 1.5-03. of the "Academic Freedom Report".

Article 5-4.08.3- of the "Taylor Report" exempts the 
sections of the "Academic Freedom Report" on faculty 
responsibilities and professional rights from proposed 
ammendments from action by the Student Affairs Committee. 
The Student Board of ASMSU claimed that this article was 
in direct violation of Article 7 of the "Academic Freedom 
Report." The ASMSU Board also charged that since students 
were excluded from the Faculty Affairs Committee then
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faculty members should likewise be excluded from the 
Student Affairs Committee. This was felt to be consistent 
with Section 1.5-03. of the "Academic Freedom Report" 
that states "to the maximum extent feasible, students 
shall participate in formulating and revising regulations 
governing student conduct." (10:1)

Although the Academic Council was unable to resolve 
this problem at its February 2, 1971* meeting, it auth­
orized its Steering Committee to try to find a workable 
compromise to the problem. The Steering Committee invited 
to its meeting for consultation purposes, representatives 
from the Committee to Study Faculty Rights, Responsibili­
ties, and Grievance Procedures, representatives from ASMSU, 
representatives from the University Student Affairs 
Committee and representatives from the Academic Council. 
This group proposed to alleviate the difficulties by 
deleting the exception clause in 5*4-.08.3. thereby auth­
orizing the University Student Affairs Committee to parti­
cipate in initiating ammendments to the "Academic Freedom 
Report" regarding faculty rights and responsibilities.
The proposal also provided for review by the University 
Committee on Faculty Affairs and Faculty Compensation and 
approval by the Elected Faculty Council prior to revisions 
to the "Academic Freedom Report" sections on faculty 
rights and responsibilities. (30:3) This ammendment was 
accepted by the Academic Council in its February 9* 1971* 
meeting. (129:2)
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Prior to debate and decision by the Academic Senate 

on February 23, was the scheduled meeting of the Board 
of Trustees on February 19. Because of the unresolved 
issue concerning the possible conflict with the "Academic 
Freedom Report", the Trustees considered the "Taylor 
Report" as an informational item only. One trustee is 
reported by the State News to have commented, "It looks 
as if the students are getting short changed," (154) 
while another felt that the report "represents about the 
distance that the faculty rightly thinks it can go."
(141) This meeting also saw the presentation to the Board 
of a list of 17 weaknesses in the "Taylor Report" by the 
Chairman of ASMSU. (141) Following the Board of Trustees 
meeting, the Academic Senate met on February 23, and 
approved the compromise ammendment to the "Academic 
Freedom Report."

In the first week of March, three trustees met to 
determine areas of trustee concern with the "Taylor 
Report". This group was appointed by the Board in Feb­
ruary to identify and report on the important issues.
(187) At the regularly scheduled March 19, meeting, the 
Board, after hearing the report of its subcommittee, asked 
that a number of recommendations be incorporated into the 
By-laws along with the proposed Taylor revisions. Of the 
changes recommended by the Trustees, seven were accepted 
by the Academic Council on April 20, 1971- There were also
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two recommendations which were voted down "by the Council.
These two defeated ammendments would have:

"Added to section 2.5-8* of the By-laws the sen­tence: *In case of dispute concerning the applica­tion of this proviso, the final judgement shall rest with the Board of Trustees.' (Section 2.5*8. per­tains to the professional rights and duties of the faculty)."
"Added to section 9.2. (on ammendement procedures) of the proposed By-laws the sentence: 'Any ammend-ment of the By-laws affecting the substance of academic governance shall be referred to the Board of Trustees for its approval'."

A third ammendment, concerning "final authority" in the
interpretation was approved, but only after deletion of
the Board's recommendation which stated that, "Nothing in
these By-laws shall prevent the Board from taking prompt
action on urgent financial and personnel matters when
such action is in the best interests of the University."
(32:4)

One faculty spokesman gave three reasons for the 
Council's opposition of the Board's recommendations.

1. The constitutional authority of the Trustees is recognized daily in practice and in section 1.2.5* of the current By-laws.
2. The proposal changes would nullify some of the responsibility the Trustees have delegated to faculty.
3* It would be an intrusion into faculty governance. 
Another faculty member commented that this series of 

proposed ammendments "violates the all-important principle 
of internal control of the University under the president." 
(32) A third Academic Council member added that he was
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"horrified and dismayed" at the April Board meeting by 
the "response and lack of respect for faculty interests 
on the part of the Board." (32)

The approved ammendments to the "Taylor Report" 
accomplished the following:

1. Assigned the responsibility for implementation and finance to the administrative office of each academic unit, and on the University level, to the provost and vice-president for student affairs;
2. Provided for at least five female representatives within the ten-at-large seats on the Academic Council, six of which were also to be reserved for non-whites;
3- Added one undergraduate, one graduate student to the Student Committee on Nominations. At least two women were to fill these seats;
A. Provided procedures for the selection of a temporary chairman and established general working procedures for the Student Committee on Nominations;
5- Reaffirmed the Academic Council as the final authority with regard to the interpretation of the By-laws within the constraints of the con­stitutional authority of the Board of Trustees. (32)
Having gone through all appropriate channels, the 

"Taylor Report" was forwarded to the Board of Trustees 
for what was hoped to be the final step in the approval 
process. On the day of the regularly scheduled Board 
meeting which would decide the fate of the "Taylor Report", 
the State News called for passage of the document despite 
its flaws.

"If the trustees do not approve the 'Taylor Report'today, any chance of student participation in academicgovernment will vanish for an indefinite period. The
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Academic Council, after reluctantly offering to admit students on a limited basis to its ranks, is simply too tired of working on a report that no one really likes to take another round of ammendment. ...However, there should be no mistake about the nature of the report. It is a working agreement, giving students limited participation until a more equitable system of academic government can be developed." (50:4-)
Prior to the Board meeting, some concern was expres­

sed that the Council's rejection of two recommendations 
proposed by the Trustees might result in further delay, 
but this was not the case as the Trustees unanimously 
approved the Report. (190) Shortly thereafter, the 
Steering Committee of the Faculty directed the revisions 
to be incorporated into the By-laws and set January 1,
1972, as the deadline for actual implementation by 
colleges and departments. (54-:10)

The intent of this chapter has been one of attempting 
to focus upon the significant events and dominant atti­
tudes which characterize the context within which the 
current experiment in student involvement in academic 
governance has developed at Michigan State University.
The development of the "Academic Freedom Report" and its 
acknowledgement of basic student rights provided a great 
deal of impetus toward involving students in the Univer­
sity's academic affairs. The "Massey" and "McKee Reports", 
while differing significantly in several respects, were 
both defeated by a faculty which, for the record at 
least, was sympathetic toward the principle of student
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participation. An important factor in the failure of 
both of these efforts to formally incorporate students 
in academic decision-making was the apparent inability 
to successfully resolve the conflict between the rights 
of students and the rights of faculty, particularly in 
the minds of faculty who have traditionally defended 
successfully their professional rights and integrity 
against external influence. The Special Panel that 
developed the "Taylor Report", after having witnessed 
the defeats of the two previous attempts, was aware of 
the necessity of cleanly defining the appropriate roles 
of students and faculty and acted accordingly. Their 
efforts clearly resulted in a compromise which success­
fully resolved these differences. Like most compromises 
the result was not entirely satisfactory to either the 
faculty or the students, but it did provide a structure 
within which the University was able to function more 
representatively. While this structure provides for 
greater diversity of input in academic decision-making, 
it does not guarantee any difference in output which to 
a large degree depends upon attitudes and the willingness 
to listen and to attempt to understand on the part of all 
the participants.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction
In the initial chapter of this study, there appeared 

a number of introductory statements concerning purpose, 
general design, methodology, and questions to be answered. 
The present chapter will elaborate on these statements by 
emphasizing the various procedures used in the collection, 
the analysis, and the discussion of the data. This infor­
mation obtained from the questionnaire and from the inter­
views will be dealt with, in such a way, using appro­
priate statistical measures, that the conclusions and 
recommendations that follow will have a firm foundation.
The interview data will be used to supplement the ques­
tionnaire data.

Collection of the Data 
As noted in Chapter I, the questionnaire (Appendix C), 

the basic source of data for this investigation, contains 
99 forced choice Likert style items. These items were 
designed to measure the attitudes of the 134- individuals 
who were members of the Academic Council at Michigan 
State University during the Fall and Winter terms of the

111
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1972-73 academic year. The questionnaire was composed 
of four basic scales which included the following:

1. Academic Freedom (25 items)(Items 23, 25, 28, 33, 34, 35, 59, 68, 70, 84,85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 9 0, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99)
2. Administrative Efficiency (22 items)(Items 5, 14, 15, 19, 20, 29, 30, 31, 32, 38, 40, 41, 46, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 61, 64, 67, 69)
3. Community Cohesion (19 items)(Items 3, 6, 10, 11, 12, 1 3, 16, 17, 22, 36, 43, 44, 45, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 79)
4. Educational Value (10 items)(Items 2, 7, 8, 9, 39, 42, 47, 65, 66, 82)
In addition, 23 items concerning the general issue 

of student participation in academic governance, and the 
specific issues concerning student participation at the 
Academic Council level at Michigan State University were 
included in the final draft of the instrument. These 
items included elements of either none or more than one 
of the four scales. They were included for the purpose 
of indicating general attitudes of the Academic Council 
concerning student participation in academic governance.

The final draft of the questionnaire was completed 
in early February, 1973, following a pilot study and 
extensive consultations with authorities in both survey 
research and in the functioning of the Michigan State 
University Academic Council. One significant addition to 
the basic research format which developed at this time, 
was an open-ended invitation for any comments concerning
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student participation in the Academic Council deliberations 
at Michigan State University. These comments, along with 
the interview data will be presented as supplementary 
material.

The questionnaire, along with the cover letter, 
(Appendix A), return envelope, and separate answer sheet 
was delivered by hand to the departmental mail boxes or 
to the secretaries of all of the faculty and administrative 
members of the Academic Council with campus offices. In 
addition, questionnaires, cover letters, and answer sheets 
were personally delivered to mail boxes in the reception 
areas of residence halls, fraternities, and sororities 
for completion by student members of the Academic Council. 
Those student members of the Academic Council living in 
off-campus housing received questionnaires, cover letters, 
and answer sheets through the U.S. Mail.

The population under investigation consisted of 134- 
individuals who were voting members of the 1972-73 Academic 
Council of Michigan State University. To be considered 
for the purposes of this study, each individual member 
had to have served on the Academic Council during the 
Fall and Winter terms of the 1972-73 academic year. The 
individual breakdown in terms of broad academic affilia­
tion of all members is as follows:
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TABLE 1

Academic Affiliation of the 1972-73 Members of the Michigan State University Academic Council

Affiliation n
Liberal Arts 20Natural Science 51Non-affiliates (Administrators) 15Social and Behavioral Science 48
Total 134

Viewing the 1972-73 Academic Council in terms of 
each member's academic status, one finds the following 
di stribution:

TABLE 2
Academic Status of the 1972-73 Members of the Michigan State University Academic Council
Academic Status n
Admini strators 31Faculty 67Long term 19Short term 48Students 36Graduat e 11Undergraduate
Total 134

The initial distribution of the instrument was under­
taken on Wednesday, February 14, 1973, and was completed 
the following day. By Wednesday, February 28, two days 
after the deadline stated in the cover letter, a total of 
73 returned completed questionnaires, or 55 percent of 
the total number delivered had been received. An immediate 
follow-up was delayed because of the approach of Winter
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term final examinations the week of March 12-16, 1973, and 
the following one week vacation period. On March 28, and 
March 29, 1973, a second letter (Appendix B) describing 
the research and asking for cooperation was personally 
distributed with a duplicate set of materials to those 
members of the Academic Council who had not responded 
to the first attempt at data collection. Two weeks 
later, an additional eight completed questionnaires were 
received bringing the useable return to 79 ot 60.5 percent 
of the population.

During the next two weeks, most of the remaining 
non-responding members of the 1972-73 MSU Academic Council 
were personally contacted by telephone. In several cases, 
considerable discussion concerning the scope and signifi­
cance of the study led to the return of additional data. 
These efforts resulted in the collection of 12 additional 
completed questionnaires, raising the overall rate of 
return to 69-5 percent of the population.

The first statistical operation took place in order 
to determine whether or not there was a significant 
difference among those Academic Council members who res­
ponded immediately (Wave 1), those who responded after 
receiving the follow-up letter (Wave 2), and those who 
responsed following the telephone request (Wave 3). If a 
difference was found among these three groups, this dif­
ference might be a source of contamination resulting from
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a differential procedure used to obtain data from the 
members of the Academic Council* The actual calculations 
were accomplished using the M.S.U. CDC 6500 computing 
system and Finn's prepared program for analysis of 
variance. (57) The frequencies, means, and standard 
deviations for each of the waves on each of the scales 
are presented on the following tables.

TABLE 5
Observed Cell Means for the Three Waves of Respondents on the Four Scales

Freq- Academic Administrative Community EducationalGroup uency Freedom Efficiency Cohesion Value_
Wave 1 73 2.-4-6 2.4-7 2.29 2.28Wave 2 8 2.69 2.22 2.22 2.12Wave 3 12 2.59 2.4-9 2.4-9 2.4-0

TABLE 4-
Observed Cell Standard Deviations for the Three Waves of Respondents on the Four Scales
Freq- Academic Administrative Community EducationalGroup uency Freedom___ Efficiency_____Cohesion Value_

Wave 1 73 .4-5 -32 .33 -31Wave 2 8 .53 .22 .52 .4̂ 3Wave 3 12 .56 .35 -4-5 -38

Using this data, the analysis of variance operations 
for differences in population means were performed. The 
results are recorded in the following table:
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TABLE 5

ANOVA Comparison of Populations for the Three Waves of Respondents on the Pour Scales

Variable Kean Square Between Univariate F P less than
A.C* Free. A.B. Eff.Comm. Cohsn Ed. Value

.2508.0258

.2531.1824

1.1092 .2580 1.9262 1.6497

.3343.7732

.1517-1979
D.F. Between=2 D.F. Within=90

When alpha was set at .05, it was determined that 
there were no significant differences among the three 
waves of respondents on any of the four scales. In 
addition, a multivariate test was performed resulting in 
an F ratio of 1.0228. When the values for the degrees 
of freedom are 8 and 174-* the probability of a difference 
in means was found to be .4207, clearly beyond the alpha 
value of .05. The conclusion to be drawn is that at the 
.05 level, there is no difference among the three waves 
on ejiy of the four scales, or on the four scales taken 
together. The assumption can be made that there were no 
differential treatment effects and that the three waves 
of respondents can be grouped together for analysis.

Kost of the 46 Academic Council members who chose 
not to respond to the questionnaire eventually communi­
cated one or more reasons for their non-response. The 
most common explanation encountered was a lack of time. 
Hany of the Council members also expressed feelings to the 
effect that many of the items were overly vague and that
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no one response could adequately account for the vast 
individual differences of Academic Council subgroups.

Another fairly common criticism concerned the lack 
of a neutral or undecided response alternative to the 
questionnaire items. These people refused to respond 
because they felt that many of the individual items 
called for responses based on non-ob.jective feelings.
This type of criticism was particularly distressing 
because it was felt that the cover letter and the instruc­
tions on the instrument clearly expressed the purpose 
of the research as one of studying the attitudes of the 
members of the Academic Council with respect to student 
participation on that body.

The 93 members of the Academic Council that did 
respond to the instrument were classified into subgroups.
In terms of broad academic affiliation, the sample numbers, 
and the percentages of the respective groups they represent 
are as follows:

Academic Affiliation of the Responding Members of the 1972-73 Academic Council of Michigan State University

TABLE 6

Academic Affiliation n % of the Croup in the Sample
Liberal Arts Natural Science Non-Applicable Social and Behavioral

1738
7

85%75%4-7%
Science

Total
JUk
93

6£%
69-5%
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The 93 respondents were then classified according 

to their status in the university. The numbers for each 
status group and the percentages of the sub-population 
are as follows:

TABLE 7
Academic Status of the Responding Members of the 1972-73 Michigan State University Academic Council

Academic Status n % of the Group in the Sample
Adminlstrators 20 64-. 5%Faculty 53 79%Long Term 17 89.5%Short Term 36 75%Students 20 55.5%Graduate 4- 36.5%Undergraduat e __ 16 64- %
Total 93 69-5%

Prior to proceeding with the analysis of the data, 
the representativeness of the sample had to be deter­
mined. A random sampling produced 12 names of Academic 
Council members who had not responded to the questionnaire. 
These six administrators, three faculty, and three students 
were interviewed. During the course of these interviews, 
responses were gathered on 20 of the 99 items in the 
questionnaire. These questions were selected on the basis 
of their representativeness of the entire questionnaire 
and included items from each of the four scales, as well 
as some dealing with general attitudes. The data on the 
20 items obtained from these interviews were then compared 
with the data from the returned questionnaires using the
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Michigan State University CDC 6500 computer system and a 
prepared program designed to calculate multivariate 
analysis of variance, (57)

The resulting F-Ratio for the multivariate test of 
equality of mean vectors was found to he 1.224-7- When 
the values for the degrees of freedom are 20 and 84-, the 
probability of a difference between questionnaire res­
pondents and non-respondents was found to be .2557- At 
the .05 level, the conclusion can be drawn that there is 
no significant difference between the questionnaire res­
pondents and the non-respondents. The data from the 
instrument was therefore considered to be unbiased and 
representative of the entire Council.

In addition to these 20 items, the interview pro­
cedure resulted in additional important information. The 
semi-structured interview procedure encouraged the Council 
members to elaborate on their responses, producing in 
many cases, additional insights. This information is 
presented along with the discussion of the individual 
items.

An estimate of the reliability was calculated on 
each of the scales for the administrative, faculty, and 
student component groups using Hoyt's formula. (168) The 
preliminary computations of the various mean squares were 
accomplished using the Jennrich program. (86) The results 
of these calculations are presented in the following table.
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TABLE 8

Hoyt's Reliability Estimates for the Student, Faculty, 
and Administrative Components of the 1972-73 MSU Academic Council on Each of the Four Scales

Hoyt's Internal Consistency Reli- Group Scale ability Coefficient
Administrators Academic Freedom .74Faculty Academic Freedom .81Students Academic Freedom .91Administrators Administrative Efficiency .92Faculty Administrative Efficiency .90Students Administrative Efficiency .91Administrators Community Cohesion .65Faculty Community Cohesion -78Students Community Cohesion .87Administrators Educational Value .85Faculty Educational Value .66Students Educational Value .74

Beginning with the Academic Freedom scale, the res­
ponses of the various component groups were tested for 
equality of means on the M.S.U. CDC computer system. The 
selected statistical technique was a one-way analysis of 
variance and the computations were accomplished using an 
option in the px^epared Fortran IV program entitled “Jeremy 
D. Finn's Multivariance-Univariate and Multivariate 
Analysis of Variance and Covariance." (57) This procedure 
required the adjustment of scores on some items so that 
low scores and low means consistently indicate a positive 
relationship between the M.S.TJ. Academic Council student 
participation and academic freedom. In addition, mean 
scores for each individual on each of the four scales were 
calculated as required for the computer program.
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Because the analysis of variance technique indicates 
only that a difference exists somewhere among the groups, 
these differences had to be further tested in order to 
locate the exact source of the differences. For example, 
while the analysis of variance technique indicates a 
difference existing somewhere among administrators, 
students, and faculty on the Academic Freedom scale, it 
does not give any conclusive information concerning whether 
students differ from faculty, whether students differ from 
administrators, or whether students differ from both 
faculty and administrators.

The exact location of these differences was found by 
using the Scheffe' post hoc technique prepared Fortran IV 
program as described by Glendening. (67) When the dif­
ferences on each of the scales were isolated in two or 
more of the component groups, the group means for each 
item in the scale were compared descriptively in order 
to ascertain those items contributing to differences in 
attitude. Following this procedure, the views of the 
entire Academic Council were descriptively considered 
for each scale along with the additional information 
acquired through the interviews.

Academic Freedom Scale
The 25 items dealing with the question of the impact 

of student participation on academic freedom consist of 
seven general items followed by nine statements describing
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specific academic administrative activities. Each of 
these statements were to he considered first in terms of 
undergraduate student involvement and secondly, in terms 
of graduate student involvement,

Inter-Group Comparisons
The first step in the analysis of the data was a 

determination of differences among groups within the 
Academic Council, A separate one-way analysis of variance 
was performed for each of the following group comparisons.

1. Administrators vs. faculty, vs. students.
2. Undergraduate students vs. graduate students.
3. Long-term faculty vs. short-term faculty.
4. Council members affiliated with liberal arts disciplines vs. Council members affiliated with natural science disciplines, vs. Council members affiliated with social science discip­lines, vs. Council members not affiliated with an academic discipline.
3. Liberal arts administrators vs. natural scienceadministrators, vs. social science administrators, vs. non-affiliated administrators.

6 T,7'hnr,r>l n ▼»+■ ft f-tr tro nn 1 f t f i  on f»o +:v•  U  M O ,  U X  V  U  A. u v  ¥ •—> *  U  A  O  w  —  M W  yvs. social science faculty.
7- Liberal arts students vs. natural science students, vs. social science students.
Each of these comparisons were accomplished using 

the M.S.U. CDC 6300 computing system and the prepared 
Finn program for analysis of variance. (57)

The first comparison on the Academic Freedom scale 
concerned the administrative, faculty, and student com­
ponent groups. The analysis of variance calculation 
requires a preliminary calculation of sample means and
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standard deviations. The results or these preliminary 
calculations are presented in the following table:

TABLE 9
Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Academic Freedom Scale

Group n Mean Standard Deviation
Administrators 20 2.57 -37Faculty 55 2.60 .45Students 20 2.17 .52

Using this information, the analysis of variance 
operation was calculated for the purpose of determining 
whether or not a statistically significant difference 
at the .05 level exists among the administrators, faculty, 
and students on the Academic Freedom scale. The results 
of these calculations are presented in the following table:

TABLE 10
ANOVA Oomp&rison of Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Academic Freedom Scale

Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .15805 6.8796 .0017 YesWithin Groups 90 .20010

The conclusion drawn from these calculations is that 
there is a significant difference at the .05 level among 
students, faculty, and administrators with respect to the 
Academic Freedom scale. After examining the table
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containing "the administrative, faculty, and student group 
means, the following hypotheses were developed for addi­
tional testing using the Scheffe* post hoc procedures,

1. There is no difference between the students and the administrators on the Academic Freedom Scale.
(M$ - o )

2. There is no difference between the students and the faculty on the Academic Freedom scale.
(■AA f — AAft s O  )

5. There is no difference between the students and the combined group of administrators and faculty on the Academic Freedom scale.
(M s - 0 )

Each of these hypotheses were tested in the null form 
at the .05 level using the Scheffe' post hoc technique. (5) 
The results are presented in the following table:

TABLE 11
Scheffe' Post Hoc Analysis for Location of Population Mean Differences Among Administrators, Faculty, and Students

Signi­
ficant
Yes 
Yes 
Yes

The results indicate that at the .05 level, there is 
a significant difference between students and administrators, 
between students and faculty, and between students and the 
combined group of faculty and administrators.

on the Academic Freedom Scale 
A 0~—

uJ. u J. llJU 95% Confidence Ii*ter-
I jl 1 A. 1jL val Surrounding

M . S - M *  .4000 .1418 .0472 < .7528
AAs-M-fi .4500 .1176 .1572 < .7228
jLL*-(M a + M *} -4150 .1162 .1257 Vk*- .7045
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Furthermore, the differences in the group sample 

means indicate that the student members of the 1972-73 
M.S.U. Academic Council were significantly less suspi­
cious of the impact of Council student involvement on 
academic freedom than were the faculty representatives, 
the administrative representatives, and the combined 
group of administrative and faculty representatives.

The graduate and undergraduate student representa­
tives to the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council were then 
compared with regard to their responses to the items in 
the Academic Freedom scale. The frequencies, means, and 
standard deviations are recorded in the following table.

TABLE 12
Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Undergraduate and Graduate Students on the Academic Freedom Scale

Group n Mean Standard Deviation
Undergraduate Students 14 2.32 .52Graduate Students 6 1.82 .33

The calculation of the one-way ANOVA for equality of 
population means yielded the following data:

TABLE 13
ANOVA Comparison of Undergraduate Students, and Graduate Students on the Academic Freedom Scale

Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between groups 1 1.0560 4.7039 .0438 YesWithin groups 18 .2245
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The results of this test provide statistically 

significant evidence that there is a difference between 
undergraduate and graduate members of the 1972-73 M.S.U, 
Academic Council with respect to their responses to the 
items on the Academic Freedom scale. This difference 
does not require the Scheffe' procedure since only two 
groups were being compared. There exists no statistically 
significant possibility that differences found in the 
analysis of variance test could occur anywhere but within 
these two groups. The comparative mean scores found in 
Table 12 indicate that the mean for undergraduate repre­
sentatives was 2.32 while the graduate representatives 
had a mean of 1.82. The conclusion to be reached from 
this data is that the graduate students' attitudes toward 
the Academic Freedom scale and Academic Council student 
participation were more positive than their undergraduate 
student counterparts. The magnitude and direction of the 
difference between the mean scores of the graduate and 
undergraduate student representatives was somewhat unex­
pected. Because graduate students have completed under­
graduate programs and are approaching educational back­
grounds similar to those of faculty members, it was 
expected that the attitudes of graduate students would 
fall on the continuum between the undergraduates and the 
faculty.

The next comparison on the Academic Freedom scale 
took place between the long-term faculty and the short­



128
term faculty- It was felt that the experience of compro­
mise which took place among the long-term faculty repre­
sentatives, might make a difference in their response.
The calculation of sample means and standard deviations 
yielded the following results:

TABLE 14-
Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Long and Short-Term Faculty on the Academic Freedom Scale

Group n Mean Standard Deviation
Long-term Faculty 17 2.66 .51Short-term Faculty 36 2.57 -4-2

The calculation of the one-way analysis of variance 
for equality of population means resulted in the following 
table:

TABLE 15
ANOVA Comparison of Long and Short-Term Faculty on the Academic Freedom Scale

Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 1 .1267 -6995 .4-072 NoWithin Groups 51 .1811

The difference found between these samples cannot 
therefore be inferred to the populations on the Academic 
Council.

The next comparison concerned all members of the 1972-
*73 M.S.U. Academic Council, classified according to their 

academic affiliation. The frequencies, means, and stan­
dard deviations for each of these groups are presented in 
the following table:
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TABLE 16

Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Affiliates, Natural Science Affiliates, Non-Affiliates, and Social Science Affiliates on the Academic Freedom Scale
StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation

Liberal Arts Affiliates 17 2.69 .57Natural Science Affiliates 38 2.50 .4-6Non-Affiliates 7 2.64- .4-7Social Science Affiliates 31 2.36 .4-3

The one-way analysis of variance test for equality 
of population means was then undertaken. The results of 
these calculations are summarized in the following table:

TABLE 17
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Affiliates, Natural Science Affiliates, Non-Affiliates, and Social Science Affiliates on the Academic Freedom Scale

Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F_ than Significance
Between Groups 2 .4-326 .1961 .14-58 NoWithin Groups 89 .2178

The differences found among the samples of the four 
affiliated groups are therefore not statistically signifi­
cant at the .05 level, and cannot be inferred to their 
respective populations.

The administrative representatives to the 1972-73 
M.S.U. Academic Council were next classified according 
to their broad academic affiliation and compared with 
respect to their responses on the Academic Freedom scale. 
The group means, frequencies, and standard deviations for
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2 2.64 -176 2.43 .44
7 2.64 .475 2.61 .18

each of the affiliated administrative groups are presented 
in the following table.

TABLE 18
Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the Academic Freedom Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Administrators Natural Science Administrators Non-Affiliated Administrators Social Science Administrators

This information was then incorporated into the 
analysis of variance procedure for testing the equality 
of population means. The results of that test are pre­
sented in the following table.

TABLE 19
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the AcademicFreedom Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .0783 -5157 .6067 NoWithin Groups 16 .1523

The one-way analysis of variance test for equality 
of means shows no significant difference among liberal 
arts administrators, natural science administrators, non­
affiliated administrators, and social science administra­
tors on the Academic Freedom scale.



The next inter-group test for equality of population 
means was to he carried out among the various faculty 
groups on the 1972-73 Academic Council affiliated with 
the liberal arts, the natural sciences, and the social 
sciences. The frequencies, means, and standard deviations 
for each of these three groups were found. They appear 
in the following table.

Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for the liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the Academic Freedom Scale
Standard

This information was then incorporated into the analysis 
of variance test for equality of means. The results of 
this test are summarized in the following table.

TABLE 20

Group Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Faculty Natural Science Faculty Social Science Faculty

11 2.86
23 2.6319 2.40

474240

TABLE 21
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the Academic Freedom Scale
Source of Variation Mean DF Square F P less than Significance
Between Groups Within Groups 2 .7631 4.302050 .1774 .0189 Yes

The results of this test provide statistically 
significant evidence that there is a difference at the 
.05 level among the three faculty groups on the Academic
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Freedom scale- Following the examination of group means 
presented in Table 20, a number of hypotheses were devel­
oped for further testing using the Scheffe' post hoc 
procedures. These hypotheses to be tested included the 
following:

1. There is no difference between the liberal arts and natural science faculty representatives.
e* ■*=■ O  )

2. There is no difference between the liberal arts and social science faculty representatives.
/s - 9t F - O  )

3. There is no difference between the natural science and social science faculty representatives. 
{ /ULa/? p - AA.t'sft •= O )

4. There is no difference between the liberal arts faculty representatives and the combined groups of natural science and social science faculty representatives. ,
(yCtAfir - o)

JL
5. There is no difference between the combined group of liberal and natural science faculty representatives and the social science faculty representatives.( O)

Each of these hypotheses were tested using the Scheffe1 
post hoc procedures. The results of this testing are 
presented in Table 22.

The results indicate that statistically significant 
differences exist between the Academic Council represen­
tatives of the liberal arts faculty and the social science 
faculty. Significant differences were also detected bet­
ween the combined group of liberal arts and natural 
science faculty representatives and the social science
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TABLE 22

Scheffe' Post Hoc Analysis for Location of Population Mean Differences Among Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the AcademicFreedom Scale
AA

Vi
95% Confidence Inter­val Surrounding C/A*,’ Signi­ficance

2300 .1544 -.1596 < ^  < .6196 No
4600 .1596 .0574 < < .8626 Yes
2500 .1306 -.0995 < < .5595 No
3450 .1428 -.0153 < V'-t .7053 No
3450 .1237 .0529 ^ W  < .6571 Yes

faculty representatives. In each case, the sample mean 
score of the social science faculty representatives was 
lower, and therefore more positive, than the mean of the 
group to which it was compared.

The final group comparison on the Academic Freedom 
scale took place among the students affiliated with the 
liberal arts, the natural sciences, and the social 
sciences. The group frequencies, means, and standard 
deviations are presented in the following table.

TABLE 23
Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Students, Natural Science Students, and Social Science Students on the AcademicFreedom Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Students 4 2.22 .75Natural Science Students 9 2.22 .47Social Science Students 7 2.08 .52
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Using this data, the analysis of variance test was per­
formed. The results of that test show that there is no 
significant difference among the student groups when 
classified according to academic affiliation.

TABLE 24-
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Students, Natural Science Students, and Social Science Students on the AcademicFreedom Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .04-05 .1372 .8728 NoWithin Groups 17 .2951

Discussion of Individual Items
When the individual items that comprise the Academic 

Freedom scale are examined, it becomes clear that most 
of the differences found in the analyses of variance 
occurred in the section dealing with specific student 
representation on selected decision-making bodies.

The first group of items to be considered dealt 
with academic freedom and the perceptions of the 1972-75 
Academic Council members concerning the outcomes of the 
one year M.S.U. experiment in student participation. There 
appears to be little, if any,difference among the Academic 
Council groups with regard to student participation as 
a means of improving the appraisals of educational 
practices (Item 23)- In all cases, comparison of the 
group means showed little deviation from 2.500, the mid­
point of the continuum ranging from strong agreement to



135
strong disagreement. Further, each group was approximately 
equally divided in terms of the numbers of respondents 
agreeing and disagreeing with the statement.

Item 34 expressed the thought that most students on 
the Academic Council were more interested in improving 
programs than in determining what was to be taught. The 
mean score of the entire Council was 2.317* indicating a 
moderate degree of agreement. Comparison of distributions 
of scores for the entire Council and for the groups found 
to be different showed that for each group, approximately 
two individuals agreed with the wording of the item for 
each person who disagreed.

The same general conclusion can be drawn concerning 
item 35 for the Academic Council as a whole. Slightly 
more than two-thirds of all of the Academic Council 
members either agreed or strongly agreed that the student 
members understood the value of promoting and protecting 
opportunities for the learning and discovery of truth.
While administrators, faculty, and students, graduate 
students as well as undergraduate students, approximated 
this same distribution and the mean score of 2.241, a 
deviation appears among liberal arts faculty, natural 
science faculty, and social science faculty. The mean 
score for the liberal arts faculty on this item was 2.636 
as compared to 2.238 and 2.056 for the natural science 
faculty and social science faculty respectively. In terms
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of distribution, more than 50 percent of the liberal 
arts faculty disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
statement that the student members understand the value 
of promoting and protecting opportunities for the learning 
and discovery of truth. Less than 25 percent of both the 
natural science faculty and the social science faculty 
responded in this matter. This item appears to have con­
tributed to the differences among faculty groups discovered 
and located by the ANOVA and Scheffe' Techniques.

One administrative representative to the Academic 
Council summarized the majority feeling of the Council by 
stating that, "The Academic Council student representatives 
are an exceptional group of young people. They have been 
sophisticated and responsible, and in many cases, they 
have done their homework better than the faculty."

Moderate agreement was observed among the Academic 
Council component groups regarding item 33 which stated 
that students usually tend to vote in collective blocks. 
More than 75 percent of the Academic Council disagreed 
or disagreed strongly leading to the conclusion that 
students did not usually vote together. As might be 
expected, the students expressed disagreement or strong 
disagreement slightly more often than did faculty and ad­
ministrators. The mean scores for administrators, faculty, 
and students were 2.850, 3*038, and 3-105 respectively.
The mean for the graduate students (3-333) was moderately 
higher than that of the undergraduate students (3*000).



157
The mean for the social science faculty (3.263) was also 
moderately high when compared to that of the liberal arts 
faculty (2.909) and to that of the natural science faculty 
(2.913)- It should be noted, however, that the mode for 
each of these differing component groups was the same, 
the "3" or "disagree" response.

In a comment returned with the completed instrument, 
a student representative remarked that, "Students tend to 
divide on issues much in the same way as the faculty—  
according to their own specific interests and philosophies 
rather than age groups or other considerations." Another 
student representative observed that, "The students seem 
to get along better with the non-student members of the 
Academic Council than with themselves. There seems to be 
distinct factions among the student representatives."

A wide majority of the Academic Council members 
disagreed or disagreed strongly with items suggesting 
that further increases in student participation would 
threaten the academic freedom of the faculty (Item 59) 
and that the prestige of the faculty had been lowered 
because of student participation (Item 25)-

The mean scores of all responding Academic Council 
members was 2.809 for Item 59 and 3-187 for Item 25- On 
both of these items a substantial majority of all respon­
ding Academic Council members indicated disagreement or 
strong disagreement, indicating that according to the
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Council members, neither the faculty's prestige was 
diminished by the present plan, nor would its academic 
freedom be threatened by incorporating greater numbers of 
students on the Academic Council.

Moderate differences among the faculty affiliated 
with different academic fields occurred with respect to 
the relationship between the perceived threat to the 
faculty's academic freedom and further increases in Acad­
emic Council student participation. The natural science 
and social science faculty groups exhibited mean scores 
on Item 39 (2.864 and 2.706 respectively) greater than 
2.500, the midpoint between agreement and disagreement, 
therefore indicating general disagreement with the wording 
of the item. The liberal arts faculty had a mean score 
of 2.455 on this item indicating slight differences in 
attitude with the other two faculty groups which may have 
contributed to the differences located by the ANOVA and 
Scheffe'' operations. More than 50 percent of each of 
these three faculty groups responded with a "3" or "dis­
agree" response.

There was considerable difference between the respon­
ses of these same faculty groups concerning Item 25 which 
suggested that Academic Council student participation had 
lowered the prestige of the faculty. The mean score for 
the liberal arts faculty group was 2.700 as compared to 
2.913 for the natural science faculty group and 3*611 for 
the social science faculty group. While all three faculty
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groups had 73 percent or more disagree or strongly dis­
agree responses, 67 percent of the social science faculty 
strongly disagreed with the item as compared with 17 
percent and 0 percent for the natural science faculty and 
the liberal arts faculty respectively. This item appears 
to contribute substantially to the difference found 
between social science faculty and the combined liberal 
arts faculty and natural science faculty group discovered 
by the ANOVA and the Scheffe* procedures.

These two items (No. 25 and 59) also appeared to 
contribute to the difference found between graduate 
students and undergraduates who are members of the Academic 
Council. The mean scores for the graduate student members 
of the Council were 3-333 and 5-500 for Items 25 and 59 •, 
as compared to the corresponding undergraduate mean 
scores of 5-118 and 5-15/*-« These scores illustrate the 
trend that indicates that graduate students are consistently 
more favorable than undergraduates toward Academic Council 
student participation and its impact on academic freedom.

While the mean scores and the distributions of scores 
for administrators, faculty, and students (3 -350, 3-118, 
and 5*200) showed little difference with regard to Item 25* 
the high scores appear to indicate that the prevailing 
attitude among Academic Council members is that the pres­
tige of the faculty has not been significantly decreased 
by Academic Council student participation. The conclusion
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that student participation has not adversely affected the 
faculty's academic freedom from the Academic Council's 
point of view, can also be drawn after examining the 
overall mean score of 2.809 on Item 59 and the overall 
mode of 5. Differences which appear to contribute to the 
discrepancies discovered by the analysis of variance and 
located by the Scheffe* technique emerged among the admin­
istrative, faculty, and student component groups. The 
respective means for each of these three groups are as 
follows: Administrators, 2.600, faculty, 2.720, and
students, 5*265. An examination of the distributions for 
these groups reveals that 51*6 percent of the students 
strongly disagreed with the wording of the item as 
compared to 20 percent of the administrators and 12 
percent of the faculty. At the other end of the continuum, 
only 5.2 percent of the students agreed or strongly agreed 
that Academic Council student participation threatened 
the academic freedom of the faculty. In contrast, 55 
percent of the administrators and 32 percent of the 
faculty agreed with the item. These discrepancies in 
attitudes appear to contribute to the differences between 
students and administrators, between students and faculty, 
and between students and the combined group of adminis­
trators and faculty.

The next series of items in the Academic Freedom 
scale to be considered for purposes of discussion consisted



141
of nine items dealing with curriculum and personnel 
matters. Beginning with Items 96 and 97» two items 
designed to measure attitudes with regard to (96) under­
graduates and (97) graduate student participation in 
matters pertaining to the development of procedures for 
evaluating faculty teaching effectiveness, it was found 
that the majority of the Academic Council generally 
agreed that this was a proper matter of student concern. 
Approximately one-third of the responding Academic Council 
members felt that both undergraduates and graduates should 
be strongly involved, i.e., comprising from one-third to 
one-half of the membership of the decision-making body, 
in matters of this type. Approximately another one-third 
felt that both graduate and undergraduate students should 
be moderately involved as active participants with voting 
privileges, but comprising less than one-third of the 
membership of the decision-making body. Approximately 
one-fourth of the Council felt that the proper role of 
both graduate and. undergraduate students should be of an 
advisory nature while 3-3 percent of the Council felt 
that students should be excluded from this activity.

The response of the student members of the Council 
indicated that they held the most positive attitudes 
regarding student participation in the development of 
procedures for the evaluation of faculty teaching effec­
tiveness. The mean score of the students on Items 96 and 
97 were 1.379 and 1.4-74, referring to undergraduate and
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graduate student participation respectively. The compara­
tive group means for the administrative representatives 
were found to he 2.050 for undergraduates and 2.100 for 
graduates. The faculty representatives recorded means 
of 2.059 for undergraduates and 2.039 for graduate students. 
In both of these cases, moderate differences occurred 
between students and administrators, and between students 
and faculty, which appear to contribute to the differences 
found in the ANOVA and Scheffe' procedures.

The distributions for these two items show that 73*7 
percent of the students favor strong undergraduate involve­
ment in developing procedures for evaluating teaching 
performance as compared to 25-5 percent and 35 percent 
for faculty and administrators. In terms of graduate 
student involvement in this same area, 68.4- percent of 
the students favored strong graduate student involvement 
as compared to 35 percent and 25*5 percent of the adminis­
trators and faculty respectively. while none of uhe 
student members of the Council favored moderate involve­
ment for undergraduates in this area, 4-7.1 percent of the 
faculty and 25 percent of the administrators felt that 
this was the appropriate student role. These figures 
substantiate important differences in attitudes, mentioned 
earlier in terms of group means, among students, faculty, 
and administrators.
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An examination or the mean scores of the graduate 

and undergraduate student members of the Academic Council 
show that on these items, graduate students favored a 
considerably greater student role than did undergraduate 
students.

The mean score for the responding Academic Council 
undergraduate representatives on these two items were 
1.846 and 1.474, while the Academic Council graduate 
representatives unanimously indicated, with a mean score 
of 1.000, that both undergraduates and graduates should 
play a strong role in developing faculty teaching evalua­
tion procedures.

Examination of the group means and response distribu­
tions with regard to the proper role of students in 
developing procedures for the evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness revealed little appreciable difference 
among the faculty representatives when grouped according 
to academic affiliation. The liberal arts faculty mean 
scores of 2.200 on both of these items exceeded those of 
the natural science faculty (2.091 for undergraduates 
and 2.045 for graduates) and the social science faculty 
(1.947 and 1.94-7)- The differences among these groups 
were relatively small, but consistent with the ANOVA 
difference. The distributions of scores on these two 
items indicate that the largest number of respondents 
from all three groups felt that a moderate involvement



of students, i.e., less than one-third of the voting 
membership, was the appropriate role for both graduates 
and undergraduates.

With regard to undergraduate and graduate student 
involvement in course content and curricular decisions 
(Items 84- and 85), the Academic Council generally feels 
that students should be voting members on bodies dealing 
with these issues. The mean scores of the Academic Council 
with regard to undergraduate and graduate student involve­
ment were 2.255 and 2.088. There were 17 members or 
18.7 percent of the Academic Council who felt that under­
graduates should play a strong role in the making of this 
type of decision as compared to 20 members or 22 percent, 
the corresponding figure for graduate students. For both 
undergraduates and graduates, the largest percentage of 
Academic Council members felt that moderate involvement, 
or less than one-third of the voting seats should be filled 
by students. The respective percentages of Council res­
ponses favoring moderate involvement for undergraduates 
and graduate students were found to be 44-.0 percent and 
4-9.5 percent. For both undergraduate and graduate students, 
less than one-third of the Academic Council advocated 
advisory participation and less than 10 percent felt 
that students should not be involved in curricular 
deci sion-making•

With respect to the three differences on the Academic 
Freedom scale found among component Academic Council
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groups by the analysis of variance, comparison of mean 
scores found considerable differences among the responses 
of students, faculty, and administrators, and also among 
the liberal arts, natural science, and social science 
faculty groups.

The student members of the Academic Council again 
advocated a much wider student role in curricular decision­
making than did faculty and administrators. The mean 
response of the student Academic Council representatives 
was found to be 1.737 with respect to undergraduate invol­
vement and 1*526 with respect to graduate student involve­
ment. The most popular response alternative for both 
undergraduate and graduate Council members (Items 84 and 
85) was "1" or "strong involvement." In comparison, the 
faculty members had mean scores of 2.404 and 2.250 with 
respect to undergraduate and graduate student involvement. 
Corresponding means for administrators were 2.350 and 2.200. 
The faculty and administrators were in agreement to the 
degree that the most popular response for both groups was 
"2", advocating a moderate degree of student participation 
for both graduate and undergraduate students in these 
matters. These differences in attitude appear to contri­
bute to the discrepancies as confirmed by the Scheffe' 
results between the students and the faculty, between 
the students and the administrators, and between students 
and the faculty and administrators combined.
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A moderate degree of difference appeared between 

graduate and undergraduate students with respect to the 
role of graduate students in curricular decision-making 
matters. The mean score of the graduate students on 
Item 85 was 1.167 as compared to 1.692 for the under­
graduates. With respect to undergraduate student partici­
pation, the difference in mean scores was not as large.
The mean of the graduate student responses was 1.500 as 
compared to 1.846 for the undergraduates. The percentages 
of graduate and undergraduate student representatives 
advocating a strong role for undergraduates were 50.0 
percent and 46.2 percent respectively. The corresponding 
figures for graduate student involvement were 83*5 percent 
and 53*8 percent respectively.

The social science faculty group continued to be 
more amenable to student participation than the liberal 
arts and natural science faculties. The differences in 
means was moderate for undergraduate involvement and 
minimal for graduate student involvement.

The mean scores for the liberal arts faculty and the 
natural science faculty were 2.636 and 2.500 with regard 
to undergraduate student involvement as compared to 2.158 
for the social science faculty. The social science faculty 
had a mean response of 2.053 with regard to graduate 
student involvement in curricular matters. This was con­
siderably lower and therefore more favorable than the 
liberal arts and natural science faculties mean scores
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of 2.455 and 2.518. In each case, the mean response to 
Item 85 was lower and hence more favorable to graduate 
student involvement in curricular decision-making.

An examination of the modes of these three faculty 
groups shows that 44.5 percent of the liberal arts faculty, 
50 percent of the natural science faculty, and 52.6 percent 
of the social science faculty feel that a moderate voice, 
or less than one-third of the total votes is most appro­
priate for the graduate student role in curricular matters. 
The distribution for undergraduate student involvement 
indicates that 36.4 percent of the liberal arts faculty 
favor moderate involvement and that another 36.4 percent 
favor advisory involvement. The natural science faculty 
also favor a moderate and an advisory role with equal 
frequency for undergraduates. The percentages in each 
case was 40.9 percent. Among the social science faculty, 
42.1 percent favored a moderate undergraduate role and 
another 36 = 8 percent favored. °r advisory role.

The responses of the Academic Council with respect 
to student involvement in the curricular and personnel 
decisions are consistent with the response on Item 28 
which asked the respondents to indicate their degree of 
agreement with the statement that the student members of 
the Academic Council have important insights and contribu­
tions to make to decisions involving faculty teaching 
competence. The mean score of the Academic Council on
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this item was 2.318, indicating a slightly positive overall 
attitude. There were nine Council members or 10.2 percent 
who strongly agreed with the wording of the item and 4-7 
or 53.4- percent who agreed. Expressing negative attitudes 
were 27 members of the Council or 30.7 percent who dis­
agreed and five or 5-7 percent who strongly disagreed.

A comparison of the mean scores of students, faculty, 
and administrators reveals that the students responded 
considerably more positively than the faculty but only 
slightly more positively than did the administrators.
The mean for the student members of the Council was 1.94-7 
as compared with 2.529 for the faculty and 2.111 for the 
administrators. Despite the difference in mean scores, 
the most popular response for each of the groups of 
students, faculty, and administrators was a "2" or "agree" 
response. The percentages of Academic Council members 
agreeing with this item are 66.7 percent for the adminis- 
brators, 4-7-1 percent for the faculty, and 57*9 percent 
for the students. The difference between students and 
faculty is most apparent in the distributions of strongly 
agree and disagree responses. There were 26.3 percent of 
the students who strongly agreed that students had impor­
tant insights to contribute to teaching competence decisions 
while only two members or 3-9 percent of the faculty 
responded in this manner. At the other end of the con­
tinuum, 41.2 percent of the faculty disagreed with the 
item as compared to only 10.5 percent of the students.
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A substantial portion of the differences between 

students and facility was contributed by the graduate 
student members of the Academic Council. Of the six res­
ponding graduate students, three or 90 percent strongly 
agreed and the other three (50 percent) agreed. In 
comparison, 15-4 percent of the undergraduates strongly 
agreed with the item, 61.5 percent agreed, 15-4 percent 
disagreed, and 7-7 percent strongly disagreed. These 
differences were reflected in the mean scores of the two 
student groups. The undergraduate mean of 2.154 was 
considerably higher than the 1.500 for graduate students.

Were it not for the relatively positive attitudes 
of the social science faculty on this item, the differences 
between students and faculty might have been even greater. 
The social science faculty had a mean score of 2.211 as 
compared with 2.700 for the liberal arts faculty and 2.727 
for the natural science faculty. This inter-faculty 
difference is primarily reflected in the disagree side 
of the continuum where 60 percent of the liberal arts 
faculty and 59-1 percent of the natural science faculty 
either disagreed or strongly disagreed as compared with 
only 51-6 percent of the social science faculty.

Although the Academic Council generally felt that 
students had important insights to contribute to decisions 
involving the teaching competence of faculty members, they 
did not generally approve of granting voting privileges
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to students when guidelines f*or hiring and promoting 
faculty are being established or revised. The mean 
response of the entire Academic Council was 2.850 with 
respect to undergraduate student representatives and 2.74-7 
with respect to graduate student representatives. These 
means are reflected in the fact that 70.5 percent of the 
Academic Council members felt that student representatives 
should not be voting participants in decisions of this 
type. This 70.5 percent breaks down to 54-.9 percent who 
felt that undergraduate students should be limited to an 
advisory role and 15-4- percent who felt that undergraduate 
students should not be involved in any way. The corres­
ponding percentages for graduate student involvement in 
this area were 58.2 percent and 12.1 percent respectively.

As might be expected, the mean score for students 
of 2.158 was considerably lower and hence more favorable 
toward student involvement in this area than the mean of 
either the faculty (2.981) or the administrators (2.850). 
With regard to graduate student involvement, the students 
continued to hold the most positive attitude as indicated 
by their mean of 2.265- In comparison, the faculty mean 
was found to be 2.962 and the administrative mean was 
found to be 2.650. The distribution of responses shows 
that 51-6 percent of the student representatives advocate 
strong involvement by undergraduates and 26.5 percent 
advocate strong involvement by graduates in developing
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guidelines for hiring and promoting facility. The compara­
tive percentages for faculty and administrators are 1.2 
percent and zero percent for undergraduates and 1.9 
percent and five percent for graduate students. The 
proper undergraduate student role in this area according 
to 55 percent of the administrators and 65*4- percent of 
the faculty was purely advisory, but only 26.3 percent 
of the students shared this attitude. In terms of graduate 
student involvement, 60 percent of the administrators,
63-5 percent of the faculty, and 42.1 percent of the 
students agreed that an advisory role was most appropriate.

Neither the mean differences between graduate and 
undergraduate students, nor the mean differences among 
liberal arts faculty, natural science faculty, and social 
science faculty were as large as on some of the previous 
items, but they were consistent with the Scheffe* findings. 
The graduate students and the social science faculty con­
tinued to be consistently more liberal than their respec­
tive counterparts. For both undergraduate and graduate 
student involvement, identical mean scores of 2.842 and 
3.273 were observed for the social science faculty and the 
liberal arts faculty respectively. With reference to 
graduate and undergraduate involvement, means of the 
natural science faculty fell between the two extreme 
groups in each case with mean scores of 2.909 and 2.955 
respectively. In each case, more them 50 percent of each
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faculty group felt that an advisory role was most appro­
priate for both graduates and ■undergraduates in this area. 
The means of the undergraduate and graduate student repre­
sentatives showed little deviation from one another. They 
both continued to indicate a much more positive group 
attitude than any of the other differing groups.

The final two items dealing with curricular and 
personnel matters were extreme in that they solicited 
attitudes concerning student participation in the deter­
mination of salaries of individual faculty members (No. 98, 
and 99)• As might be anticipated, the great majority of 
the Academic Council, as well as that of each of its 
component groups, strongly indicated that students should 
not be equal partners in this area. The mean score of 
the Academic Council was 3-598 for undergraduate student 
involvement and 3-802 for graduate student involvement.
In both cases, approximately two-thirds of the Academic 
Council indicate that neither undergraduate nor graduate 
students should be involved in these matters in any way.

There was a relative degree of agreement among 
students, faculty, and administrators on these two items. 
The mean scores for administrators, faculty, and students 
with respect to undergraduate involvement were 3-830,
3-840, sind 3-421 respectively, with students being the 
most liberal. Concerning graduate student involvement in 
the determination of faculty salaries, the means for the
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administrators was 3-600, Tor faculty, 3.694-* and for 
students, 3-368, The mode for each of these groups for 
both undergraduate and graduate student representatives 
was a "A" response indicating that students should have 
no role whatever in these matters.

The graduate student members of the Academic Council 
continued to exhibit the most favorable attitudes of all 
of the differing groups. Compared with the mean (3-538) 
score of the undergraduate council members on Item 98 
regarding undergraduate participation, the graduate 
students had a considerably lower 3-000 mean score.

The graduate student members of the Academic Council 
had an identical 3-000 score with regard to graduate 
student involvement in individual faculty salary decisions 
while the undergraduate students' mean score dropped to 
3-538.

With regard to faculty associated with broad academic 
areas, the social science faculty held most favorable 
attitudes toward student participation by undergraduates 
in faculty salary decisions, but not graduate student 
participation. The mean score for the social science 
faculty was 3-528 and 3-667 for undergraduates and grad­
uates respectively. The corresponding mean scores for 
the natural science faculty was 3-619 on both Items 98 
and 99 while the liberal arts faculty had identical 3-900 
means on these same items. All three faculty groups
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had substantial majorities indicating a "4-" or "no 
involvement" response.

The next group of* Academic Freedom scale items to 
be considered included eight items designed to test 
attitudes of the Academic Council with respect to univer­
sity-wide academic decision-making. As in previous dis­
cussions of individual items, a statement concerning a 
specific decision-making area was followed by two numbered 
items. The first item asked the respondent to indicate 
for undergraduate students, the scope of student involve­
ment he felt most desirable, and the second asked the 
same with respect to graduate student involvement.

The first set of these items concerned student par­
ticipation in the reordering of institutional priorities. 
The Academic Council as a whole responded in such a way 
that the mean scores and distributions were quite similar 
with respect to undergraduate and graduate student par­
ticipation. The mean scores of 2.4-27 and 2.593 for under­
graduate participation and graduate student participation 
and distributions indicating approximately equal numbers 
of Academic Council members in favor of, and not in favor 
of, voting status for both graduate and undergraduate 
students, indicated a diversity of attitudes.

Looking at the Academic groups shown to be different 
on this scale, the student members continued to be most 
favorable among students, faculty, and administrators*
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while the social science faculty again was most positive 
among the faculty groups. The difference between under­
graduate student representatives and the graduate student 
representatives were minimal on Items 92 and 93-

A comparison of the distributions of the students, 
faculty, and administrators showed that 36.8 percent of 
the students favored strong undergraduate student involve­
ment and another 4-7-4- percent advocated moderate involve­
ment in decisions affecting institutional priorities.
The respective figures for faculty Academic Council 
members were 8.0 percent and 34-.0 percent. An advisory 
role was viewed as most appropriate by 50.0 percent of 
the responding faculty Academic Council members. Only 
30.0 percent of the administrators advocated strong or 
moderate participation for undergraduates, while 65 
percent advocated advisory participation only. The 
graduate and undergraduate students did not differ 
appreciably with one another but more than 80 percent of 
each group advocated either strong or moderate under­
graduate voting privileges.

With respect to graduate student participation in 
the reconsideration of institutional priorities (Item 93)* 
the attitudes of the Academic Council appear to be much 
the same as those on undergraduate involvement. The mean 
scores for administrators, faculty, and students were 
2.550, 2.580, and 1.737 respectively. As was the case 
for undergraduate involvement, these differences appeared
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to contribute to the overall discrepancies on the Academic 
Freedom scale as detected by the analysis of variance and 
Scheffe* operations. The distributions of scores for 
graduate student involvement were very similar to those 
relating to undergraduate enrollment.

The mean scores of undergraduate and graduate students 
for graduate student involvement in the area of developing 
and reconsidering institutional priorities was slightly 
lower than the mean scores for undergraduate involvement. 
The distributions of the two groups showed that more 
than 80 percent of both student groups favored some type 
of voting graduate student representation in the making 
of these decisions.

The liberal arts faculty representatives to the 
Academic Council were again the most conservative of the 
faculty groups with a mean score of 5-091 as compared with 
2.500 and 2.353 for the natural science faculty represen­
tatives and the social science faculty representative 
respectively. In terms of the distributions, 27-2 percent 
of the liberal arts faculty approved of voting student 
representatives on questions concerning institutional 
priorities compared with 4-0.9 percent of the natural 
science faculty and 53-0 percent of the social science 
faculty. At the other end of the scale, 27-3 percent of 
the liberal arts faculty felt that students should not be 
involved in any way in these matters as compared to 4-.5
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percent of the natural science faculty and zero percent 
of the social science faculty.

Items 98 and 99 asked Academic Council members to 
record what they felt was the proper roles for under­
graduate and graduate students in the establishing of 
guidelines for the approval of faculty research tasks.
The Academic Council strongly affirmed that this was not 
a proper matter of either undergraduate or graduate 
student concern. With respect to undergraduate involvement 
(Item 88), the mean score of the Academic Council was 
5.650 and. was reflected in the distribution which showed 
that 90.0 percent of its members did not feel that voting 
involvement was appropriate. In terms of graduate student 
involvement the mean of the Academic Council of 5-256 
was lower and hence more favorable than was the case for 
undergraduates. The distribution showed, however, that 
83-4- percent of the Academic Council still felt that 
students should not be full participants in the making 
of these decisions.

An examination of the differing groups gives further 
evidence that in matters of this type, faculty and adminis­
trators are considerably more cautious than students 
with regard to voting student participation. On Item 88 
dealing with undergraduate involvement in the development 
of guidelines for the approval of research tasks, the mean 
scores for the administrators, faculty, and students were 
3-650, 3.74-5, and 2.789 respectively. The comparative
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mean scores on Item 89 concerning graduate student involve­
ment were 3*300 for administrators, 3-529 for faculty, and 
2.4-74- for students.

On both items majorities of greater than 90 percent 
of faculty and administrators on the Academic Council 
opposed voting student membership on bodies dealing with 
faculty research guidelines. While 57*9 percent of the 
students agreed with their non-student colleagues with 
respect to undergraduate involvement, this percentage 
dropped to 39*1 when graduate student involvement was 
being considered.

The graduate student representatives to the Academic 
Council continued to be more favorable than undergraduate 
student representatives. With respect to undergraduate 
involvement, the mean score of the graduates was 2.000, 
with 88.3 percent approving of either moderate or strong 
involvement. In comparison, the undergraduates had a 
mean score of 2.692 with only 4-6.2 percent approving a 
moderate or strong student voice regarding guidelines 
for approving facialty research.

The social science faculty continues to be the most 
favorable faculty group with regard to student participa­
tion in developing faculty research guidelines, but the 
mean score and the distribution do not indicate approval 
of either graduate or undergraduate students* voting 
privileges. The social science faculty had means of
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3-667 and 3-589 with respect to undergraduate and graduate 
student involvement respectively- The comparative 
scores for the liberal arts faculty representatives were 
3-818 and 3*636, while the natural science mean scores 
were 3-773 and 3-591- The distributions in both cases 
indicated that nearly 100 percent of each faculty group 
opposed voting student involvement in this area.

The next specific decision-making area considered 
concerns revising admissions criteria. The mean score of 
the Academic Council with regard to undergraduate student 
participation in this area (Item 90) was 2.74-7 while the 
mean score for graduate student participation (Item 91) 
was 2.707- The distribution of the Academic Council 
with respect to undergraduate involvement in matters 
concerning admissions criteria shows that 38.5 percent 
felt strong or moderate involvement was appropriate 
while 61.6 percent felt that undergraduate students should 
not have voting privileges when these matters are being 
decided. The mean score and the distribution for graduate 
student involvement was slightly more positive than the 
comparative undergraduate statistics. The value of the 
graduate representatives mean was 2-7°3, reflecting that 
39-6 percent endorsed strong or moderate graduate student 
participation with regard to revising admissions criteria.

Among the differing groups, the student Academic 
Council members were shown to be considerably more
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positive to both graduate and undergraduate involvement 
in this area, than faculty and administrators. On both 
items the graduate students were more liberal than the 
undergraduates and the social science faculty were 
slightly more liberal than their natural science and 
liberal arts counterparts.

The mean scores of student, faculty and adminis­
trative Council members were 2.516, 2.808, and 2.516 
respectively with regard to undergraduate involvement 
(Item 90), and 2.211, 2.808, and 2.900 respectively with 
regard to graduate student involvement (Item 91)-

With respect to undergraduate involvement in the 
revising of admissions criteria, 80 percent of the 
administrators and 61.6 percent of the faculty disapproved 
of voting student involvement as compared with only 56.9 
percent of the student representatives. The student 
scores were relatively evenly distributed among the four 
response alternatives while the scores of the faculty and 
administrators indicated greater consistency with the 
majority of responses falling in alternative "3"* the 
advisory involvement alternative.

The distribution of faculty scores with respect to 
graduate involvement was exactly the same as for under­
graduate involvement. The percentage of faculty represen­
tatives to the Academic Council registering opposition 
to strong or moderate graduate student voting involvement 
in admissions criteria decisions was 61.6 percent. The
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percentage of administrative representatives in this same 
classification was 80 percent while only 36.8 percent of 
the students responded similarly. The remaining 12 
members or 63-2 percent of the student representatives 
divided themselves equally between the strong involvement 
and the moderate involvement response alternatives.

With respect to student participation in developing 
guidelines for assigning credit hours to courses, the 
responding Academic Council members had highly similar 
mean scores of 2.467 and 2.44-4 for undergraduate (Item 94) 
and graduate student (Item 95) involvement. The distribu­
tions of all Academic Council scores showed that for both 
undergraduates and graduates, exactly half of the respon­
dents approved of voting involvement and the other half 
were opposed. The only difference between the distribu­
tions on the two items was a shift of two individuals 
from a no involvement response in the case of undergraduate 
participation, to a "5“ or advisory involvement response- 
In both cases, 15-6 percent approved of strong student 
involvement and 34.4 approved moderate involvement.

The Academic Council students were substantially 
more receptive to a voting student role in this area than 
were administrators and faculty. The mean score with 
respect to undergraduate involvement for the student 
representatives was 1.895 as compared to 2.700 and 2.588 
for administrators and facility. In terms of graduate
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student participation, the student representatives and 
faculty did not deviate from their responses concerning 
undergraduate participation while the administrators' 
mean of 2.600 was only slightly more favorable.

The distributions for undergraduate and graduate 
student involvement were exactly the same for the faculty 
and for the student members while the administrators 
showed a shift of two individuals from no involvement 
in the case of undergraduates to advisory involvement in 
the case of graduate student involvement. For both under­
graduate and graduate student involvement, 4-0.0 percent 
of the administrators and 4-5.1 percent of the faculty 
respondents favored voting representation by students on 
matters dealing with the assignment of credit hours to 
courses. The percentage of student Council members 
favoring either strong or moderate voting student involve­
ment was 75-7* considerably higher than the percentages 
of the administrators and faculty. This difference, as 
reflected in the mean scores, appears to contribute to 
the differences found in the ANOVA and Scheffe' techniques.

The graduate students and the undergraduate students 
responded in exactly the same way with respect to graduate 
and undergraduate involvement in credit hour guideline 
decisions. For Items 94- and 95* the undergraduate mean 
score was 2.077 as compared with 1.500 for the graduate 
students. Favoring strong involvement were 66.7 percent
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of the graduate students and $0.8 percent of the under­
graduate students* The 16*7 percent of the graduate 
student Academic Council members approved of moderate 
involvement and another 16*7 percent indicated approval 
of advisory involvement, while 38*3 percent and 23-1 
percent of the undergraduate Council members favored 
moderate and advisory involvement respectively.

The faculty group comparisons again showed consider­
able differences between the liberal arts faculty and 
the social science faculty. The liberal arts faculty 
had mean scores of 3*100 and 3*200 for undergraduate and 
graduate student participation while the social science 
faculty mean scores were 2.318 for both undergraduate and 
graduate student involvement. The mean score of the 
natural science faculty fell between these extreme scores 
with values of 2.591 for undergraduate participation and 
2.54-5 for graduate participation.

The distributions of the various faculty groups showed 
only 20 percent and zero percent of the liberal arts 
faculty endorsed moderate student involvement and strong 
student involvement in decisions involving credit hour 
guidelines. In contrast, the percentages of the social 
science faculty representatives and of the natural science 
faculty representatives endorsing moderate or strong 
student involvement were 52.6 percent and 50*1 percent for 
both undergraduate and graduate student involvement.
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The final two items where differences contributing 

to the overall discrepancies were found among the groups 
on the Academic Freedom scale concerned two statements 
relating to student involvement and the traditional con­
cept of faculty and administrative authority in academic 
governance. Both of these items were stated negatively 
so that scores below 2.500 indicate negative attitudes 
toward student involvement in academic governance.

The wording of Item 68 reads, "Because students 
hold the balance of power when the non-student vote is 
split, students should not have voting privileges." The 
mean response of the entire Academic Council on this 
item was 3*330, indicating general disagreement with the 
statement. The students disagreed most strongly as 
indicated by their mean score of 5*632. In comparison, 
the mean scores of the faculty and administrative repre­
sentatives were 3*269 and 3*200 respectively. The 
student representative distribution showed that *73*7 
percent disagreed strongly with the item and another 15*6 
percent expressed moderate disagreement. The comparable 
percentages of the faculty representatives were 4-2.3 
percent and 4-4.2 percent. The administrators were the 
most agreeable with the wording of the item and therefore 
least amenable to student participation with voting 
privileges, but none of the administrators disagreed 
strongly and only 30 percent disagreed.
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The graduate student representatives had a mean 

score of 3-833* slightly higher than the 3-538 for under­
graduates. The difference in the means can be attributed 
for the most part to the fact that 83-3 percent of the 
graduate students strongly disagreed with the idea that 
students should not have voting privileges, because they 
might hold the balance of power when the non-student vote 
is split. In comparison, only 69-2 percent of the under­
graduates responded this way.

Among the differing faculty groups, the liberal arts 
facility were considerably less amenable toward student 
participation than either the natural science faculty or 
the social science faculty. The mean score for the liberal 
arts faculty was 2.54-5 as compared to 3-318 for the 
natural science faculty and 3-832 for the social science 
faculty. The majority of the liberal arts and natural 
science faculty representatives disagreed with the item, 
but not strongly. Among the social science faculty, 68.4- 
percent strongly disagreed and for the natural science 
faculty, the percentage was 40.9- None of the liberal 
arts faculty responded in this way.

The final item to be considered on the Academic Free­
dom scale suggested, by way of analogy, that a student 
has no greater right to a voice in academic governance 
than does an apprentice in the employ of an expert crafts­
man. The mean score of 2.989 indicates the Academic Council
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was not generally impressed with this line of reasoning. 
Either disagreeing or disagreeing strongly with the item 
were a total of 65 members or 72 percent of the responding 
Academic Council members.

Among the students on the Academic Council, the 
graduate and undergraduate student representatives had 
mean scores of 3.833 and 3*308 respectively indicating a 
substantial difference of opinion. This difference is 
reflected in the modes of the two groups. There were 
83-3 percent of the graduate students indicating strong 
disagreement with the wording of the item as compared to 
only 38.5 percent of the undergraduate students. A 
majority of 53.8 percent of the undergraduate students 
responded with a disagree or "3" response to the item 
while the comparable percentage for graduate students 
was 16.7-

The differing faculty groups continued to differ in 
a way consistent with the Scheffe* findings. The liberal 
arts faculty respondents were most favorable toward the 
wording of the item, followed by the natural science 
faculty, and the social science faculty respondents 
respectively. The liberal arts faculty had a mean score 
of 2.54-5 while that of the natural science faculty was 
Just slightly higher at 2.632. The social science faculty's 
mean score of 3-058 was moderately higher than the other 
two groups and hence more favorable toward student partici­
pation.
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An additional concern was brought to light during 

several of the interviews, which have implications for 
academic freedom. The major reservation to the present 
plan for student involvement at the Academic Council 
level, in the minds of those interviewed, concerned the 
apparent lack of student interest on issues not directly 
related to their interests. In addition, one adminis­
trator perceives the representatives as having an extremely 
skewed point of view, not at all representative of the 
student body. While he felt that the current structure 
was probably reasonable at the present time, he indicated 
a preference for some type of systematic sampling pro­
cedure for making student input available.

Summary. The student representatives, and particul­
arly the graduate student representatives viewed Academic 
Council student participation as less detrimental to the 
climate of academic freedom at Michigan State University 
than did their faculty colleagues and the combined group 
of administrative and faculty representatives. Likewise, 
the social science faculty representatives were signifi­
cantly more positive towards the relationship between 
academic freedom and Academic Council student participation 
than were the liberal arts representatives or the combined 
group of liberal arts and natural science faculty repre­
sentatives •
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In general the Academic Council members felt that 

the student representatives have important insights to 
contribute to the evaluation of faculty teaching effec­
tiveness, that they understand and accept the academic 
values, and that they are more concerned with improving 
programs than determining what is to be taught.

The Academic Council did not believe that student 
participation has threatened the faculty's academic 
freedom nor has it lowered the faculty's prestige. They 
consistently disagreed with those items suggesting that 
the student members have irresponsibly exercised their 
voting privileges.

With respect to the appropriate decision-making role 
of students, the Academic Council consistently approved 
voting student representation in matters dealing with 
general university policy and curriculum. The Council 
affirmed the limitations of the "Taylor Report" by respon­
ding negatively with respect to student involvement in 
matters of primarily faculty concern.

Administrative Efficiency Scale
The Administrative Efficiency scale on the instrument 

is composed of 22 individual items. Each of the items 
asks the respondents to strongly agree, agree, disagree, 
or strongly disagree with a given statement. The funda­
mental question in this section is whether or not student
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participation makes a quantitative impact on the effici­
ency of the decision-making process at the Academic Council 
level at Michigan State University. In addition, the 
various component groups are compared in order to detect 
statistically significant inter-group differences. As 
was the case in the Academic Freedom scale, the specific 
items will he discussed with respect to the Academic 
Council as a whole, and when differences in mean scores 
and distributions on a given item occur among groups 
determined to be statistically different, these differences 
will be discussed.

Inter-Group Comparisons
A separate one-way analysis of variance was conducted 

in order to find any differences that may exist among 
the groups. The alpha level was set at .05 for each 
comparison. The comparisons were among the groups, the 
same as noted in the Academic Freedom scale. The mean 
scores for the first comparison of students, faculty, 
and administrators are as follows:

TABLE 25
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Administrative Efficiency Scale

Group n Mean Standard Deviation
Administrators 20 2.4-5 .22Faculty 53 2.4-8 .31Students 20 2.52 .40
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Using this information, the computation of the 

analysis of variance was undertaken yielding the following 
results for the administrative, faculty, and student 
components of the 1972-73 Michigan State University 
Academic Council.

TABLE 26
ANOVA Comparison of Administrators, Faculty and Students on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .2093 .2093 .8114- NoWithin Groups 90 .100255

Since the differences found among the means of the 
three sample groups were not found to be significant at 
the .05 level, there was no need for additional post hoc 
testing.

The next potential source of difference investigated 
was among the members of the Academic Council classified 
according to academic affiliation. The four groups to 
be compared are liberal arts affiliates, natural science 
affiliates, non-affiliates, and social science affiliates. 
Each of these groups, with the exception of the non-affil­
iates which contains only administrators, includes 
administrators, faculty, and students affiliated with 
each broad academic classification. The mean scores for 
these groups are as follows:
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TABLE 27

Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Affiliates, Natural Science Affiliates, Non-Affiliates, and Social Science Affiliates on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
Group n Mean Standard
Liberal Arts 17 2.57 • 46Natural Science 38 2.4-9 .23Non-Affiliates 7 2.4-2 .25Social Science 31 2.44- -32

The computation of the analysis of variance operation 
for detection of population mean differences resulted in 
the following table:

TABLE 28
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Affiliates, Natural Science Affiliates, Non-Affiliates, and Social Science Affiliates on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
Sources of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .1185 1.1950 -3076 NoWithin Groups 89 .0991

This calculation provides evidence that the mean 
differences of the various samples are not statistically 
significant with an alpha level of .05-

The next set of differences to be tested concerned 
potential variation in attitudes between long-term 
faculty representatives (more than two consecutive years 
of Academic Council service) and short-term faculty 
representatives. It was felt that the long-term faculty 
might show some difference in response on the basis of
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the long deliberations and compromises which occurred 
prior to the incorporation of student participation at 
the Academic Council level at M.S.U. The mean scores 
for these groups are as follows:

TABLE 29
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Long- Term and Short-Term Faculty on the AdministrativeEfficiency Scale
Group n Mean Standard Deviation
Long-Term 17 2.48 .37Short-Term 36 2.47 .28

The analysis of variance operation for determination 
of difference between population means resulted in the 
following table:

TABLE 30
ANOVA Comparison of Long-Term Faculty and Short-Term Faculty on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 1 .0021 .0227 .8808 NoWithin Groups 47 .0920

The results indicate that the differences between 
the sample means of the long-term and short-term faculty 
are not statistically significant at an alpha level of 
.05 and cannot be inferred to their respective populations.

The next set of comparisons involved the undergraduate 
and graduate student members of the Academic Council. The 
frequencies, mean scores, and standard deviations for this 
group are as follows:
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TABLE 31

Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviation for Undergraduate and Graduate Students on the AdministrativeEfficiency Scale
StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation

Undergraduate Students 14- 2-57 *4-6Graduate Students 6 2-39 -16

The computation of the analysis of variance operation 
to test for differences between undergraduate students 
and graduate students yielded the following information 
in table form.

TABLE 32
ANOVA Comparison of Undergraduate and Graduate Students on the Administrative Efficiency Scale

Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 1 .1300 .8003 .3829 NoWithin Groups 18 .1625

Again, the conclusion can be drawn that with an 
alpha level of .05* there is no statistically significant 
difference between graduate and undergraduate students 
with respect to their responses to items in the Adminis­
trative Efficiency scale.

The next consideration was the investigation of 
Academic Council component groups classified according to 
academic affiliation, concerning the existence of statis­
tically significant responses to the Administrative 
Efficiency scale. While previous testing has shown that 
no difference was present in terms of response to the
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Administrative Efficiency scale among all affiliates of 
the broad academic classifications, the administrators, 
faculty, and students in each area were also investigated.

The liberal arts administrators, the natural science 
administrators, the non-affiliated administrators, and 
the social science administrators were tested for dif­
ferences of opinion concerning the impact of Academic 
Council student participation on administrative efficiency. 
The means, frequencies, and standard deviations of each 
of the groups are represented in the following table:

TABLE 33
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the Administrative Efficiency Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Administrators 2 2.30 .04Natural Science Administrators 6 2.53 .24Non-Affiliated Administrators 7 2.42 .23Social Science Administrators 5 2.47 .21

From this data, the following analysis of variance 
operation was performed.

TABLE 34
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F_ than Significance
Between Groups 2 .0447 .8639 .4403 NoWithin Groups 16 .0317



175
Again, "the conclusion is that there is no significant 

difference with regard to the Administrative Efficiency 
scale among administrators classified according to broadly 
defined academic affiliations.

The faculty representatives to the 1972-73 M.S.U. 
Academic Council, when classified according to academic 
affiliation, were tested for population mean differences. 
The resulting frequencies, means, and standard deviation 
on the Administrative Efficiency scale are as follows:

TABLE 55
Group Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the Administrative Efficiency Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Faculty 11 2.65 -36Natural Science Faculty 25 2.4-9 .24-Social Science Faculty 19 2.56 .52

This data was then incorporated into the analysis 
of variance technique, resulting in the following table:

TABLE 56
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .5062 3• 4-575 -0593 YesWithin Groups 50 .0886

The conclusion to be drawn from the above table is 
that there is a statistically significant difference at
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the .05 level among literal arts faculty, natural science 
faculty, and the social science faculty.

The next step was to determine, using the Scheffe' 
post hoc procedure, the exact location of the differences. 
An examination of the group means in Table 36 led to the 
developing of the null hypotheses:

1. There is no difference between liberal arts faculty Academic Council members and social science faculty Academic Council members.
(AActffir — AAss/= =■ O )

2. There is no difference between liberal arts faculty Academic Council members and the combined Academic Council representatives of the natural science faculty and the social science faculty.( _ (A A aas* *- o )
3- There is no difference between the combined Academic Council representatives of the liberal arts and natural science faculties, and the social science faculty*( - AAss p  * o )
4-. There is no difference between the natural science faculty Academic Council members and the social science Academic Council members.

(  ^  A/SPr — AA. S 3  F~ -  (5 )

3- There is no difference between the naturalscience faculty Academic Council members and the liberal arts faculty Academic Council members.
(AA A/st* - s o)

These hypotheses were tested according to the Scheffe* 
technique, and the results are presented in the following
table:
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TABLE 37

Scheffe* Post Hoc Analysis fox* Location of Population Mean Differences Among Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
.. f 95% Confidence Inter- Signi-
t j u tfci val Surrounding ficance

- M - w  .2900 -1127 .0053 A ^  < .574-5 Yes
-2250 .1009 -.0296 < ^  < .4796 No

+yU.«,m* = ) _ ^2100 .0874 -.0105 < < .4305 No
/VJVt - sUssr .1300 .0923 -.1028 -< < -3628 No

^6<*jr- .1600 .0947 -.0937 < < .4126 No

The results of these calculations show that the 
hypothesis that there is no difference between the liberal 
arts facility representatives and the social science 
faculty representatives, can be rejected at the .05 level. 
Further, when the sample means are considered, the dif­
ference that exists between these groups warrants the 
additional conclusion that the social science faculty 
had a lower score indicating more favorable attitudes 
toward student participation with regard to administra­
tive efficiency, than did the liberal arts faculty 
representatives.

The final group comparison for differences was per­
formed on the mean scores of the sample of students 
affiliated with the three broad academic areas. The 
mean scores for each student group are presented in the 
following table:
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TABLE 38

Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Literal Arts Students, Natural Science Students and Social Science Students on theAdministrative Efficiency Scale
StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation

Liberal Arts Students 4 2.50 .78Natural Science Students 9 2.44 .22Social Science Students 7 2.62 .35

This data was then used in the analysis of variance pro­
cedure to test for equality of means. Those computations 
resulted in the following table:

TABLE 39
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Students, Natural Science Students, and Social Science Students on the Administrative Efficiency Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .0628 .364-6 .6998 NoWithin Groups 17 .1723

The student members of the Academic Council affiliated 
with the three broad academic areas showed no significant 
differences on the Administrative Efficiency Scale. With 
the completion of the discussion of the differences among 
the 1972-73 members of the M.S.U* Academic Council, the 
focus attention turns to the individual items within the 
Administrative Efficiency scale.
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Discussion of Individual Items

For the purposes of discussion, the 22 items of the 
Administrative Efficiency scale are divided into the 
following categories: Student input (Items 5, 1A, 15,
19* and 61); Structural aspects of the 1972-73 M.S.U. 
Academic Council (Items 29* 32, A9, 50* 51* 52, and 69); 
and Student performance (Items 20, 30, 31* 38, AO, A1,
A6, A8, 6A, sind 67)* Each of these items will be dis­
cussed first in terms of the Academic Council as a whole 
and second, with respect to the groups exhibiting signi­
ficant differences. The only differences detected on the 
Administrative Efficiency scale occurred between the 
liberal arts and social science faculty representatives.

In terms of decision-making input, the majority of 
the entire Academic Council feels that the incorporation 
of students has brought both insights (Item 5) and infor­
mation (Item 19) before the Academic Council which might 
not have otherwise been considered. The percentages of 
Academic Council respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing 
was 82.8 percent with regard to new insights (Item 5) 
and 76.1 percent with regard to new information (Item 19)- 
But 77*9 percent of the Academic Council members disagreed 
with the idea that further increases in Academic Council 
student representation would bring additional valuable 
insights before the Council.
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Another valuable addition to the data was the obser­

vation of an interviewee to the point that the freshness 
and vitality of the student representatives outweighed 
their lack of experience- The minority view was expressed 
by an administrator who commented that, "Students have 
had little to contribute in areas solely of interest to 
the faculty, and very few issues arose that directly 
concerned students."

The Academic Council members who responded to the 
questionnaire further tended to disagree, although they 
did so less decisively than in previous items, with 
Items 14- and 15 which suggest that the at-large women 
(Item 14) and minority student representatives (Item 15) 
often bring unique and productive insights before the 
Academic Council- The percentages of responding Academic 
Council members disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with 
Item 14 was 61-1 percent and for Item 15, 66.2 percent.

appears to represent the majority 
opinion of the Council, one interviewee noted that while 
minority and women student representatives have had 
little impact on the Council, by virtue of their race or 
sex, their incorporation has helped to ease the consciences 
of some individuals- A student commented that another 
channel has been provided through the incorporation of 
at-large student representatives.

Among the items dealing with the student input aspect 
of the Administrative Efficiency scale, only Item 5
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appeared to contribute to the differences discovered 
between the liberal arts faculty and the social science 
faculty. This item asked the respondents to indicate 
their attitude with respect to the statement that Academic 
Council student participation has brought insights before 
the Council which otherwise might not have been con­
sidered* On this item, the mean of the Academic Council 
representatives of the liberal arts faculty was 2*364, 
indicating moderate agreement. The social science faculty 
representatives recorded a much more favorable mean of 
1-737 on this same item* Although both mean scores fell 
on the positive side of the continuum, the liberal arts 
faculty were considerably less positive than the social 
science faculty, and also less positive than the entire 
Academic Council mean score of 1*946 for this item*

The second group of items to be considered in the 
Administrative Efficiency scale dealt with the specific 
structure of the M -=  U = experiment in student participation 
at the Academic Council level. There were 76.4 percent 
of the Academic Council respondents disagreeing or dis­
agreeing strongly with Item 69 which stated that the 
great complexity of academic governance precludes meaning­
ful contributions by student representatives- While this 
item partially reflects that students are capable of 
contributing to the governance process, the Council's 
response to Item 29 showed that 71-9 percent of the 
Academic Council respondents either agreed or strongly



182
agreed that the inexperience of students in these matters 
have resulted in a more time consuming governance process.

A complicating factor was emphasized by many of the 
interviewees. A student commented that the size of the 
Academic Council was perceived by many as overwhelming, 
contributing a major source of frustration and discourage­
ment. An administrator noted that, "It is extremely 
difficult to evaluate any increase in time of decision­
making due to student participation. It has taken longer 
to reach decisions, but this increase probably is more a 
function of size than of student participation. In 
response to this criticism, another administrator felt 
that the size of the Academic Council is of little concern. 
The membership must be sufficiently large so that a variety 
of views can be expressed and taken into account.

Looking at the faculty groups holding different 
attitudes with respect to student participation and adminis­
trative efficiency, consistent differences between the 
liberal arts faculty and the social science faculty 
representatives were found on Items 29 and 69. On Item 69 
the liberal arts faculty had a mean score of 2.273 as 
compared to 3-383 for the social science faculty. Agree­
ing or strongly agreeing with the statement that the com­
plexity of governance precluded meaningful student con­
tributions, were 54-«8 percent of the liberal arts faculty 
representatives. The comparative figure for social science 
faculty representatives was 5-8 percent.
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With respect to Item 29 stating that student inex­

perience has made the governance process more time- 
consuming, the liberal arts faculty representative had 
a mean score of 1.54-5 as compared to 2.316 for the social 
science faculty. Although both groups had means below the 
2.500 midpoint indicating general agreement with the wor­
ding of the item, all of the liberal arts faculty, or 100 
percent, agreed or strongly agreed while the comparative 
figure for the social science faculty was 60.9 percent.

Item 52 suggested that the student representatives 
are capable of making their maximum contribution to the 
academic process immediately. The Academic Council did 
not feel that this was the case, and responded with a 
mean score of 3.152. Expressing either disagreement or 
strong disagreement were 82.5 percent of the Academic 
Council respondents. This item was fairly consistently 
answered by the liberal arts and the social science 
faculty representatives. Their respective mean scores 
were 3.4-55 and 3*211.

With regard to improving the quality of student 
participation on the Academic Council, the respondents 
indicated agreement with Item 49, suggesting that students 
be required to serve on a lower level decision-making 
body before becoming eligible for Academic Council ser­
vice. But Items 50 and 51, proposing salaries and acade­
mic credit for student representatives to the Academic
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Council met; with relatively strong disagreement from the 
Academic Council respondents.

On Item 4-9, dealing with prior service as a pre­
requisite for student Academic Council participation, 
the Council's mean score was 2.120 with 72.8 percent 
either agreeing or agreeing strongly. The means for the 
liberal arts and social science faculty representatives 
of 2.000 and 2.105 were consistent, but so closely similar 
as not to be considered a primary contributor to the 
differences found between these two groups on the Adminis­
trative Efficiency scale.

Besides requiring prior service, another alternative 
for improving the quality of Academic Council student 
participation was suggested during one of the interviews. 
An administrator commented that the main problem of the 
student representatives is a lack of staff support, 
guidance, information, and backup services. "Without this 
Support, the tendency is for individuals of limited exper­
ience to act in an overly cautious and sensitive manner. 
Students don't need courses or experience as much as they 
need direction and resources."

Another individual indicated that the creation of 
the Elected Student Council composed of student Council 
members meeting together, has brought substantial improve­
ment in the performance of student representatives.
A student representative suggested that the Elected



Student Council be expanded to include extensive dis­
cussions concerning the goals and philosophy of the 
institution.

With regard to the payment of salaries (Item 50) 
and granting academic credit (Item 51)» the means for the 
Council were 5-4-24- and 5.152 respectively. The percen­
tages of Academic Council respondents disagreeing or 
strongly disagreeing were 88.0 percent and 71.0 percent 
for Items 50 and 51 respectively. The mean scores of the 
liberal arts and social science faculty representatives 
were 5-727 and 5-4-21 for each of these two items, indi­
cating somewhat small, but consistent differences with 
those found by analysis of variance and post hoc pro­
cedures.

The next series of items considered, dealt with the 
attitudes of the Council members with regard to one year 
of actual student performance in the exercise of their 
decision-making responsibilities as members of the Academi 
Council. The members of the Council generally agreed 
that the student representatives carefully considered 
the evidence before casting their votes (Items 4-8 and 4-6). 
The majority of the Academic Council respondents feel that 
the student members have fulfilled the responsibilities 
that accompany the rights of membership (Item 4-1), and 
that they are not easily intimidated by their non-student 
colleagues (Item 67).



186
The responses of the Academic Council were incon­

clusive with respect to items pertaining to student indif­
ference, openness, and preparation. The mean score and 
the distribution indicates a relatively even split between 
agreement and disagreement with respect to Item 30 
suggesting that the student representatives have often 
been indifferent on many more of the more important 
issues brought before the Academic Council. Item 38, 
which stated that students conscientiously prepare for 
Academic Council meetings, and Item 40, affirming the 
openness and flexibility of the student representatives, 
also elicited a divided response from the Academic Council 
respondents. The means for Items 30, 38, and 40 were 
found to be 2.533, 2.524 and 2.511 with approximately 
equal numbers of the respondents both agreeing and dis­
agreeing with each of these three items.

Close to two-thirds of the Academic Council agreed 
or strongly agreed, however, that many of the student 
concerns might better be accommodated at the lower levels 
of academic governance (Item 31), and that the short- 
range interests and concerns of students pose difficulties 
when the long-range interests of the institution are at 
stake (Item 32). The mean score for Item 31 was found 
to be 2.233, and the mean for Item 32 was 2.196.

Looking at the means and distributions of represen­
tatives of the liberal arts and social science faculties,
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groups found to be significantly different on the Adminis­
trative Efficiency scale, differences were found on Items 
32, 38, and 48. These differences appear to contribute 
to the discrepancy found between the liberal arts and 
social science faculty representatives.

On Item 32 more members of both the liberal arts and 
social science faculties responded with a ,,2’', or agree 
with the statement that the short-range interests and 
concerns of students pose difficulties when the long- 
range institutional interests are at stake, than any of 
the other three alternatives. The difference between 
the liberal arts faculty mean of 1.818, and the social 
science mean of 2.316, is reflected primarily in the fact 
that 81.9 percent of the liberal arts faculty either 
agreed or strongly agreed with the item as compared to 
only 57-9 percent for the social science faculty.

The liberal arts faculty tended to disagree with 
Item 48 which stated that the student representatives 
to the Academic Council generally decided their stand on 
an issue on the basis of the evidence rather than on the 
opinions of influential non-students. The mean score of 
the liberal arts faculty was found to be 2.889- In con­
trast, the social science faculty had a mean score of 
2.133, considerably lower than that of the liberal arts 
faculty. While 80.0 percent of the social science faculty 
agreed or strongly agreed with Item 48 as stated, the
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corresponding figure for the liberal arts faculty was 
only 22.2 percent.

With respect to Item 38 which stated that most of 
the students conscientiously prepare for the business to 
be conducted during Academic Council meetings, the liberal 
arts faculty disagreed by responding with a group mean 
score of 2.900. In comparison, the mean for the social 
science faculty representatives was 2.375 indicating 
moderate agreement. In terms of the distribution of 
responses, 62.6 percent of the social science faculty 
respondents indicated either agreement or strong agreement 
with the item. The comparable figure for the liberal 
arts faculty was 30-0 percent.

A student representative to the Academic Council 
amplified these findings when he commented, ”1 feel the 
students have shown themselves to be extremely paralleled 
with faculty in almost every respect with the major 
exception that they are a much more transient group.
This is particularly manifested in the students' desire 
for quick action (sometimes at the expense of quality). 
Paradoxically, as a group, they are somewhat less capable 
of meeting and discharging obligations with rapidity than 
are their nonstudent counterparts."

The final two items to be considered in the Adminis­
trative Efficiency scale dealt with the consequences of 
student participation at the level of the Academic Council 
with respect to decision-making output. Item 20, stated
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that student participation at the Academic Council level 
at M.S.U. has facilitated the implementation of policies 
and regulations, The mean response of the Academic 
Council was found to be 2,622 indicating a slight degree 
of disagreement with the thrust of the item. Disagreeing 
with the item were 55-6 percent of the Academic Council 
respondents, with another 4,A percent expressing strong 
disagreement.

A comparison of the dissenting faculty groups 
showed that the social science faculty group mean was 
2.5291 only slightly more positive toward student involve­
ment than the mean of 2,656 for the liberal arts faculty 
respondents. While this difference is consistent with 
the analysis of variance and Scheffe’ results, it does 
not appear to contribute greatly to that conclusion.

Item 64 stated that further increases in student 
participation at the Academic Council level at M.S.U, 
would improve the quality of decisions rendered by the 
Council. The Council responded negatively to this item 
as indicated by the mean score of 3-068. Disagreeing 
with this item were 45.2 percent of the Academic Council 
members and another 56.4 percent strongly disagreed.

Again, the mean difference between the liberal arts 
and the social science faculty was small, but it was 
consistent with the statistically significant discrepancy 
found on the Administrative Efficiency scale. The mean
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for the responding liberal arts faculty representatives 
was 3.455 as compared with 3*059 for the social science 
respondents. The most popular response for the liberal 
arts faculty representatives was "strongly disagree" 
with 54.5 percent so responding. In contrast, the "3" 
or "disagree" response was most representative of the 
attitudes of 52.9 percent of the social science faculty.
These differences represent not differences in attitude 
as much as differences in degree, and as such, they appear 
to contribute somewhat to the differences detected on 
the Administrative Efficiency scale.

Summary. The question raised in this section was 
whether or not Academic Council student participation has 
made a difference in the efficiency of the decision-making 
process at the Michigan State University Academic Council.
The social science faculty representatives to the 1972-73 
Academic Council were found to have significantly more 
positive attitudes toward the relationship between 
Academic Council student participation and administrative 
efficiency than did the liberal arts faculty representatives.

The members of the Academic Council agreed that 
voting student representation has brought new insights 
and information before the Council which might not other­
wise have been considered. At the same time, however, the 
Council did not feel that additional student representation 
would add significantly to the quality of decisions
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rendered. Further, the Council did not feel that the 
minority student representatives have made any quanti­
tative impact.

The Academic Council generally agreed that the quality 
of the student representation has been quite high and 
that they have cast their votes responsibly on the basis 
of the evidence. But the Council agreed that the student 
representatives would be better prepared to contribute 
if they were required to serve on a lower level decision- 
making body prior to holding membership on the Council. 
Suggestions that students should be granted salaries or 
academic credit for Academic Council service met with 
strong disapproval.

The members of the Academic Council generally agreed 
that many of the student concerns could be handled more 
effectively elsewhere and that the short-range interests 
of students often take precedence over long-range insti­
tutional concerns.

Community Cohesion Scale
The Community Cohesion scale is made up of 19 items 

dealing with the impact of Academic Council student 
participation on such qualitative factors as cooperation, 
communication, satisfaction, and trust, primarily among 
students, faculty, and administrators. These 19 items, 
like those in the previous scale, are forced-choice Likert 
style items with four response alternatives. The
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respondent may chose to strongly agree, agree, disagree, 
or strongly disagree with a given statement by marking 
1, 2, or 4 respectively.

As with the previous scale, the group means of the 
various component groups of the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic 
Council will be compared using the one-way analysis of 
variance technique. Should differences be found, the 
Scheffe* post hoc procedures will be used to specifi­
cally locate the source of the differences. The alpha 
level for both of these procedures was set at .05-

Intergroup Comparisons
Looking first at the mean scores for the administra­

tors, faculty, and students, on the Community Cohesion 
scale, the data is presented in the following table:

TABLE 40
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Community

Cohesion Scale
Group n Mean Standard Deviation
Administrators 20 2.22 .19
Faculty 53 2.29 .36Students 20 2.46 .47

Using this data, a one-way of analysis of variance 
was performed in order to detect any differences in 
population means. The results of this operation are 
presented in the following table:
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TABLE 41

ANOVA Comparison of Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Community Cohesion Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .334-6 2.5826 .0812 NoWithin Groups 90 .1296

The mean differences found among the samples therefore 
cannot be attributed to the respective populations with 
a given alpha level of .05.

The members of the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council 
were next classified and compared on the basis of their 
academic affiliation. The mean scores, frequencies, and 
standard deviations of the responding members of the 
1972-73 Academic Council, classified according to academic 
affiliation, are presented in the following table with 
respect to the Community Cohesion scale.

TABLE 42
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Affiliates, Natural Science Affiliates, Non-Affiliates, and Social Science Affiliates on the Community Cohesion Scale
Group Frequency Mean Standard Deviation
Liberal Arts 17 2.52 .44Natural Science 38 2.33 -32Non-Affiliates 7 2.26 .24Social Science 31 2.18 .36

This data was then used to calculate the analysis 
of variance operation for equality of population means 
These calculations resulted in the following table:
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TABLE 4-3
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Affiliates, Natural Science Affiliates, Non-Affiliates, and Social Science Affiliates on the Community Cohesion Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .654-9 5*5053 .0067 YesWithin Groups 39 .1234-

From this table, the conclusion can be drawn that 
at the .05 level, a difference occurs among liberal arts 
affiliates, natural science affiliates, non-affiliates, 
and social science affiliates. In order to define the 
exact source of inter-group differences, a series of 
hypotheses were developed and tested using the Scheffe' 
post hoc procedure with the alpha level set at .05. The 
null hypotheses are as follows:

1. There is no difference between liberal arts affiliates and social science affiliates with respect to the Community Cohesion scale.( JA- ax} — AA *s * o )
2. There is no difference between the natural science affiliates and the social science affiliates with respect to the Community Cohesion scale.( AA Af* - AA *s = O )
3- There is no difference between the non-affiliates and the social science affiliates on the Com­munity Cohesion scale.( AAa/a — xAst * O )

4-. There is no difference between the combined groups of liberal arts and natural science affiliates, and the social science affiliates on the Community Cohesion scale.( (AA+* *- AA**sJ )
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5. There is no difference "between the combined groups of liberal arts and natural science affiliates, and the combined groups of non­affiliates and social science affiliates on the Community Cohesion scale.

o)

6. There is no difference between the liberal arts affiliates and the natural science affiliates on the Community Cohesion scale.( A A i./^  — - O )

8.

There is no difference between the liberal arts affiliates and the combined group of natural science and social science affiliates.( AA*.* - (AA/V'Ŝ  ̂  J O- & )
There is no difference between the liberal arts affiliates and the combined group of non-affili­ates and natural science affiliates.( sU-t.* - 1-^-4a/*) m Q )

Each of these hypotheses were then tested using the 
Scheffe' post hoc procedure. The results of these tests 
are presented in the following table;

TABLE 44
Scheffe' Post Hoc Analysis for Location of Population Mean Differences A m o n g  Liberal Arts Affiliates, Natural wllC w Affiliates, Non-Affiliates, and Social Science Affiliates on the Community Cohesion Scale

UU. & vT
JAi.a- JA*s 
JA *'*- AA 11
JA M  - A-Ass

95% Confidence Inter- Signi- val Surrounding ficance
.3400 
.1500 
.0800 
.2450 

__ - ^ ^ £ ^ ^ 2 0 5 0  
AA A4) ** /CAaJS .1900

-5000
AA (AA* * 2250

.1060 .0378 < < .6422 Yes

.0850 -.0923 < .3923 No

.1470 -.5590 < .4990 No

.0813 .0133 < *4U  < -4767 Yes

.0896 -.0504 < .4604 No

.1205 -.1021 <. < .4821 No

.1125 -.0207 < tyJL .6207 No

.111? -.0935 < 4 jL .5433 No
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These findings indicate that with 95 percent cer­

tainty, hypotheses 1 and 4 can be rejected. This infor­
mation, when considered with the mean scores in Table 4-3* 
leads to the two additional conclusions. Since the group 
mean of the social science affiliates was lower than that 
of the liberal arts affiliates, it can be said that the 
social science affiliates are significantly more receptive 
toward student participation as a means of bringing about 
greater community cohesion at Michigan State University.
The social science affiliates' group mean was also lower 
and hence more positive, than those of the liberal arts 
and natural science affiliates. These differences will 
be pursued furthei as the items comprising the Community 
Cohesion scale are examined individually.

The long-term faculty representatives to the Academic 
Council were then compared with their short-term counter­
parts, i.e., those with less than three consecutive years 
of Academic Council service. The group frequencies, means, 
and standard deviations are presented in the following 
table:

Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Long- Term and Short-Term Faculty on the Community Cohesion Scale

TABLE 45

Group
Long-Term Faculty Short-Term Faculty

Frequency Mean Standard Deviation
1736 2.302.28 .37.28
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These findings were tested for differences in 

population means using the one-way analysis of variance 
technique. The calculation resulted in the following 
table:

TABLE 46
AITOVA Comparison of Long-Term Faculty and Short-Term Faculty on the Community Cohesion Scale

Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F_ than Significance
Between Groups 1 .0030 .0259 .8729 NoWithin Groups 4-7 .1144

The group mean differences between the long-term and 
short-term faculty representatives were therefore not 
found to be statistically significant at the .05 level.

The next potential source of differences to be inves­
tigated concerned the sample mean differences between 
undergraduate and graduate students on the Community 
Cohesion scale. The frequencies, mean scores, and 
standard deviations are presented in the following table:

TABLE 47
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Undergraduate and Graduate Students on the CommunityCohesion Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Undergraduate Students 14 2.55 .52Graduate Students 6 2.26 .25

This data was tested for equality of population 
means using the one-way analysis of variance procedure
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The alpha level was set at .05. The results of these 
calculations appear in the following table:

TABLE 48
ANOVA Comparison of Undergraduate and Graduate Students on the Community Cohesion Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DP Square F than Significance
Between Groups 1 -3377 1.5788 .2250 NoWithin Groups 18 .2139

The information presented in this table indicates 
that there is no significant difference between the popu­
lation means of the graduate and undergraduate student 
members of the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council with 
respect to the Community Cohesion scale.

The next comparison concerned the administrators 
affiliated with the broad academic areas. The means, 
frequencies, and standard deviations for these Academic 
Council groups are as follows:

TABLE 49
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the Community Cohesion Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Administrators Natural Science Administrators Non-Affiliated Administrators Social Science Administrators

2 2.23 .046 2.22 .14
7 2.26 .24
5 2.16 .24
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The calculation for the comparison of population 

means using the one-way analysis of variance technique 
resulted in the following table:

TABLE 50
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the CommunityCohesion Scale

Source of Mean P less
Variation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .0004 .0087 -9914 NoWithin Groups 16 .0429

The results clearly indicate that these groups are not 
significantly different at the .05 level.

Continuing with comparisons on the basis of academic 
affiliation, the various faculty groups were investigated 
for potential attitudinal differences. The group means, 
frequencies, and standard deviations were found and are 
recorded in the following table:

TABLE 51
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the Community CohesionSc ale

Standard
Group Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Faculty Natural Science Faculty Social Science Faculty

11 2.56 .30
23 2.28 .3119 2.13 .37
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These findings provided the basis for the one-way analysis 
of variance computations for equality of population means 
which resulted in the following table:

TABLE 52
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the Community Cohesion Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Croups 2 .6440 5-8876 .0051 YesWithin Groups 50 .1094

On the basis of these calculations, the inference 
can be made that the differences in sample means indicate 
a statistically significant difference among the popula­
tions of the three Academic Council faculty groups. The 
precise location of these differences requires the use 
of the Scheffe1 post hoc procedure.

Referring back to the sample means in Table 50, the 
following null hypotheses were developed for testing:

1. There is no difference between the liberal arts and the natural science faculty representatives on the Community Cohesion scale.
(AAi,jf jr - AS/rr/Tje O)

2. There is no difference between the liberal arts and the social science faculty representatives on the Community Cohesion scale.
o )

3. There is no difference between the liberal arts faculty representatives and the combined group of natural science and social science faculty representatives on the Community Cohesion scale. (JA ^ )
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Each of these hypotheses were tested using an alpha 

level of .05. The results of these three Scheffe' 
post hoc operations are presented in the following table:

TABLE 53
Scheffe' Post Hoc Analysis for Location of Population Mean Differences Among Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on theCommunity Cohesion Scale

X V  -

95% Confidence Inter- Signi- 
tjL vxc val Surrounding ficance

Mt-xe- sUASst? .2800 .1212 .0239 < .3839 No
.4300 .1235 .1138 -< < .7462 Yes
3330 .1121 ,0721 < <Ac* < .6379 Yes

The results of these operations taken in conjunction 
with the sample means for each group presented in Table 50 
indicate that there is no difference between the liberal 
arts and natural science faculty representatives. But 
these calculations do give evidence that the liberal arts 
faculty are less positive toward Academic Council student 
participation as a means of promoting greater community 
cohesion than either the social science faculty represen­
tatives or the combined group of social science and 
natural science representatives.

A comparison among students affiliated with academic 
disciplines associated with the liberal arts, the natural 
sciences, and the social sciences comprises the final 
test for population mean equality on the Community Cohe­
sion scale. The means, frequencies, and standard
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deviations of the respondents from these three student 
groups were determined to have the following values:

TABLE 54-
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Students, Natural Science Students, and Social Science Students on the Community Cohesion Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Students 4 2.57 -81Natural Science Students 9 2-52 .56Social Science Students 7 2.53 -40

Using the above statistics from the samples of the 
student Academic Council representatives, calculations for 
the one-way analysis of variance for equality of population 
means were carried out. The results of this operation 
are presented in the following table;

TABLE 55
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Students, Natural Science Students, and Social Science Students on the CommunityCohesion Scale
Sources of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .1048 .4478 .6464 NoWithin Groups 17 -2540

The one-way analysis of variance test for equality of 
population means show no statistically significant 
difference among students affiliated with the liberal 
arts, natural science, or social science areas on the 
Community Cohesion scale.
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Discussion of Individual Items

Having completed investigating statistically signi­
ficant differences among various Academic Council groups 
on the Community Cohesion scale, the focus of discussion 
turns to the individual items that comprise the scale.
As in the earlier scales, the responses for the entire 
1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council to the individual items 
will be discussed descriptively as well as those items 
which appear to contribute to the inter-group mean 
differences detected by the analysis of variance and 
Scheffe' operations.

As was the case in previous scales, the individual 
items in the Community Cohesion scale are further classi­
fied for purposes of discussion. The three categories 
of community cohesion items included the following:
1) acceptance of students as equal partners on the Academic 
Council (Items 3, 16, 22, 36, 4-**-, 72); 2) the quality of 
the student-facuity administrator relationships on the 
Academic Council (Items 131 17, 75, 79); 3) the attitudes 
of the Academic Council members with respect to the impact 
of Council student participation on campus communication 
and understanding (Items 6 , 10, 11, 12, <4-3, 4-5, 73, 74-, 
and 76).

The first six items of the Community Cohesion scale 
dealt with the attitudes of the Academic Council with 
respect to the one-year experiment of incorporation of 
voting student members.
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The majority of the responding Academic Council 

members agreed that the best hope for continued improve­
ment in academic programs lies in gaining the contributions 
of all members of the academic community (Item 72). They 
feel that students generally are not overawed (Item 3) 
and feel free to express their views on institutional 
policy (Item 44), and that faculty, student, and adminis­
trative representatives work together harmoniously and 
cooperatively (Item 16). While the majority of the Acade­
mic Council respondents disagree with the contention that 
the present level of student involvement constitutes 
little more than tokenism (Item 22), they also disagree 
with Item 36, stating that students are presently satisfied 
with their role in academic governance. This apparent 
contradiction probably can be explained by referring to 
the specific exclusion of student input into matters of 
exclusive concern of the faculty.

There was also little difference among the responses 
of the component groups of the Academic Council with 
regard to Item 72, affirming that the best hope for con­
tinued improvement in academic programs lies in gaining 
the contributions of all members of the academic community. 
The mean score for the entire Academic Council was found 
to be 1.747* The liberal arts affiliates, the natural 
science affiliates, and the social science affiliates had 
group means of 1 .588, 1.730, and 1.833 respectively.
In each group, more than 75 percent either agreed or
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strongly agreed with the wording of the item. The faculty 
representatives affiliated with the liberal arts, natural 
sciences, and social sciences responded with similar 
mean scores of 1 .727, 1-773* and 1.94-7 respectively on 
this item. This item did not appear to contribute to the 
differences detected with the ANOVA and Scheffe' procedure.

With respect to Item 44- regarding students feeling 
free to express their views on institutional policy, the 
liberal arts affiliates and the liberal arts faculty 
recorded the highest group mean scores of the differing 
groups. The liberal arts and natural science affiliated 
faculty representatives generally agreed, but less strongly 
than the social science faculty group, with this item.
The mean scores of 1.94-1 and 1.818 for the liberal arts 
affiliates and for just the liberal arts faculty respec­
tively were slightly higher and therefore less favorable 
than the 1.867 and 1.737 means calculated for the social 
science affiliates and faculty. This indicates that the 
social science groups perceived the students as slightly 
more comfortable in the Academic Council setting than the 
other groups. The fact that the majority of all differing 
groups, as well as the Academic Council as a whole, either 
agreed or agreed strongly with the item indicates that 
students are relatively uninhibited in regard to expres­
sing themselves in Academic Council meetings.
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In an interview, an administrator commented that the 

student Academic Council members are probably more likely 
to speak their minds than the faculty. He further noted 
that the quality of the student representatives has been 
extremely high and that there has been no intimidation 
of students.

These observations are amplified by the response to 
Item 3, which stated that the student members of the 
Academic Council often have difficulty articulating their 
opinions in Council meetings. The Council*s mean response 
was 2.778 attd 83-3 percent of the responding Council 
members disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. 
With respect to the differing groups, the liberal arts 
faculty and affiliated representatives responded with 
mean scores of 2.500 and 2.4-38 respectively, while the 
social science faculty and affiliated representatives 
recorded considerably higher means of 3-167 and 3 *000, 
indicating substantial disagreement with their liberal 
arts counterparts. The natural science faculty and 
affiliates fell in between the liberal arts and social 
science groups with means of 2.565 and 2.676. The natural 
science groups tended to respond much in the same way 
as did the liberal arts groups, thus accounting, in part, 
for some of the differences detected by the ANOVA and 
Scheffe* procedures.
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Item 16 stated that faculty, student, and adminis­

trative representatives to the Academic Council work 
together harmoniously and cooperatively- The majority 
of the Academic Council, as well as each of the differing 
groups, either agreed or strongly agreed with the item 
as stated. The mean for the Council was found to "be 2-366.

One faculty member noted that the students have been 
well received by the faculty and administrators on the 
Council. However, a student member of the Academic Coun­
cil commented that there is a lack of credibility of 
student representatives with administrators and faculty.

The liberal arts affiliates and the natural science 
affiliates had mean scores of 2.4-71, and 2.300, slightly 
higher than the Council's mean of 2.366, and considerably 
higher than the 2.161 mean of Council respondents affili­
ated with the social sciences.

The mean response of the liberal arts faculty was 
found to be 2.364-, slightly higher than the 2.261 mean 
for the natural science faculty and the 2.103 for the 
social science faculty. These differences are consistent 
with the differences among the affiliated groups and, like 
the means for the affiliated groups, probably contribute 
slightly to the results found in the ANOVA and Scheffe' 
tables. In both cases, the social science representatives 
responded more positively regarding student participation 
at the Academic Council level at M.S.U.
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The final two items in this section ask for the 

attitudes of the Council concerning the student role in 
the Academic Council. Item 22, which stated that the 
present plan for student involvement in Academic Council 
decision-making matters constitutes little more than 
tokenism, met with disagreement or strong disagreement by 
most of the respondents in each of the differing groups 
as well as by the Academic Council as a whole. The 
Council's mean score for this item was found to be 2.815* 
slightly higher than the 2.64-7 for the liberal arts 
affiliates, and slightly lower than the 2.816 and 2.867 
means for the natural science and social science affiliates. 
This item appeared to have contributed to the differences 
detected between the liberal arts affiliates and the 
social science affiliates, who again were slightly more 
positive.

With regard to the differing faculty groups, the 
differences were consistent with those of the e.ffiliated 
groups, but less pronounced. The mean for the liberal 
arts faculty was 2.64-7, while the natural science and 
social science faculty respondents recorded means of 
2.090 and 2.913 respectively.

The majority of the Academic Council and the differing 
affiliated groups disagreed strongly or disagreed with 
Item 36 which asserted that students are satisfied with 
their present role in academic governance. More than 50 
percent of the liberal arts and natural science faculty
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respondents disagreed or disagreed strongly, while the 
social science faculty representatives were equally 
divided between agreement and disagreement on this item. 
One could surmise that the reason for this disagreement 
stems from the specific exclusion of students from con­
sideration of matters of exclusive concern to the faculty. 
One student remarked that, "I seriously doubt that there 
are any matters that do not affect students in some way.
I think the students' role should be expanded."

The mean score for the Academic Council was found 
to be 2.755 on this item and was exceeded by the 5*000 
mean for the liberal arts affiliates. The respondents 
affiliated with the social sciences recorded a mean 
score of 2.593 while the natural science affiliates' 
mean of 2.755 was exceedingly similar to that of the 
entire Academic Council.

Among the differing faculty groups, the liberal arts 
faculty respondents disagreed.most strongly v;ith Item 56 
with a group mean of 5*000 as compared with 2.700 for 
the natural science faculty group and 2.625 lor the social 
science group. For both of these comparisons, the dif­
ferences in group means appear to contribute to the 
differences between liberal arts affiliates and liberal 
arts faculty and social science affiliates and faculty.
The social science groups continued to be most positive 
toward Academic Council student involvement, while the 
liberal arts groups were least positive.
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The second set of items in the Community Cohesion 

scale contained four items eliciting responses from the 
members of the Academic Council with respect to the 
quality of various aspects of administrator-faculty- 
student relationships in the Academic Council setting.

The members of the Academic Council were evenly 
split between agreement and disagreement with respect 
to statements concerning student participation on the 
Academic Council as promoting higher levels of trust 
among administrators, faculty, and students. The Council 
respondents indicated that student involvement has opened 
new channels of communication by agreeing that many of 
the differences between students and non-students have 
been reconciled outside of Council meetings. The selection 
of student representatives to the Academic Council on 
the basis of college affiliation received a vote of con­
fidence from the responding Academic Council members.

Items 13 and 17 asked for the reaction of the Academic 
Council to the statement that formal student involvement 
has promoted a higher level of trust among students, 
faculty, and administrators on the Academic Council.
The Council’s mean responses for Items 13 and 17 were 
2.528 and 2-517 respectively. In each case, less than 
50 percent of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
with the statement.
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Among the affiliated groups found to be significantly 

different on this scale, the liberal arts affiliates were 
least positive towards student participation as a means 
of promoting greater trust among the factions of the M.S.U. 
academic community. Their mean scores were found to be 
2.64-7 sind 2.588 for Items 15 and 17* The comparative 
means of the natural science and social science affiliates 
were 2.605 and 2.4-07 respectively for Item 15 and 2.568 
and 2.4-99 for Item 17*

The differing faculty groups responded to Items 15 
and 17 in a manner consistent with the affiliated groups 
with the social science faculty representatives Indicating 
more positive attitudes than the liberal arts and natural 
science faculty representatives. The social science 
faculty had means of 2.4-07 and 2.4-29 on Items 15 and 17*
The comparable scores of the liberal arts faculty were 
2.656 and 2.727* The natural science faculty represen­
tatives had means of 2.696 and 2.591 on these items.
These differences among both the faculty and affiliated 
groups were consistent with the ANOVA and Scheffe' 
results, and even though the differences were relatively 
small, they appear to contribute somewhat to those results.

The statement that many of the differences between 
students and non-students have been reconciled outside 
of Council meetings (Item 75) found agreement or strong 
agreement among 59*5 percent of the Academic Council.
The Council's mean score for this item was 2.554-. The
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social science affiliates and faculty representatives 
each had a mean of 2 .000, while the comparable means 
of the liberal arts affiliates and faculty were 2.235 
and 2.364-. The means of the natural science affiliates 
and faculty representatives were 2.278 and 2.286, very 
close to the means of the liberal arts group. Although 
each of the groups had greater than 60 percent of its 
respondents indicating a "2" or "agree" response, a 
greater percentage of the social science groups indicated 
strong agreement than was the case for either the natural 
science or liberal arts groups. As is the case in pre­
vious items, the actual mean difference among the groups 
was relatively small, but consistent with the ANOVA and 
Scheffe* findings.

The final item in this section stated that the 
selection of student representatives on the basis of 
their college affiliation rather than by at-large elec­
tions, provided for greater academic representation and 
should be continued. This statement found substantial 
agreement among the Academic Council members as indicated 
by the 1.920 mean score and the fact that 88.7 percent 
of the respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with 
the item.

The social science affiliates tended to be more 
agreeable toward the statement than the liberal arts 
affiliates as indicated by the 2.176 mean score for the
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liberal arts g r o u p  the 1.759 score for the social
science affiliates. The natural science affiliates had 
a mean score of 1.889 on this item, indicating that they 
were more similar to the social science affiliates than 
to the liberal arts affiliates on this item. Therefore, 
this item appeared to contribute to the statistical 
difference found between the liberal arts and social 
science affiliates, but not to the difference detected 
between the social science affiliates and the combined 
group of liberal arts and natural science affiliates.

Among the faculty groups found to be statistically 
different, the social science faculty representatives 
continued to have the most positive attitudes as indicated 
by their group mean of 1.833* Ihe natural science faculty 
was very similar to the social science faculty with a 
mean of 1.837> slightly lower than the liberal arts 
faculty mean of 1.909* In each of the faculty groups, 
more than 90 percent of the respondents either agreed 
or strongly agreed that representatives should be selected 
on the basis of their college affiliation rather than by 
an at-large election.

The third and final set of items to be considered 
on the Community Cohesion scale dealt with the question 
of the impact of the Academic Council student participation 
on campus-wide communication and understanding. The 
responses of the Academic Council show that, while the
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respondents felt that Council student involvement had 
encouraged constructive student action (Item 6) and made 
Council decisions more acceptable to students (Item 12), 
it had not reduced the potential for campus violence 
(Item 10), nor had it promoted communication among 
students, faculty, and administrators who are not Council 
members (Item 11).

The responding Council members felt that the Academic 
Council has resulted in greater faculty confidence in 
the judgement of both undergraduates (Item 73), and 
graduates (Item 74-) > and that it has resulted in the 
faculty and administrative members of the Academic 
Council becoming more knowledgeable about the needs and 
concerns of the student population (Item 76). The Council 
members do not feel that the student members of that body 
represent their const!tutents better than their non­
student colleagues (Item 45), nor do they feel that the 
students are effective in communicating their Council 
experiences to their constituents (Item 45)- The Council's 
responses raise the interesting question as to how the 
non-student members perceive their role in relation to 
their constituents.

With regard to Item 6 , stating that student partici­
pation has encouraged constructive student action, the 
mean score of the Council was a favorable 2.143. Slightly 
less favorable was the mean score of the natural science
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affiliates of 2,289 and that of the liberal arts
affiliates of 2 .235- The mode, or response of greatest
frequency, for the Council and each of the three affiliated 
groups was a "2" or agreement.

With respect to the faculty groups affiliated with 
the liberal arts, natural sciences, and social sciences, 
each of these three groups had, on this item, mean scores 
that were slightly higher, in contrast with the previous 
group comparison, with the exception of the social science 
faculty. The liberal arts faculty were least positive 
with a mean of 2.455 followed closely by 2.304 for the 
natural science faculty representatives. The social 
science faculty continued to be the most favorable 
faculty group toward Academic Council student participation 
as a means of promoting constructive student action. Its 
mean on Item 6 was found to be 1.897i more positive than 
either of the other faculty groups, and also more positive 
than the mean response of 2.143 for the entire Council.
In each case, the majority of all faculty groups responded
with a ,l2,, or "agree” on Item 6 .

The mean score of 2.337 and the observation that 
66.3 percent of the Academic Council felt that student 
involvement in Council decision-making has made decisions 
of that body more acceptable to the student body (Item 12), 
constitutes substantial evidence in favor of student 
participation as a means of strengthening the academic
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p.nmmnnlty. As in previous items, those Council members 
affiliated with the social sciences held the more positive 
attitude as indicated by their mean score of 2.272. Those 
affiliated with the natural sciences were only slightly 
less positive, having a mean score of 2 .389, while the 
least positive were those affiliated with the liberal 
arts, scoring a mean of 2.588. The majority of the liberal 
arts affiliates (64- percent) indicated that they disagreed 
with Item 12, while 72.2 percent of the natural science 
affiliates indicated agreement as did 62.1 percent of 
those affiliated with the social sciences.

An examination of the faculty groups shows much the 
same results. The liberal arts faculty representatives 
were least positive with a mean score of 2 .727* slightly 
higher than the mean for the liberal arts affiliates.
The natural science facility mean of 2.353 was nearly the 
same as that of the natural science affiliates, while the 
2.059 mean for the social science faculty was lower and 
hence, more positive, than the social science affiliates' 
mean. The mean differences between the social science 
faculty and the liberal arts faculty were relatively sub­
stantial and appeared to contribute to the ANOVA and 
Scheffe* results. The differences between the social 
science faculty and the natural science faculty was not 
as large, but it was consistent with the statistical 
differences.
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As a whole, the Academic Council disagreed with 

Item 10, stating that Academic Council student participa­
tion has reduced the potential for violent campus dis­
ruption. The mean of the entire Council was 2.689 with 
55*6 percent of the respondents either disagreeing or 
strongly disagreeing.

The liberal arts affiliates continued to be the most 
skeptical of the three affiliated Council groups, of 
student participation as a means of reducing the potential 
for violent campus disruption. This group had a mean 
score of 2.94-1 with 70*6 percent of its respondents 
either disagreeing or disagreeing strongly. The natural 
science affiliates had a mean score of 2.667 that again 
placed them between the liberal arts and the social 
science groups. Disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with 
Item 10 were 53*7 percent of the respondents affiliated 
with the natural sciences. The social science affiliates 
were found to have the most favorable attitudes toward 
Academic Council student participation as a means of 
preventing campus disorder. But their mean score of 2.689 
and the fact that 50.0 percent either disagreed or dis­
agreed strongly, indicates that even this group did not 
feel that there was a strong relationship between Academic 
Council participation and campus disorder. Again, the 
differences among the groups found to be statistically 
different were relatively small, although they were consis­
tent with the ANOVA and Scheffe* findings.
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The faculty respondents affiliated with the three 

broad academic areas responded in much the same way. The 
mean for the liberal arts faculty was found to be 3.182, 
while the values of the means of the natural science and 
social science faculties were found to be 2 .54-5 and 2.556 
respectively. Among the liberal arts faculty 81.9 percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that 
Council student participation has reduced the potential 
for student violence. The corresponding figures for the 
natural science and social science faculties were found 
to be 4-5-4" percent and 50.0 percent respectively.

The statement that Academic Council student partici­
pation has promoted student-facuity-administrative communi­
cation among non-Council members (Item 11) was met with 
substantial disagreement among the entire Academic Council 
and also among the statistically different component groups. 
The Council's mean score was 2.784- with 65-8 percent 
either disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. The mean for 
the liberal arts affiliates was 3-059 and the corresponding 
figures for the natural science and social science affil­
iates were 2.833 and 2.64-3 respectively. Disagreeing or 
strongly disagreeing with Item 11 were 82-3 percent of the 
liberal arts affiliates, 69-3 percent of the natural 
science affiliates, and 54.2 percent of the social science 
affiliates.
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The statistically different faculty groups continued 

in the same pattern as in previous items with the liberal 
arts faculty least positive and the social science faculty 
most positive. There were 100.0 percent of the liberal 
arts faculty respondents who either disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the item resulting in a rather high group 
mean of 3.564-. The corresponding figures for the natural 
science and social science faculty representatives were 
81.0 percent and 50.0 percent expressing various degrees 
of disagreement and mean scores of 2.952 and 2.565 res­
pectively.

Por both sets of differing affiliated groups, the 
difference between liberal arts representatives and social 
science representatives appears substantial enough to 
have contributed to the significant differences detected 
among the mean scores of the various groups.

Item 11 stated that Academic Council student partici­
pation has promoted communication among members of the 
Michigan State University community who are not members 
of the Academic Council* The mean score of 2.784- for 
the entire Council and the observation that 64-.8 percent 
of all respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed 
indicate that this generally has not been the feeling 
of the Academic Council.

The liberal arts affiliates followed the established 
pattern by disagreeing most strongly with Item 11. Their
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group mean was found to be 3.059 and 82.4 percent; of the 
respondents either disagreed or disagreed strongly with 
the item. The natural science affiliates were midway 
between the liberal arts and social science affiliates 
with a mean of 2.833 and 69*5 percent either disagreeing 
or disagreeing strongly. The social science affiliates 
continued to have the most positive attitudes among the 
three groups toward Academic Council student participation 
and communication outside the Council, but they, too, 
tended to disagree with a mean of 2.643. Fifty-three 
percent of its members indicated disagreement or strong 
di sagreement.

Among the faculty groups, the same general trend 
continued with respect to Item 11. The liberal arts 
faculty had the highest, and therefore most negative, 
group mean response of 3.364. All 100 percent of these 
faculty representatives either disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the item. The natural science faculty 
respondents had a lower mean score of 2.952 with 81.0 
percent disagreeing or disagreeing strongly, while the 
social science respondents continue to hold the most 
positive attitudes. Their mean was found to be 2.563 
with 50.0 percent of their group disagreeing or disagreeing 
strongly. This item, even though each of the dissenting 
groups expressed disagreement, appeared to have contributed 
to the differences found between the social science
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affiliates and the liberal arts affiliates, between the 
social science affiliates and the combined group of 
natural science and liberal arts affiliates, between 
the liberal arts faculty and the social science faculty, 
and between the liberal arts faculty and the combined 
group of natural science and social science faculties.

There was general agreement among the members of the 
Academic Council with respect to Academic Council student 
participation as a means of providing faculty and adminis­
trative Academic Council members with greater knowledge 
concerning the needs and concerns of the student population 
(Item 76)- The Council responded with a mean score of 
2.184- with 77*0 percent of the respondents either agreeing 
or strongly agreeing with the item. This response would 
seem to indicate that student participation at the 
Academic Council level has, to a degree, accomplished a 
step toward bringing the University community together 
by virtue of providing greater information to faculty and 
administrators concerning the needs and concerns of the 
student body.

The majority of the liberal arts affiliates (53-3 
percent) disagreed with this statement, while 37-2 percent 
of the natural science affiliates and 66.7 percent of the 
social science affiliates expressed either agreement or 
strong agreement. A comparison of the mean scores reflects 
this difference in distribution. The liberal arts
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associates had a mean of 2.667 as compared with 2.350 
for the natural science affiliates and 2.14-3 for the social 
science affiliates.

The differences among the faculty groups were 
slightly more pronounced. Disagreeing with the statement 
were 66-7 percent of the liberal arts faculty respondents. 
Among the natural science faculty, 65-0 percent agreed 
with the statement and 71-4- percent of the social science 
faculty either agreed or strongly agreed. A comparison 
of the faculty means on this item shows that the liberal 
arts group had a mean of 2.667» the natural science group 
had a 2.350 mean, and the mean of the social science 
faculty was 2.143. This item also appears to have con­
tributed to the ANOVA and Scheffe' differences detected 
between the social science and liberal arts affiliates, 
between the social science affiliates and the combined 
group of natural science and liberal arts affiliates, 
between the liberal arts faculty and the social science 
faculty, and between the liberal arts faculty and the 
combined group of natural science and social science 
faculties.

The Council also indicated that it believed that 
faculty confidence in the judgement of undergraduate 
students had increased (Item 73) and, in the judgement 
of graduate students (Item 7^)* it had also increased.
The mean scores for the faculty were 2.282 and 2.298
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respectively. Agreeing or strongly agreeing that faculty 
confidence in student Judgement had increased, were 68.2 
percent with respect to undergraduate students and 66.7 
percent with respect to graduate students. The overall 
results for these items also indicated a favorable res­
ponse by the Academic Council with respect to the one-year 
experiment in student involvement.

The liberal arts affiliates had means of 2.4-12 with 
respect to both undergraduates and graduates, and con­
tinued to hold the least favorable attitudes. The corres­
ponding means for the natural science affiliates were 
2.230 for undergraduates and 2.278 for graduates, while 
the social science affiliates responded with means of 
2.192 for undergraduates and 2.200 for graduates.

An investigation of the distributions shows that 
53-0 percent of the liberal arts affiliates agreed or 
strongly agreed that faculty confidence in the Judgement 
of both undergraduate and graduate students had increased. 
The corresponding figures for the natural science affili­
ates were 72.3 percent and 69-5 percent, and for the social 
science affiliates, 78.9 percent and 78.0 percent with 
regard to undergraduates and graduates respectively.

The examination of the means and distributions of 
the differing faculty groups indicated that the liberal 
arts faculty disagreed with the statements that faculty 
confidence in student Judgement had increased as a result
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of Academic Council student participation. The natural 
science and social science faculty representatives agreed 
with these statements. The liberal arts faculty responded 
with means of 2.636 with respect to increased faculty 
confidence in both undergraduates and graduates. The 
corresponding means for the natural science faculty were 
2.190 and 2.238, and 2.188 and 2.200 for social science 
faculty.

Disagreeing with both items were 63.6 percent of the 
liberal arts faculty, while 75*1 percent of the social 
science faculty agreed or strongly agreed that their 
confidence in the judgement of undergraduates had increased, 
and 73.4 percent responded similarly with respect to 
confidence in graduate students. The natural science 
faculty fell in between with 70-^ percent agreeing or 
strongly agreeing with respect to undergraduate students 
and 66.6 percent for graduate students.

These differences appeared to contribute most to the 
statistical differences found between the liberal arts 
faculty and social science faculty representatives, and 
to a lesser degree, to the differences found between 
the liberal arts affiliates and the social science 
affiliates. The statistically significant differences 
between the social science affiliates and the combined 
group of liberal arts and natural science affiliates, 
and between the liberal arts faculty and the combined 
group of natural science and social science faculty are
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consistent with the mean differences on these two 
items.

The Academic Council is not convinced that the 
student members of the Council are effective in communi­
cating their Council experience to their constituents 
(Item 45)* The Council had a mean score of 2.720 and 
66.7 percent of the respondents disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the item.

The liberal arts affiliates had a mean of 2.875 
on this item with 81.5 percent expressing either disagree­
ment or strong disagreement. The social science affili­
ates were considerably more positive with regard to the 
effectiveness of student Academic Council members in 
communicating their experiences to their constituents. 
Their mean response was found to be 2.518 with 65-6 
percent of the respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing 
with the item. The natural science affiliates fell 
slightly above their liberal arts counterparts with a 
mean score of 2.879 and with 75-7 percent either dis­
agreeing or strongly disagreeing. This item appears to 
be an important contributor to the differences found 
between the social science affiliates and the combined 
group of liberal arts and natural science affiliates, 
and also to the difference between the social science 
and liberal arts affiliates.

The faculty group comparison showed that the social 
science faculty was evenly divided between agreement
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and disagreement and had a mean score of 2.500. Only 
slightly higher at 2*684 was the group mean of the natural 
science faculty, 65-2 percent of whom disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the statement that the student members 
are effective in communicating their Council experiences 
to their constituents. The liberal arts faculty had the 
highest mean of 2.900 with 80.0 percent either disagreeing 
or strongly disagreeing with the statement. These dif­
ferences are consistent with both differences found with 
the ANOVA and Scheffe* operation. However, this item 
appeared to contribute more substantially to the difference 
found between the liberal arts faculty and the social 
science faculty than to the difference between the liberal 
arts faculty and the combined group of social science 
and natural science faculty representatives.

The final item to be considered in the Community 
Cohesion scale stated that the student members of the 
1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council represented their con­
stituents less well than do the non-student Academic 
Council members (Item 43)# The Academic Council reacted 
negatively to this item, indicating attitudes favorable 
to student participation as shown by its mean score of 
2.8?2 and the fact that 76.9 percent of the respondents 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the item.

Among the affiliated groups, the social science 
affiliates had the highest mean score of 2.964, followed
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by the natural science affiliates with a mean of 2.889, 
and the liberal arts affiliates with a mean of 2.706. 
Disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with Item 43 were 
82.2 percent of the social science affiliates, 83.3 
percent of the natural science affiliates, and 58-8 
percent of the liberal arts affiliates. This item 
appeared to have had only a minor impact upon the dif­
ferences found between the affiliated groups on the 
Community Cohesion scale.

The differences between the faculty groups were 
more pronounced, ranging from 1.909 for the natural 
science faculty, to 2.453 for the liberal arts faculty, 
to 3-000 for the social science faculty. Agreeing or 
strongly agreeing that the student representatives 
represented their constituents less well than did the 
non-student Council members were 90.9 percent of the 
natural science faculty, 54.6 percent of the liberal 
arts faculty, but only 11.1 percent of the social science 
faculty. While this item appeared to have made a sub­
stantial contribution to the difference between the liberal 
arts and social science faculty, it does not appear to 
have contributed to the difference between the liberal 
arts faculty and the combined group of natural science 
and social faculty representatives.

Summary. The Community Cohesion scale attempted to 
assess the impact of Academic Council student participa­
tion on subjective factors such as cooperation,
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communication, satisfaction, trust and acceptance among 
the members of the 1972-73 Academic Council. The social 
science faculty representatives were found to have 
significantly more favorable attitudes in this regard 
than either the liberal arts faculty representatives or 
the combined group of liberal arts and natural science 
faculty representatives. These same differences were 
also found to exist among all those Academic Council 
members affiliated with the social sciences, the liberal 
arts, and the natural sciences.

The Academic Council was in general agreement that 
its administrative, faculty, and student representatives 
work together harmoniously and that all members feel 
free to express their views without intimidation. The 
Council agreed that while its current structure constitutes 
more than token student representation, its student mem­
bers are not satisfied with the special exclusions placed 
upon them by the !,Tayior Report". The Academic Council 
agreed that student participation has encouraged con­
structive student action and that the Council's decisions 
have been made more acceptable to the student body.
Academic Council student participation has increased 
faculty confidence in the Judgement of students and 
faculty and administrative representatives have become 
more aware of the needs and concerns of students. The 
Academic Council did not feel that student involvement 
at this level has had much impact outside the Council.
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They strongly agreed that the selection of student repre­
sentatives on the basis of their college affiliation 
should be continued.

Educational Value Scale 
The final scale on the instrument, the Educational 

Value scale, is made up of ten items designed to measure 
the attitudes of the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council with 
regard to Academic Council student participation as an 
educational opportunity for the students involved. These 
items are all of the four alternative Likert variety and 
include the following: Items 2, 7, 8, 9, 39, 4-2, 4-7, 65,
66, and 82.

Intergroup Comparisons
The first test for difference in population means 

on the Educational Value scale took place among adminis­
trators, faculty, and students on the 1972-73 M.S.U. 
Academic Council. The following table contains the group 
means, frequencies, and standard deviations for each of 
these three groups:

TABLE 56
Croup Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Educational Value Scale

Croup n Mean Standard Deviation
Administrators 20 2.27 .22Faculty 55 2.20 .33Students 20 2-51 .35
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Using this data, the one-way analysis of variance 

technique was applied in order to detect any statistically 
significant differences in population means on the ten 
items that constitute the Educational Value scale. The 
results of this application are presented in the following 
table:

TABLE 3?
ANOVA Comparison of Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Educational Value Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .7126 7-2138 .0013 YesWithin Groups 90 .0988

With an alpha level of .03, there is a significance 
difference found among the administrators, faculty, and 
students on the Educational Value scale. This difference 
was further tested using the Scheffe1 post hoc procedure 
in order to locate specifically the source of this 
difference. Using the sample means recorded in Table 55* 
the following null hypotheses were developed for testing. 
The hypotheses to be tested included the following:

1. There is no difference between the administrators and students with respect to the Educational Value scale.
( =• O  )

2. There is no difference between the faculty and the students with respect to the Educational Value scale.( ̂  r  - yC< j - O )
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3. There is no difference between the combined group of administrators and faculty, and the students with respect to the Educational Value scale.

C - o )<2-
Each of these null hypotheses were tested using the 

Scheffe* technique. The results of these statistical 
comparisons are presented in the following table:

TABLE 58
Scheffe* Post Hoc Analysis for Location of Population Mean Differences Among Administrators, Faculty, and Students on the Educational Value Scale
. ? 95% Confidence Inter- Signi­fy* V'x.* t-CjL. val Surrounding ficance

-.24-00 . 0994- -.4-874 <• < .0074 No
-.3100 .0825 -.5153 < < -.1047 Yes

C y U 3 -.2750 .0815 -.4778 < ^  <-.0722 Yes

These results, taken in conjunction with the sample 
mean scores yield significant statistical evidence that 
hypotheses 2 and 3 can be rejected with 95 percent con­
fidence, euid that the students are less favorable than 
either the faculty or the combined group of faculty and 
administrators. Viewed another way, both the faculty 
Council members, and the combined group of faculty and 
administrative Council members viewed Academic Council 
student involvement more positively than did the student 
members with regard to its value as an educational resource. 
This finding tends to indicate that the non-student 
Academic Council members, to a greater extent than the 
student members, viewed the students as learners.
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The next comparison for population mean differences 

on the Educational Value scale concerns the long-term 
faculty Council representatives and their short-term 
counterparts- The means, frequencies, and standard 
deviations for these two groups are presented in the 
following table:

TABLE 59
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Long-Term and Short-Term Faculty on the EducationalValue Scale

Group Frequency Mean Standard Deviation
Long-Term Faculty 17 2-16 .42Short-Term Faculty 36 2.22 .28

Using this data, the one-way analysis variance test 
for equality of populations was undertaken yielding the 
following results in tabular form;

TABLE 60
ANOVA Comparison of Long-Term Faculty and Short-Term Faculty on the Educational Value Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F_ than Significance
Between Groups 1 .1858 1.6763 -1981 NoWithin Groups 47 .1144

The results of this test indicate that with 95 
percent confidence, it cannot be inferred that a difference 
exists between long-term and short-term faculty.

The next comparison took place between the graduate 
and undergraduate student representatives to the 1972-75
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M.S.U. Academic Council. The initial comparison of sample 
means and standard deviations necessary for the computa­
tion of the analysis of variance test for equality of 
population means resulted in the following data:

TABLE 61
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Undergraduate and Graduate Students on the Educational Value Scale
Group Frequency Mean Standard Deviation
Undergraduate Students 14- 2.38 .37Graduate Students 6 2-35 -26

Using this information, the one-way analysis of 
variance for equality of population means was performed.
The following table summarizes this computation.

TABLE 62
ANOVA Comparison of Undergraduate and Graduate Students on the Educational Value Scale
Source of Mean P less
Variation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 1 .2273 .1787 .1787 Nov/ithin Groups 18 .1160

The results of this test for equality of population 
means provides statistically significant evidence that 
at the .05 level, there is no difference between the 
means of the undergraduate and graduate student members 
of the Academic Council.

The next comparison to be investigated concerned 
the administrators affiliated with the broad academic
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areas of liberal arts, natural science, and social science. 
Also included in this comparison are those administrators 
on the Academic Council who have titles that are not 
restricted to any broad academic areas, i.e., Vice 
President for Student Affairs, Director of Libraries, 
etc. The data taken from the respondents is presented 
in the following table:

TABLE 63
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the Educational Value Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Administrators 2 2.33 .21Natural Science Administrators 6 2.27 . 21Non-Affiliated Administrators 7 2.32 .20
Social Science Administrators 5 2.17 .29

This data was then incorporated into the calculations 
for the one-way analysis of variance test for equality of 
means. The results of this test are presented in the 
following table:

TABLE 64
ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Administrators, Natural Science Administrators, Non-Affiliated Administrators, and Social Science Administrators on the EducationalValue Scale
Source of Mean P lessVariation DF Square F_ than Signif icance
Between Groups 2 .0071 .1366 .8734 NoWithin Groups 16 .0322
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The results provide a statistically significant 

basis for the inferrence that at the .05 level, there is 
no difference among the administrators on the 1972—73 
Academic Council when classified according to broad 
academic areas, with respect to the educational value of 
student participation.

The faculty representatives to the 1972-73 Academic 
Council were similarly classified and compared. The 
means, frequencies, and standard deviations for each of 
the faculty groups affiliated with the liberal arts, the 
natural sciences, and the social sciences were calculated 
and are recorded in the following table:

TABLE 65
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the EducationalValue Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Faculty 11 2.33 -23Natural Science Faculty 23 2.23 .28Social Science Faculty 19 2.10 .4-1

The computation of the one-way analysis of variance 
test for equality of population means resulted in 
Table 66.

The results of this operation indicate that at the 
.05 level, there are no statistically significant differ­
ences among the three groups of faculty representatives to
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TABLE 66

ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Faculty, Natural Science Faculty, and Social Science Faculty on the EducationalValue Scale
Source of Mean F lessVariation DF Square F than Significance
Between Groups 2 .1858 1.7561 .1832 NoWithin Groups 50 .1058

the Academic Council with regard to the mean scores on 
the Educational Value scale.

The final comparison of mean scores on the Educational 
Value scale took place among the student members of the 
1972-73 K.S.U. Academic Council affiliated with the liberal 
arts, the natural sciences, and the social sciences. The 
means, frequencies, and the standard deviation for each 
group were calculated and recorded in the following table:

TABLE 67
Group Means, Frequencies, and Standard Deviations for Liberal Arts Students, Natural Science Students, and Social Science Students on the EducationalValue Scale

StandardGroup Frequency Mean Deviation
Liberal Arts Students 4- 2*65 -4-6Natural Science Students 9 2.4-3 .36Social Science Students 7 2.54- .29

The one-way analysis of variance test for equality 
of means was then conducted, yielding the following 
results:
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TABLE 68

ANOVA Comparison of Liberal Arts Students, Natural Science Students, and Social Science Students on the EducationalValue Scale

The student members of the 1972—73 M.S.U. Academic 
Council, grouped according to their academic affiliation, 
did not v a ry with one another in terms of their responses 
on the Educational Value scale.

Discussion of Individual Items
As in the previous scales, the individual items, 

and the responses of the Academic Council to these items, 
and the responses of the significantly different groups 
will be descriptively discussed. The items in the 
Educational Value scale fall into two general groups 
which will be discussed separately. The first deals 
with those aspects of the Academic Council environment 
which either contribute to or detract from its value as 
an educational resource. The items in this section include 
the following: Items 2, 8, 9, 39* and 82. An additional 
set of items deals with the educational aspects of the 
Academic Council student participation and the student 
members' responses to these opportunities during the 
1972-73 period. This section includes Items 7» ^2, 4-7»
65, and 66.

Source of Variation Mean DF Square F P less than Significance
Between Groups 2 .0678 -5289 -5987Within Groups 17 .1283 No
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The Academic Council as a whole agreed that the 

bureaucratic machinery has discouraged many of the 
student representatives (Item 2). They also agreed 
that the student representatives were deeply concerned 
and sincerely interested in participating in academic 
governance (Item 39)* and that student participation 
develops student maturity and responsibility through 
out-of-class contact with faculty and administrators 
(Item 9)-

The members of the Academic Council were indecisive 
with respect to the statements that Academic Council 
student participation is best considered in terms of its 
educational value for the student members (Item 8), 
and that the long separation in time between decisions 
and consequences of decisions, works against educational 
benefits for students (Item 82).

Item 2 related to the question of the bureaucratic 
nature of the Academic Council and student disillusionment 
and discouragement. The Academic Council had a mean 
score of 2.182 on this item indicating that many students 
have been discouraged. Seventy-five percent of the 
responding Council members either agreed or strongly 
agreed with this fact.

Expressing one side of the majority attitude, a 
faculty member commented that the highly structured 
procedures in the Academic Council precluded the active
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give-and-take necessary for a truly educational 
experience.

Among the student, faculty, and administrative 
representatives, the only groups with statistically 
significant mean score differences, the administrators 
had the lowest mean of 1.835 followed hy the students 
and the faculty. These means were found to be 2.100 for 
the student representatives and 2.340 for the faculty. 
The mode for these three groups was the same, with each 
group having at least 60.0 percent of its respondents 
choosing the "2" or "agree" response alternative. In 
this case, the lower scores indicate more negative 
attitudes with respect to Academic Council student par­
ticipation as an educational opportunity. The mean 
differences of Item 2 were not consistent with the ANOVA 
and Scheffe' results, and therefore do not contribute to 
the statistical significance.

The response of Lhe Council Lo I Lein o, oLaLing 
that Academic Council student participation is best 
considered in terms of its educational value for the 
student members, was fairly evenly divided between 
agreement and disagreement. The mean score was found 
to be 2.435 with 55-4 percent expressing agreement or 
strong agreement.

One of the administrators who was interviewed 
commented that, "Certainly student participation is 
educational, for the faculty and administrators, as
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well as for the students, but providing educational 
experiences is not the function of the Academic Council," 

The student members of the Academic Council had a 
mean score of 2,600, slightly higher and indicating less 
agreement than the 2.423 mean of the faculty and the 2,300 
of the administrators. Agreeing or strongly agreeing 
with the item were only 45.0 percent of the student 
members of the Academic Council as compared to 55*8 
percent of the faculty and 60,0 percent of the adminis­
trators. This item is consistent with the differences 
between the three groups as determined by the Scheffe' 
operation and appears to contribute to those differences.

Most of the responding members of the Academic Council 
(82.4 percent) agreed or strongly agreed with Item 9 
stating that Academic Council student participation 
develops student maturity and responsibility through out- 
of-class contact with faculty and administrators. A 
student interviewee reflected that, "The most rewarding 
aspect of the academic governance experience has been 
meeting new people and establishing relationships with 
those whom I admire. I feel that the faculty are suppor­
tive and encouraging."

The mean score on Item 9 for the Academic Council 
was found to be 2.077. Among the students, faculty, and 
administrators, there was little difference in group means. 
The administrators recorded the lowest group mean with a 
score of 1.950 and 95.0 percent agreeing or strongly
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agreeing with Item 9- The student members of the Academic 
Council were slightly less agreeable with a mean of 2*050 
and with 90-0 percent either agreeing or strongly agreeing. 
The faculty members were least agreeable with a mean of 
2.157* but 7A.5 percent still agreed or strongly agreed 
that Academic Council student participation develops 
student maturity and responsibility. This item was not 
consistent with the Scheffe* results.

With respect to Item 59 stating that the student 
members of the Academic Council are deeply concerned and 
sincerely interested in participating in academic govern­
ance, 80.9 percent agreed or strongly agreed. The Council's 
mean score was found to be 2.257* indicating substantial 
agreement and a favorable attitude toward student parti­
cipation at the M.S.U. Academic Council level.

An administrator stated that, "Most of the students 
have come to understand and accept the sometimes tedious 
procedures of the Council. Some, however, have become 
disenchanted, in approximately the same proportion as 
the faculty. Many are sincerely interested in governance, 
but some students, like some faculty, love to hear them­
selves talk."

The differences among the students, faculty, and 
administrators were not large, but consistent with the 
ANOVA and Scheffe* results. The students, surprisingly 
enough, responded most negatively to the statement that
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student representatives to the Academic Council are 
deeply concerned and sincerely interested in participa­
ting in academic governance- Their mean on this item was 
found to be 2.4-21 with 63.2 percent agreeing or strongly 
agreeing. The administrative representatives to the 
Academic Council were more favorable with a mean of 2.211. 
Agreeing or strongly agreeing with Item 39 were 78-9 
percent of the administrative representatives. The most 
favorable response was made by the faculty. Their mean 
score was found to be 2.039 and. 88.2 percent of this group 
either agreed or strongly agreed. This item appears to 
contribute to the statistically significant differences 
found among the students, faculty, and administrators of 
the 1972-73 Academic Council.

The final item in this section asked the members of 
the Academic Council to respond to the statement that the 
long separation in time between decisions and the con­
sequences of decisions, works against educational benefits 
for students (Item 82). The M.S.U. Academic Council was 
fairly divided on this statement. The mean score of the 
Council was found to be 2.4-72 with 33*9 percent expressing 
agreement or strong agreement and 46.1 percent expressing 
disagreement or strong disagreement.

The response of the student, faculty, and adminis­
trative component groups was found to be consistent with 
the statistically significant differences on the
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Educational Value scale* The students were most agreeable 
with this item with 73*7 percent agreeing or strongly 
agreeing and a mean score of 2.053- The administrative 
representatives of the Academic Council had a mean of 
2*579 with 52.6 percent agreeing or strongly agreeing, 
while the faculty representatives had a mean of 2*588 
with 47*1 percent agreeing or strongly agreeing.

The second set of five items in the Educational 
Value scale dealt with the actual response of the student 
representatives to the Academic Council to these educational 
opportunities. The responding members of the Academic 
Council tended to agree that student representatives have 
developed maturity through being involved in the making 
of important decisions (Item 65)* and that they have 
acted more responsibly in recent meetings than in initial 
meetings (Item 4-7). The Council also felt that the exper­
iences of the student representatives have stimulated 
appreciation of the complexities of academic governance 
(Item 7)i and that students have become more knowledgeable 
about the concerns of faculty and administrators (Item 4-2). 
The Council was fairly evenly divided, however, with 
respect to Item 66 stating that students are viewed 
primarily as learners by their non-student colleagues.

Looking at each of the items in this section individ­
ually, with respect to the Council as a whole and to the 
differing groups of administrative, faculty, and student
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representatives , -the following observations were made.
With respect to Item 7* the Academic Council had a mean 
score of 1.802 with 85-8 percent of the respondents 
agreeing or strongly agreeing that the Academic Council 
has stimulated student appreciation for the complexities 
of the governance process. The mean scores of the 
differing groups were extremely similar. The adminis­
trators and the students had identical means of 1.800, 
while the faculty's group mean was only four hundredths 
higher. Looking at the distributions of these groups,
95-0 percent of the administrators, 84.4 percent of the 
faculty, and 80.0 percent of the students expressed 
either agreement or strong agreement with the statement. 
While this item does not contribute to the statistically 
significant differences found among the three groups, it 
does indicate a favorable attitude toward the M.S.U. 
experiment in student participation at the Academic Council
1  m i - f l  " Iw  W K* «L *

The response to Item 42, stating that the student 
members have become more knowledgeable about the concerns 
of faculty and administrators, also indicates a favorable 
attitude. The mean score of the administrators was found 
to be 2.053- Responding with a "2" or “agree" response 
were 94.7 percent of the responding administrators. The 
faculty were slightly more agreeable with this statement 
as indicated by their mean score of 1.904 and the observa­
tion that 9^-2 percent either agreed or strongly agreed
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with Item 4-2. The most positive response was made by 
the students- Their mean was 1-789 with 94--7 percent 
either agreeing or strongly agreeing- Again, this item 
does not appear to contribute to the statistical dif­
ference among the groups.

Item 4-7 asserted that students have acted more res­
ponsibly in recent meetings than in the initial meetings. 
Taken as a whole, the Academic Council leaned toward the 
agreement side of the scale with respect to this item as 
indicated by the mean of 2-367 and 63-5 percent of the 
respondents indicating agreement or strong agreement- 
There appeared to be substantial difference among the 
administrative, faculty, and student representatives on 
this issue- The student mean was found to be 2.889* 
considerably less agreeable than the faculty mean of 2.178, 
and the administrative mean of 2-315- This mean difference 
is accentuated by the observation that, while 68.8 percent 
of the administrators and 75-5 percent of the faculty 
agreed or strongly agreed with Item 4-7, only 35-5 percent 
of the students responded similarly- These differences 
appear to contribute substantially to the statistically 
significant differences found among these three groups.

With respect to Item 65, stating that most student 
members of the Academic Council have developed maturity 
by being involved in the making of important decisions, 
the Academic Council tended to respond favorably. The 
mean score was found to be 2.262 and the percentage of
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respondents expressing agreement or strong agreement was 
69-1- The student members of the Academic Council had 
the least favorable attitude on this item. They had a 
2.316 group mean and percentage of either agree or strongly 
agree responses of 63-1- In comparison, the faculty 
respondents had a slightly more favorable group mean of 
2.298, and the administrative respondents were the most 
favorable with a mean of 2.111. The percentages of 
faculty and administrators agreeing or strongly agreeing 
with Item 65 were found to be 68.1 and 77-8 respectively.

The final item of the Educational Value scale (Item 
66) stated that the student members of the 1972-73 M.S.U. 
Academic Council are viewed primarily as learners by the 
Academic Council. By a slim margin, the majority of the 
Council agreed with this item. The Council's mean score 
was found to be 2.4-00 and 53*3 percent of the respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed that students are viewed primar­
ily as learners.

Among the students, faculty, and administrators, the 
students were found to have the lowest of the three group 
means, although the differences were small. The student 
group mean was found to be 2.263 as compared to 2.316 
for the administrators and 2.4-89 for the faculty. Agreeing 
or strongly agreeing with the item were 57-9 percent of 
the students and 63-2 percent of the administrators. In 
comparison, 51-0 percent of the faculty responded in this 
manner.
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Nummary. The Educational Value scale was designed 

to assess the attitudes of the Academic Council with 
respect to new student educational opportunities resulting 
from Academic Council student participation. The faculty 
representatives and the combined group of faculty and 
administrative representatives viewed student involvement 
at this level as a significantly greater source of student 
educational opportunity than did the student representa­
tives.

Strong majorities of the Council agreed that student 
involvement at this level has contributed to greater 
student maturity and responsibility and that the student 
members have developed in this regard during the course 
of their involvement. The Council viewed Academic Council 
student involvement as stimulating student appreciation 
for the complexities of academic governance and for the 
concerns of faculty and administrators. A strong majority 
of the Academic Council viewed the student representatives 
as deeply concerned and sincerely interested in partici­
pating in academic governance.

Discussion of the General Items
The final group of items to be considered is not 

directly related to any of the four scales. These items 
either contain elements of more than one of the four 
scales, or were designed to elicit attitudes concerning 
Academic Council student participation with regard to
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specific aspects of the M.S.U. plan which do not readily 
fall into any of the four scales. Because of the nature 
of these items, they were not tested for differences among 
component groups. Instead, they were handled descrip­
tively, concentrating on illuminating the views of the 
entire Academic Council.

The first set of two items in the final section dealt 
with general aspects of the broad question of student 
participation at Michigan State University and in American 
higher education generally.

The members of the M.S.U. Academic Council tended to 
lean toward disagreement with regard to the statement 
that the students of today are much more capable of con­
tributing to the academic decision-making process than 
those of earlier generations (Item 1). The Council*s 
mean response was a somewhat neutral 2.618 with 57-3 per­
cent of the respondents either disagreeing or strongly 
disagreeing. The Council was also relatively indecisive 
concerning Item 83, stating that the ideal form of academic 
governance is one in which there is a maximum degree of 
student participation limited only by the legitimate 
demands of the faculty. The Council's mean score on 
this item was 2.580 with 59-1 percent disagreeing or 
strongly disagreeing.

Reflecting upon one year of Academic Council student 
involvement, the members of the Academic Council tended
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to agree, but by a small margin, that the addition of 
students has had little impact on the decisions reached 
by the Council (Item 26), and that this participation has 
had little impact on the priorities of the institution 
(Item 21). The mean scores for Items 26 and 21 were 
2.451 and 2.167 respectively. The Council tended to 
disagree slightly with Item 24, that Academic Council 
student participation had made the Council more receptive 
to innovation. The mean score was found to be 2.589 
with 54.4 percent disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with 
the statement•

In the interviews, the problem of size appeared 
again to be perceived as a source of difficulty. One 
Academic Council member stated that any governmental body 
of 154 people must establish such strict procedures that 
effective discussion is deterred. Another Council member 
expressed cynicism of the value of the Academic Council 
by suggesting that if it disappeared, few would notice 
and a lot of time would be saved.

In terms of impact on the Academic Council, all of 
the interviewed representatives agreed that student 
participation has made a difference, but this difference 
has been subtle and indirect. Among the comments con­
cerning the student representatives' impact on the Academic 
Council were the following: "There has been a sensi­
tization of the Council to student concerns."
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"The students have gained the perception that they 

are part of the system."
"The main thrust of the impact of Academic Council 

student participation has been to sensitize administrators 
and faculty to student viewpoints. In this regard, the 
influence of the minority and women students have sub­
stantially exceeded the number of seats alloted to them."

"Student positions, at least have been considered, 
where they might not have been previously."

With respect to the proportion of students to faculty 
and administrators on the Academic Council, a strong 
majority of 72.1 percent of the respondents agreed that 
the present ratio should be maintained (Item 18), and 
87-4- percent affirmed that the percentage of students 
should not be increased (Item 27)- When asked to describe 
the position of the students, faculty, and administrators 
to an increase in the ratio of students to non-students 
on the Academic Council, more than 70-0 percent of the 
Council members felt strongly that such an increase would 
be opposed by the faculty (Item 62), opposed by the 
administrators (Item 63), but would be welcomed by the 
student body (Item 60). This series of items indicates 
that the Council perceives the students' view on this 
issue from a much different perspective than do the faculty 
and administrative representatives. The Council was in­
decisive with respect to Item 37* stating that the student
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representatives would benefit greatly from some form of 
instruction in the history and philosophy of American 
higher education.

The next group of items dealt with comparisons of 
the various component groups of the M.S.U. Academic 
Council. The majority of the responding members of the 
Council agreed that the graduate student representatives 
are more sophisticated than the undergraduate represen­
tatives (mean of Item 56 = 2.573), but less so than either 
the faculty representatives (mean on Item 57 = 2.369), 
or the administrative representatives (mean on Item 58 = 
2.190). The majority of the Academic Council respondents 
also believe that the faculty members attend meetings 
more regularly than do the student members (mean on 
Item 77 = 2.4-62), and that the administrators do likewise 
(mean on Item 78 = 2.317).

With regard to the at-large selection of minority 
and women student representatives to the Academic Council, 
the responding Council members recorded a mean of 2.293 
on Item 4, indicating approval of the selection of student 
representatives on the basis of college affiliation rather 
than from the campus at large. The Council reaffirmed 
this opinion by their responses to Items 80 and 81. The 
Council's mean scores of 2-707 and 2.889 indicate dis­
agreement with statements that the minority and women 
student Council members selected from the campus at—large,



252
represent their constituents better than do those students 
selected through their academic colleges (Items 80 and 81). 
An administrator on the Academic Council commented that 
the Tact that the minority and women student representa­
tives have had little impact on the Council should be 
taken in a complementary way— that race or sex has not 
been a decisive issue.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
The 1972—73 academic year was particularly signifi­

cant at Michigan State University in that it began a new 
era in the academic governance of that institution. For 
the first time, students were represented by voting 
graduates and undergraduates at the highest University 
decision-making body— the Academic Council.

The purpose of this investigation was to survey the 
members of the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council in order 
to attempt to ascertain the attitudes of the Council 
members with regard to one year of formal student involve­
ment at this level.

The primary source of data was a questionnaire com­
posed of 99 forced choice Likert-type items. The instru­
ment was designed to gather attitudinal information on 
four broad topics and on some specific aspects of the 
M.S.U. plan. These four topics included the following: 
Academic Freedom; Administrative Efficiency; Community 
Cohesion; and Educational Value. In addition to the

253
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questionnaire data, 12 interviews were held with Academic 
Council members who did not respond to the instrument. 
These interviews produced information supplementary to 
the questionnaire and also provided a means for testing 
the representativeness of the respondents to the Academic 
Council as a whole.

The data from the questionnaires was then used to 
test for differences among the component groups of the 
1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council. On each of the four 
scales, the members of the Academic Council were classi­
fied and compared in the following ways:

1. Administrators vs. faculty vs. students.
2. Undergraduate students vs. graduate students.
5. Long-term faculty (more than two consecutive years of Academic Council membership) vs. short-term faculty.
4. Liberal arts affiliates (all administrators,faculty, and students affiliated with the liberal arts disciplines) vs. natural science affiliates, vs. non—affiliates, vs. social science affiliates.
5- Liberal arts administrators vs. natural scienceadministrators, vs. non-affiliated administrators, vs. social science administrators.
6. Liberal arts faculty vs. natural science faculty, vs. social science faculty.
7. Liberal arts students vs. natural science students, vs. social science students.
The selected statistical, techniques used for testing 

for equality of population means were the one-way analysis 
of variance followed by the Scheffe * post hoc procedure 
whenever appropriate. Xn addition, the group means and
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distribution of responses of the entire Academic Council 
and the differing component groups were descriptively 
discussed.

Academic Freedom
A total of 25 items dealt with the impact of Academic 

Council student participation on the climate of academic 
freedom at Michigan State University* Academic freedom 
is here defined as the absence of, or protection from, 
such restraints or pressures that create, in the minds 
of the members of the academic community, fears and 
anxieties which may inhibit free and responsible study, 
investigation, discussion, or publishing. Stated more 
positively, academic freedom refers to a climate suppor­
tive of free and responsible academic pursuits. (164-)

The analysis of variance and Scheffe' operations 
produced the following significant differences on the 
Academic Freedom scale:

1. The student representatives to the 1972-73 M.S.U. 
Academic Council have significantly more positive attitudes 
toward the relationship between Academic Council student 
participation and academic freedom than do the faculty 
representatives, the administrative representatives, and 
the combined group of faculty and administrative Council 
r epr e s ent at i v e a •
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2. The graduate student members of the 1972-73 

M.S.U. Academic Council have significantly more positive 
attitudes toward the relationship between Academic Council 
student participation and academic freedom than do the 
undergraduate student Academic Council members.

3- The social science faculty representatives to 
the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council have significantly 
more positive attitudes toward the relationship between 
Academic Council student participation and academic 
freedom than do the liberal arts faculty representatives, 
and the combined group of liberal arts and natural 
science faculty representatives.

The Academic Freedom scale proved to be the greatest 
source of differences among the various component groups 
of the Academic Council. This scale is comprised of nine 
general statements followed by eight statements, each of 
a specific decision-making area. With respect to these 
specific areas, the respondents were asked to express 
their attitudes concerning the appropriate student role 
in each of these areas, first for undergraduates and, 
secondly for graduates.

The Academic Council felt that its student members 
have important insights to make concerning faculty 
evaluation, that they understand the academic values of 
the University, and that they are more interested in 
improving programs than in determining what is to be
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taught. With respect to the question of whether or not 
Academic Council student participation has resulted in 
more accurate appraisals of educational practices, the 
Council was evenly divided.

On each of these items, the social science faculty 
representatives held more positive attitudes than did 
their liberal arts and natural science counterparts.
The graduate students were more positive than the under­
graduates with respect to the ability of students to 
contribute to the evaluation of faculty teaching competence. 
The student representatives tend to respond more favorably 
than the faculty on this same item and more favorably 
than both the administrative and faculty representatives 
with regard to their perception that more accurate 
appraisals of educational practices have taken place as 
a result of Academic Council student participation.

The Academic Council as a whole disagreed with 
statements such as, Academic Council student participation 
has lowered the faculty*s prestige and has threatened 
the academic freedom of the faculty. They further dis­
agreed with those items suggesting that students have not 
exercised their voting privileges responsibly. The student 
representatives, generally perceived fewer negative con­
sequences of Academic Council student participation than 
did either the faculty or the administrators. The respon­
ses of the social science faculty representatives to items
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of this type were, for the most part, more favorable than 
the responses of the liberal arts and natural science 
faculties.

With respect to the appropriate decision-making role 
of students in specific areas, the Academic Council con­
sistently approved of both graduate and undergraduate 
voting student representation when matters dealing with 
curriculum and general University policy are being made. 
Examples of this type of decision-making include evaluation 
of faculty teaching effectiveness, reconsideration of 
institutional priorities, assigning credit hours to 
courses, and making curriculum and course content decisions. 
Each of these items showed inter-group differences consis­
tent with the ANOVA and Scheffe* results. In each case, 
the student representatives advocated wider student invol­
vement than did the faculty and administrative represen­
tatives. The graduate students and the social science 
faculty representatives also consistently advocated a 
broader student role in these areas than did undergraduate 
students and liberal arts and natural science faculty repre­
sentatives respectively.

The Academic Council did not feel that either voting 
graduate or voting undergraduate student representation 
was appropriate in a number of areas specifically relating 
to faculty concern. These areas included establishing 
and revising faculty hiring and promotion guidelines,



259
establishing and revising guidelines for approval of 
faculty research, and determining faculty salaries. In 
each case, the student representatives, and particularly 
the graduate student representatives, advocated a much 
wider student role than did the faculty or administrative 
representatives. In each case, the student representa­
tives approved of voting student involvement while the 
faculty and administratives did not. The social science 
faculty representatives generally were more positive than 
their liberal arts and natural science counterparts with 
respect to student involvement in areas of primarily 
faculty concern, but they too tended to reject voting 
student representation in these areas.

Administrative Efficiency
The fundamental issue raised in the 22 items com­

prising the Administrative Efficiency scale was whether 
or not Academic Council student participation has made a 
difference in the efficiency of the decision-making pro­
cess at Michigan State University Academic Council. And 
if so, has this difference added to or detracted from the 
Academic Council governance process.

The analysis of variance and Scheffe* procedures for 
determining and locating differences among population 
means produced statistically significant evidence con­
cerning the following difference:
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The social science faculty representatives to the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council have significantly more positive attitudes toward the relationship between Academic Council student participation and administrative efficiency than do the liberal arts faculty representatives.
The members of the Academic Council felt that the 

incorporation of voting student representatives has 
brought new insights and information before the Council 
which might not otherwise have been considered, but at 
the same time, they disagreed with the statement that 
further increases in Council student participation would 
bring additional insights. The Council further did not 
feel that productive insights have been contributed by 
the minority and women student representatives at-large.
On each of these items, the social science faculty repre­
sentatives held more positive attitudes than the liberal 
arts faculty representatives.

With respect to the present structure of the Academic 
Council, the members felt that the student representatives 
would be better prepared to contribute to Academic Council 
decision-making if they were required to serve on a lower 
level decision-making body prior to holding membership 
on the Council. The Council soundly rejected suggestions 
that students be granted either academic credit or a 
salary for Council service.

The Council expressed agreement that the quality of 
the 1972-73 student representatives has been high. The 
students were perceived as having fulfilled the
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responsibilities or Council membership, and as casting 
their votes on the basis of carefully considered evidence. 
While the Council felt that the inexperience of students 
has made governance more time consuming, they disagreed 
with the statement that the great complexity of academic 
governance precludes meaningful contributions by student 
representatives. In general, the social science faculty 
representatives responded more positively to items of 
this type than did the liberal arts faculty representatives.

With respect to the performance of the student 
representatives during 1972-73i the Academic Council felt 
that many of the student concerns might be handled more 
effectively at the lower levels of university governance, 
and that the short-range interests and concerns of students 
pose difficulties when the long-range interests of the 
institution are at stake. The Council responded with 
strong disagreement to a statement that students are 
easily intimidated. But, they were evenly divided on 
statements suggesting that the student members have been 
indifferent on many important issues, that the student 
members conscientiously prepare for Council meetings, 
and that student members tend to be open and flexible.
The Council also expressed doubt with respect to statements 
that student participation has facilitated implementation 
of policies and regulations and that further increases in 
student representation would improve the quality of
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decisions rendered. The social science faculty repre­
sentatives continued to be more favorable toward Academic 
Council student participation than the liberal arts 
faculty representatives.

Community Cohesion
The 19 items of the Community Cohesion scale related 

primarily to subjective factors such as cooperation, 
communication, satisfaction, trust, and acceptance among 
the members of the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council. The 
major thrust of these items was to assess these subjective 
factors in relation to the students, faculty, and adminis­
trators who held membership on the Academic Council of 
Michigan State University during the 1972-73 academic 
year.

A summary of the differences detected on the analysis 
of variance and Scheffe' procedures is as follows:

1. The members of the 1972—73 Academic Council affiliated with the social sciences (students, faculty, and administrative personnel) had sig­nificantly more positive attitudes toward the relationship of Academic Council student partici­pation and community cohesion than did the liberal arts affiliates, and the combined group of liberal arts and natural science affiliates.
2. The social science faculty representatives to the 1972—73 M.S.U. Academic Council had signifi­cantly more positive attitudes toward the rela­tionship of Academic Council student participa­tion and community cohesion than did the liberal arts faculty representatives and the combined group of liberal arts and natural science faculty representatives.
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The majority of the members of the Academic Council 

felt that the administrators, faculty, and students who 
are members of the Council work together harmoniously 
and cooperatively and that the student members feel free 
to express their views and do so without difficulty or 
intimidation. The responding Council members felt that 
the current plan for Academic Council student participa­
tion constitutes more than token representation, but 
that the student members are not satisfied with their 
present role in Council decision-making.

The Academic Council further expressed their feelings 
that student participation at this level has encouraged 
constructive student action, has made the Council's 
decisions more acceptable to the student body, and that 
faculty confidence in the Judgement of both undergraduate 
and graduate students has increased. The Council strongly 
felt that faculty and administrators have become more 
aware of the needs and concerns of the student population, 
and they agreed that many of the differences between 
students and non-students have been reconciled outside 
of Council meetings.

The responses of the Council were evenly divided 
with respect to the question of whether or not greater 
trust has developed among administrators, students, and 
faculty as a result of Academic Council student participa­
tion. The Council members did not feel that student
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involvement; at this level has promoted communication among 
non-member students, faculty, and administrators, nor 
did they feel that it has reduced the potential for campus 
violence. They did not feel that the student represen­
tatives are effective in communicating their Council 
experiences to their constituents, but they also dis­
agreed with the statement that the student members repre­
sent their constituents less well than do the non—student 
Council members. The Academic Council members strongly 
agreed that the selection of student representatives on 
the basis of their college affiliation rather than by 
at-large elections, provides for greater academic repre­
sentation and should be continued.

The responses of the differing Academic Council 
component groups were generally consistent with the ANOVA 
and Scheffe' results. The responses of the social science 
facility representatives indicated attitudes that were 
more positive than either the liberal arts faculty 
representatives or the combined group of liberal arts 
and natural science faculty representatives. The differing 
affiliated groups responded similarly.

Educational Value
The ten items comprising the Educational Value scale 

were designed to measure the attitudes of the Academic 
Council with regard to the new educational opportunities 
made available to the student members of the Academic
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Council. Only one statistically significant difference
was detected on this scale.

The faculty representatives and the combined group of faculty and administrative representatives to the 1972-75 Academic Council had significantly more positive attitudes toward the Academic Council as a source of educational experiences for students than did the student representatives.
The Academic Council was indecisive with regard to 

a statement that Academic Council student participation 
is best considered in terms of its educational benefits 
for its student members. Strong majorities agreed, 
however, that student participation develops student 
maturity and responsibility through out-of-class contact 
with faculty and administrators and, that it has stimulated 
student appreciation for the complexities of academic 
governance. The Council also agreed that the student 
representatives have become more mature by being involved 
in the making of important decisions, that they have 
acted more responsibly in recent meetings than in the 
initial meetings, and that they have become more knowledge­
able about the concerns of faculty and administrators. A 
strong majority of the members of the Academic Council 
viewed the student representatives as deeply concerned 
and sincerely interested in participating in academic 
governance. A smaller majority agreed that the student 
representatives are viewed primarily as learners by their 
non-student colleagues.
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A strong majority of the Academic Council members 

agreed that the Council's bureaucratic machinery has 
discouraged many students on the Academic Council. The 
Council also agreed, but by a smaller majority, that the 
long separation in time between decisions and consequences 
of decisions, works against educational benefits for 
students. Each of these differences on the individual 
items were consistent with the ANOVA and Scheffe* results.

General Items
Among these items were a number of statements relating 

to student participation at the Academic Council level 
from very broad points of view. Because elements of 
more than one of the four scales are contained in most 
of these questions, no testing for population mean 
differences was undertaken.

The members of the Academic Council tended to dis­
agree slightly with the suggestion that the students of 
today are much more capable of contributing to the academic 
decision-making process than those of earlier generations. 
They were fairly evenly divided between agreement and 
disagreement with respect to statements that Academic 
Council student participation has had little impact on 
the decisions reached by the Council, and that Academic 
Council student participation has made the Council more 
receptive to innovation. The Council expressed agreement 
with the thought that Academic Council student
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participation has had little impact on the priorities of 
the institution.

Concerning the proportion of students to non-students 
on the Council, the response indicated a favorable atti­
tude to the present structure, adding that further 
increases in student representation would be applauded 
by the students, but disapproved by the faculty and 
administrators. The Council also indicated, by a slight 
majority, that student representatives would benefit 
greatly from some form of instruction in the history and 
philosophy of U.S. higher education.

The Academic Council members tended to perceive the 
graduate student members of the Council as more sophis­
ticated than their undergraduate counterparts. The Council 
also agreed that many faculty members tend to vote with 
the students and against their faculty colleagues. The 
members of the Academic Council disagreed with statements 
that the at-iarge student representatives represent their 
constituents better than do those student members selected 
through their academic colleges.

Conclusions

Academic Freedom
As might be expected, the responses of the student 

members of the Academic Council tended to advocate a 
much broader role in academic governance than did either
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the faculty or administrative representatives. In cer­
tain areas, however, which have traditionally been under 
the authority of the faculty, the students tended to 
agree, but less emphatically, with their administrative 
and faculty colleagues, that voting student involvement 
is inappropriate. Examples of these areas include matters 
dealing with faculty salaries, promotion, and approval of 
research tasks.

The social science faculty representatives were found 
to be significantly less pessimistic than either the lib­
eral arts faculty representatives or the combined group 
of liberal arts and natural science faculty representatives 
with respect to the consequences of Academic Council 
student participation on academic freedom. Since no 
statistically significant difference was detected between 
the social science faculty representatives and the natural 
science faculty, it can be assumed that most of the dif­
ference between the social science faculty representatives 
and the combined group of liberal arts and natural science 
faculty representatives was contributed by the liberal 
arts faculty representatives.

The difference between the undergraduate and graduate 
student representatives proved somewhat surprising. The 
graduate student representatives consistently advocated 
greater authority for the student members than did the 
undergraduate representatives. However, the relatively
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small percentage of responses, particularly from the 
graduate student representatives, may cast doubt as to 
the validity of these findings. In any event, the dif­
ferences detected among the students, faculty, and adminis­
trative members of the Council appear to be amplified by 
the extremely positive responses of the graduate student 
respondents.

One of the conclusions that can be drawn from the 
individual items is that the quality of participation of 
the student representatives to the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic 
Council has been generally perceived as quite high. The 
members of the Council feel that the student representa­
tives are capable of making important contributions to 
the decision-making process at the Academic Council level, 
although occasionally they do not always do so.

There was little difference among the student, 
faculty, and administrative members of the 1972-73 Acade­
mic Council with respect to perceptions regarding the 
student members' understanding of academic values and 
with student interest in improving programs rather than 
determining what is to be taught.

The Academic Council perceives its student members 
as not acting in ways detrimental to the concept of 
academic freedom. The Council has not felt that student 
participation, within the established parameters, has 
threatened the climate of academic freedom at Michigan
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State University* While these findings can be inter­
preted as a vote of confidence in the sophistication and 
responsibility of the student representatives, it could 
also be viewed, in part, as an indication of the diversity 
of attitudes among the student members* As indicated in 
the interviews, many of the student representatives seem 
to belong to interest groups that occasionally vote as a 
unit on issues. These student interest groups or factions 
oppose one another at times, thereby accounting for the 
Council's perception that the student representatives do 
not generally vote together in a block*

The items dealing with specific decision-making 
areas, and the appropriate student role in these areas, 
appear to be the major source of the statistically signi­
ficant differences found among the component groups of 
the Academic Council. There was little difference in 
Council attitudes with respect to graduate and under­
graduate participation in each of the selected decision­
making activities. In most cases, the Council's mean 
score for graduate students was slightly lower than that 
of the undergraduates, indicating a slightly more positive 
attitude toward increased decision-making authority for 
graduates than for undergraduates* For both undergradu­
ates and graduates, the attitudes of the Academic Council 
with regard to the proper student role in academic
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governance appears to conform closely to the parameters 
set by the "Taylor Report."

Administrative Efficiency
The only statistically significant difference detected 

among the various Academic Council component groups on 
the Administrative Efficiency scale took place between 
the liberal arts and social science facility representa­
tives* The social science faculty group responded signi­
ficantly more positively with respect to the relationship 
between Academic Council student participation and adminis­
trative efficiency. The largest differences between these 
groups occurred on statements such as the following: 
the complexity of academic governance precludes meaningful 
student contributions; the student representatives gener­
ally decide their stand on a given issue on the basis of 
the evidence rather than on the opinions of influential 
non-students; and students conscientiously prepare for 
Academic Council business. In each case, the social 
science faculty responded much more favorably toward 
Academic Council student participation than did the 
liberal arts faculty.

Perhaps equally significant as the differences with 
respect to the Administrative Efficiency scale were the 
lack of differences. There were no significant differences 
detected among the administrators, faculty, and students 
who hold membership on the 1972—73 Academic Council, nor
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among the long-term and short-term faculty representa­
tives, There were also no significant differences detected 
among the administrators, affiliates, and students, classi­
fied according to their broad academic areas.

The Academic Council agreed that student participa­
tion has made academic governance a more time-consuming 
affair. However, there was also an indication that the 
increase in time of decision-making may well be more of 
a function of size than of student participation.

As in the previous section, the majority of the 
Academic Council was found to be in general agreement 
that its student members are capable of making important 
contributions. Most of the administrators, faculty, as 
well as students, who are members of the 1972-73 M.S.U. 
Academic Council, view student representatives as con­
tributing to the efficiency of governance by supplying 
new insights and information. However, the Council con­
tinued to reaffirm its present proportion of students 
to non-students by responding that an increase in student 
involvement would not contribute additional valuable input. 
The Academic Council did not feel that the women and 
minority student representatives have had a major impact 
on academic governance. Several of those Council members 
interviewed commented that the at—large student represen­
tatives have had a subtle impact and that their very 
presence often reminds the Council of its obligation to
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serve in the best interest of the entire academic community. 
In addition, the provision of an additional channel for 
communication and input was considered extremely important 
by many of those interviewed*

The Academic Council does not believe that the com­
plexity of governance precludes meaningful student con­
tributions, but at the same time, they tended to agree 
that the student representatives are not immediately 
prepared to make major contributions. Most of the Council 
indicated that some prior departmental or college level 
governance experience should be a prerequisite for student 
Academic Council participation. Other expressed attitudes 
included greater staff support and resources for the stu­
dent members and an expanded Elected Student Council. The 
Academic Council appears to feel that some type of orien­
tation or support system is needed to maximize student 
contributions. There was strong disapproval expressed 
by the Academic Council with respect to granting either 
salaries or academic credit to students in return for 
Academic Council service.

Community Cohesion
The differences detected on the Community Cohesion 

scale were found to lie among those component groups 
classified according to academic affiliation rather than 
among the groups classified according to academic status.
The faculty representatives affiliated with the social
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sciences were found to be more favorably impressed than 
their liberal arts counterparts with respect to the 
relationship between Academic Council student participa­
tion and community cohesion. The social science faculty 
representatives were also found to be significantly more 
positive than the combined group of liberal arts and 
natural science faculty representatives. The social 
science faculty representatives were not found signifi­
cantly different than the natural science faculty repre­
sentatives. This leads to the assumption that the 
difference between the social science and liberal arts 
faculty representatives was the major contribution to 
the difference detected between the social science 
faculty representatives and the combined group of liberal 
arts and natural science faculty representatives.

Significant differences were also detected among the 
affiliated groups, i.e., groups composed of students, 
faculty, and administrators in each of the broad academic 
areas. As was the case in the comparison of faculty groups, 
those members affiliated with the social sciences had 
significantly more positive attitudes toward Academic 
Council student participation and its effect on community 
cohesion than either the liberal arts affiliates or the 
combined group of liberal arts and natural science affil­
iates. Again, there was no difference detected between 
the social science and natural science affiliates. This
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indicates that the major contribution to the significant 
difference detected between the social science affiliates 
and the combined group of liberal arts and natural science 
affiliates was made by the liberal arts affiliates.
Equally significant is the fact that students, faculty, 
and administrators were not found to be different on this 
scale, and that each group, in general, agreed that 
Academic Council student participation promotes community 
cohesion.

The responses of the Council to the individual items 
provides evidence that Academic Council student participa­
tion has generally resulted in improvements in intergroup 
and interpersonal relationships, understanding, and lines 
of communication among the administrative, faculty, and 
student representatives. While this development indicates 
that progress has been made toward a more closely knit 
academic community at the Academic Council level, no 
such development appears to have occurred beyond the 
Council.

A possible source of contention appears to exist 
among the student, faculty, and administrative represen­
tatives to the Academic Council. The current structure 
of the Council is generally perceived as going beyond 
token representation, but at the same time, the student 
members are not satisfied with their present role in
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Council decision-making, presumably due to the limitations 
established by the "Taylor Report."

The evidence warrants the general conclusion that 
Academic Council student participation has resulted in 
greater confidence, communication, and respect among the 
students, faculty, and administrators who hold membership 
in the 1972-73 M-S.U. Academic Council.

Educational Value
The analysis of variance and the Scheffe' operations 

produced statistical evidence that there is a difference 
among the administrators, faculty, and students with res­
pect to the Educational Value scale. Further, the adminis­
trative and faculty representatives perceived the Academic 
Council experiences as a much more important source of 
educational experiences than did the student representa­
tives. This was the only significant difference detected 
among the various component groups of the 1972-73 M.S.U. 
Academic Council.

The Academic Council tended to view student partici­
pation at this level of governance as means of developing 
student maturity and responsibility through the sharing 
of responsibility with faculty and administrators. They 
also perceived the student representatives as ready, 
willing, and interested in pursuing these opportunities 
despite drawbacks such as the long separation of time
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between decisions and consequences, and the massive bureau­
cratic Council machinery.

The student representatives tended to disagree more 
frequently than their non-student colleagues with the 
statement that Academic Council student participation is 
best considered in terms of its educational value for 
the student members. Surprisingly enough, they were also 
less agreeable with respect to the statement that the 
student members are deeply concerned and sincerely inter­
ested in participating in academic governance. The 
greatest difference, however, occurred on the statement 
that the student representatives have acted more respon­
sibly in recent meetings than in initial meetings. The 
student representatives reacted much more negatively 
than either the administrative or faculty representatives, 
indicating perhaps that the students feel that they have 
acted responsibly from the beginning of their term of 
office.

Discussion
The results of this study indicate that a number of 

important differences exist among the members of the 
1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council with respect to student 
participation at that level. There were significant 
differences detected among the administrative, faculty, 
and student representatives on the Academic Freedom scale 
and on the Educational Value scale. With respect to the
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Academic Freedom scale, the student representatives were 
much more likely to view the current plan for Academic 
Council student participation as supportive of the concept 
of academic freedom and, more likely to advocate expansion 
of student authority than were the faculty and adminis­
trative representatives. On the Educational Value scale, 
the faculty and administrative representatives saw 
Academic Council student participation as a much more 
valuable source of educational experiences than did the 
student representatives.

More surprising, however, were the differences 
detected among the faculty representatives to the 1972- 
73 M.S.U. Academic Council affiliated with the liberal 
arts, the natural sciences, and the social sciences.

The social science faculty representatives were more 
positive than their liberal arts counterparts with respect 
to their response on the Academic Freedom scale, on the 
Administrative Efficiency scale, and on the Community 
Cohesion scale. The social science faculty representa­
tives were also more favorable than the combined group of 
liberal arts and natural science faculty representatives 
on the Academic Freedom and Community Cohesion scales.
The inter-faculty differences on the Community Cohesion 
scale appear to have contributed substantially to the 
difference on this same scale detected among all members 
of the Council affiliated with the liberal arts, natural



279
sciences, and social sciences. These findings contrast 
sharply with those of* Enos, who in 1971 found no difference 
among the M.S.U. faculty populations affiliated with these 
same academic areas. (54-:211-212)

A number of possible reasons for the differences 
found in this study could be advanced for further testing 
by subsequent researchers. It is possible that in rela­
tion to the findings of Enos, the social science faculty 
Council members, for some reason, are less representative 
of their constituents than are their liberal arts or 
natural science faculty counterparts. It also could be 
possible that the social science faculty representatives 
could have been more favorably impressed with Academic 
Council student participation than their faculty colleagues, 
and that they have developed a more positive outlook as a 
result of their experiences with student involvement in 
academic decision-making. It could also be noted that the 
liberal arts x'elaied disciplines have the longest history 
and tradition in American higher education. And for this 
reason, perhaps the faculty representatives associated 
with the liberal arts disciplines tend to hold more tradi­
tional views toward academic governance than the repre­
sentatives of the other academic areas.

No differences were found between the long-term and 
short-term faculty representatives on any of the four 
scales. It was felt that the experience of being actively
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involved in the long hours of discussion and compromise 
might have affected the attitudes of those partici­
pating. The actual findings indicate, however, that this 
was not the case.

In the Enos study conducted in 1971, the populations 
of M.S.U. faculty and administrators perceived under­
graduates as much better prepared and much better suited 
for involvement in curricular issues than in faculty 
personnel concerns. (54-J209) The results of this investi­
gation substantiate that the same is true for those faculty 
and administrators holding membership on the Academic 
Council. Although the Academic Council rated its graduate 
student representatives slightly higher than its under­
graduate representatives with respect to their ability to 
contribute to the governance process, this difference is 
probably not meaningful.

The majority view of the M.S.IT- Academic Council, 
including the faculty representatives, is that the student 
representatives have contributed to the academic governance 
process. But this seems to have taken place in a subtle 
and indirect way. The student representatives have made 
their faculty and administrative counterparts more aware 
of the student point of view. They have added new insights 
and information to the decision-making process along with 
freshness and vitality. They have opened new channels 
for constructive student action. From the interviews,
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it was learned that; very few Issues were brought before 
the Council which directly concerned students, and there­
fore, in most cases, their special insights and perceptions 
were not fully utilized. However, the fact that they 
were voting participants, present during the discussions, 
and expressing their views, the students appeared to have 
been a significant, but subtle, factor. The presence of 
students tended to impart among the faculty and adminis­
trative members, an awareness of student concerns, thereby 
indirectly making the Council atmosphere more student 
centered.

Aside from Hook's contention that students have an 
underdeveloped sense of the importance of educational 
questions (78:65)* the 1972-73 M.S.U. Academic Council 
agreed that its student representatives understand the 
necessity of promoting and preserving academic values.
The processes by which the various M.S.U. academic colleges 
select their student representatives has been shown to be 
quite effective. The faculty and administrative represen­
tatives have indicated their confidence in the ability of 
the student representatives to contribute to the academic 
decision-making process in many areas, with the notable 
exception of faculty personnel and research decisions.

As a whole, the Academic Council, and most notably 
its student representatives, tend to agree with Schwarty 
who contends that the area in which the student critics
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can be most effective is that area in which tne profes­
sional biologists, historians, and economists who compro­
mise the teaching faculty, are least prepared, that is in 
the area of teaching effectiveness, (165:62) The majority 
of the Academic Council, and particularly the social 
science faculty representatives, agree with McGrath's 
contention that in this area, the student representatives 
are sufficiently sensitive and qualified to make meaningful 
contributions by bringing forward new insights and pers­
pectives. (106:52-53)« But at the same time, the majority 
Council opinion closely parallels a section of the 1966 
"Statement of Government of Colleges and Universities" 
which included the following statement: "Faculty status 
and related matters are primarily a faculty responsibility; 
this area includes appointments, reappointments, decisions 
not to reappoint, promotions, the granting of tenure, and 
dismissal." (169)

It would appear that any attempt at expanding the 
student role in these areas traditionally reserved for 
faculty would meet with strong faculty and administrative 
opposition.

The type of shared meaningful experiences that are 
necessary to develop a sense of shared purpose appears 
to have been provided at the Academic Council level by 
student participation on the Michigan State University 
Academic Council during 1972-73. The incorporation of
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students by the Academic Council has opened channels of 
communication, understanding, and respect, which have 
begun to develop an atmosphere in which the academic 
community can be further developed and strengthened.
Student participation at the Academic Council level does 
not appear to have had the effect on defusing the potential 
of violent campus disturbance that was reported by McGrath. 
(107) However, the broader aspects of the relationship 
between student participation at all levels of academic 
governance at Michigan State University and student 
violence were beyond the scope of this investigation and 
therefore were not considered. In addition, many of the 
national and international conditions which contributed 
to student violence during the late 1960's and early 
1970's have changed considerably.

The majority of Academic Council members perceived 
student participation in Council decision-making as a 
valuable resource for the u.evelopiiifcjxj.1. of student maturity 
and responsibility. The Council further views this 
personal growth among the student representatives as a 
consequence of their role as participants with faculty 
and administrators in the making of important decisions.
A potential source of difficulty can be identified with 
respect to the attitudes of the faculty and administrators 
toward their student colleagues. Dutton contends that 
the value of student participation can be maximized only
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when student;s are perceived as mature and responsible 
persons with the ability to participate on equal terms 
with faculty and administrators (4-0:24-). This is evidently 
not the case with respect to the 1972—73 M.S.U. Academic 
Council. Majorities of the Council and majorities of 
each of the administrative, faculty, and student components 
viewed the student representatives primarily as learners.

Recommendations
The question of whether students should or should 

not be permitted to play a significant role in the Academic 
governance of American colleges and universities has 
received considerable attention in the recent literature 
of American higher education. But considerably less has 
been written concerning implementation of specific programs. 
This study has attempted to assess the attitudes of those 
most closely associated with the M.S.U. experiment in 
Academic Council student participation, the members of 
the 1972—73 M-S.U. Academic Council.

This study was not designed to produce definite 
solutions to the problems involved with student partici­
pation at the Academic Council level. The nature of the 
design technically limits all inferences to the 1972-73 
Academic Council at Michigan State University. However, 
if one adheres to the proposition that present events 
are shaped by those that have occurred in the past, then 
it follows that the future will be likewise Influenced
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by the present. An understanding of present problems 
and trends would prove helpful in the understanding and 
possible revision of the governance process at Michigan 
State University. Evidence from the present; Academic 
Council members, those most closely acquainted with 
student participation at this level, should be an accurate 
indication of the basic workability of the present struc­
ture of the Council. In addition, limited application 
of these findings could be valuable for other large public 
institutions considering formal incorporation of students 
at the highest academic decision-making level.

The primary recommendation concerns the need for 
continued research. The future Academic Councils of 
Michigan State University should be continuously studied 
in order to determine ongoing trends with regard to 
Academic Council student participation. As one Council 
member noted, one year is far too short a time to accur­
ately assess long-range effects of any major change in 
academic decision-making policy. The conclusions derived 
from this study should be considered as hypothetical 
rather than absolute, and as such, they require continuous 
verification as conditions at Michigan State change, and 
as new members gain seats on the Academic Council. It 
may prove fruitful to limit some of the future studies 
to those specific scales where more dramatic differences 
or similarities were discovered. It might prove
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interesting to study further, and with more depth, those 
components of the Academic Council which were found to 
he different during 1972-73-

In lieu of further research evidence, the following 
observations could be hypothetically offered concerning 
M.S.U- Academic Council student participation. The per­
ception of students as mature and responsible persons 
with the ability to participate, can develop only through 
successful and responsible actions of the student repre­
sentatives. The data indicates that progress has been 
made in this direction and that the colleges have been 
effective in sending an exceptional group of student 
representatives to the Academic Council. Efforts toward 
maintaining the high quality of student representation 
should be continued in the future. Such efforts should 
continue to provide the type of Academic Council experi­
ences conducive to improved decision-making and recognition 
of a unity of purpose.

While this investigation has provided evidence that 
the members of the M.S.U. Academic Council have generally 
been favorably impressed with the one-year experiment in 
student participation, they firmly rejected increases in 
student authority in matters pertaining directly to faculty 
personnel concerns, the exclusions incorporated into the 
"Taylor Report." It is apparent that no increases in the
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student role in this type of decision-making is feasible 
without evidence of considerably greater faculty and 
administrative support.

She data indicates that the student representatives 
are not immediately able to contribute to the decision­
making process. This suggests that some type of program 
be established to provide student representatives with 
the Academic governance orientation necessary to enable 
them to contribute more quickly to Academic Council 
decision-making. The members of the Academic Council 
tended to be indecisive with respect to providing some 
form of instruction in the history and philosophy of 
American higher education, but a strong majority favored 
requiring students to serve on a college or departmental, 
decision-making body prior to serving on the Council. 
Another promising approach came to light during the inter­
views. A number of Council members suggested that some 
type of additional staff support should be made available 
to the student representatives. This could take the form 
of assigning individuals experienced in Academic Council 
affairs to act as resource people for answering questions, 
briefing the student representatives, and generally playing 
a supportive role. Each of these suggestions, as well 
as others, should be carefully considered as a means of 
promoting Academic Council efficiency.
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The continuing attempt to determine appropriate 

student roles in academic governance has made progress 
during the 1972-73 Michigan State University academic 
year. These efforts must he grounded upon whatever is 
thought needed to create and maintain an environment 
within which the goals and objectives of the institution 
are most likely to be realized.
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155 Student Services Building 
Michigan State University 
East I>ansing, Michigan 48823

APPENDIX A

Dear
For the past several years, the attention of many of us in the Michigan 

State University community has been focused on the issue of student partici­
pation in the university academic decision-making process. Indeed, this has 
been an issue receiving critical attention throughout the country. Because 
of your unique experience in working with students, faculty, and administra­
tors, at the highest level of academic governance at Michigan State University, 
you are in a position to make a valuable contribution to the existing body of 
knowledge in this area.

The purpose of this study is to survey the opinions of the members of 
the 1972-73 MSU Academic Council regarding student participation in academic 
governance at the Academic Council level. The results of this investigation 
will serve as the foundation for a Ph.D. dissertation in the Department of 
Administration and Higher Education. The study has been endorsed by my doc­
toral committee and approved through the Office of Institutional Research 
and the Office of the President. While this study is separate and distinct 
from the institutional evaluation to be conducted after May 19, 1973, the 
results will be made available to subsequent researchers, and should be 
helpful in assessing the strengths and weaknesses of certain aspects of the 
current MSU experiment in student participation in academic governance.

Specifically you are asked to read carefully the instructions preceding 
each section and indicate your response on the separate answer sheet. Please 
use a soft lead pencil when responding. Be assured that your opinions will 
be treated in a confidential manner. The coding number that appears at the 
top of the answer sheet and questionnaire is to be used in identifying in­
dividuals and subgroups for follow-up and comparison purposes. Respondents 
will not be grouped according to affiliation with any specific university 
department, college, or discipline. The identity of the respondents will 
remain completely anonymous.

Your completing and returning the instrument and the answer sheet in 
the enclosed campus mail envelope by Monday, February 26, 1973 will be 
greatly appreciated. I would be happy to forward to you a copy of the ab­
stract of the completed study. Should you like such a copy, or should you 
wish to comment on this study, please use the available space on the back 
page of the questionnaire.

Thank you for your consideration and cooperation in this matter.
Yours truly,

Thomas B. Shipley
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155 Student Services Building 
Michigan State University

APPENDIX B

Dear
A few weeks ago, I forwarded to you a copy of a questionnaire de­

signed to elicit some of your opinions regarding the present scheme for
involving students in the academic governance process at M.S.U. at the 
Academic Council level. You were selected as a participant on the basis 
of your first hand experiences in working with students, faculty and ad­
ministrators on the Academic Council. 1 am sure you can appreciate how 
important it is for each council member to complete and return the in­
strument so that the data will be as complete and representative as 
possible.

1 am currently at a standstill in my dissertation research because 
of a low rate of return from my first distribution. In the event that 
you did not receive the original questionnaire through some oversight on 
my part, or it has been misplaced, a duplicate copy is enclosed. I would 
be very grateful if you could take a few minutes to complete it and re­
turn it to me in the enclosed envelope as soon as possible. If you would
like an abstract of the completed study, or should you wish to register 
additional opinions regarding the study or issue, please use any avail­
able space to so indicate.

As pointed out in my previous letter, this study has been cleared 
through the appropriate university channels and will serve as the foun­
dation of my PhD dissertation in the Department of Administration and 
Higher Education. The opinions of individual respondents will be treated 
in a confidential manner and respondents will not be identified or 
grouped according to their affiliation with any specific department or 
college.

Thank you for your consideration and cooperation in this matter.
Sincerely,

Thomas B. Shipley



APPENDIX C



APPENDIX C 507
A SURVEY OF THE ATTITUDES OF THE 1972-73 
MEMBERS OF THE MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

ACADEMIC COUNCIL WITH RESPECT TO ONE YEAR 
OF STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE

Section I: General Statements

Directions:
Listed below are a number of statements that could possibly 
describe aspects of the MSU Academic Council following one 
full year of student participation in academic governance. 
The four response alternatives represent values ranging from 
1 to 4 on a numerical scale. Please mark the numerical val­
ue of the response alternative which most closely represents 
the extent to which you agree with that particular state­
ment. The response alternatives with their numerical values 
are as follows:
1_ - Strongly Agree with the statement 
2_ ** Agree with the statement 
3̂ = Disagree with the statement 
4^- Strongly Disagree with the statement

PLEASE USE A SOFT LEAD PENCIL AND RECORD YOUR RESPONSE ON THE 
SEPARATE ANSWER SHEET.

(1) The students of today are much more capable of contri­
buting to the academic decision-making process than those 
of earlier generations.

(2) The bureaucratic machinery, which often appears endless, 
has discouraged many students on the Academic Council.

(3) The student members of the Academic Council often have 
difficulty articulating their opinions in council meetings.

(4) The selection of student representatives on the basis of 
college affiliation (as opposed to an at-large selection 
process) makes these student members more accountable to 
their constituents.
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I believe that student participation at the Academic 
Council level:

(5) has brought insights before the Council which otherwise 
would probably not have been considered.

(6) has encouraged constructive student action.
(7) has stimulated student appreciation for the complexities 

of academic governance.
(8) is best considered in terms of its educational value for 

the student members.
(9) develops student maturity and responsibility through 

out of class contact with faculty and administrators.
(10) has reduced the potential for violent campus disruption.
(11) has promoted coinnunication among students, faculty, and 

administrators who are not Council members.
(12) has made the decisions of that body more acceptable to 

the student body.
(13) has promoted greater trust among students, faculty, and 

administrators.

(14) Those women students, selected from the campus at-large, 
often bring productive insights before the Academic 
Council which might not otherwise have been considered.

(15) Those minority students, selected from the campus at- 
large, often bring productive insights before the 
Academic Council which might not otherwise have been 
considered.

(16) At the present time, faculty, students, and administra­
tors who are members of the Academic Council work to­
gether harmoniously and cooperatively.

(17) Since students have attained voting privileges, a 
higher level of trust has developed among students, 
faculty, and administrators.

(18) The present proportion of students to non-students on 
the Academic Council should be maintained.
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(27) There should be a higher percentage of students on the 
Academic Council.

(28) Student Academic Council members have important in­
sights and contributions to make to decisions involv­
ing the teaching competence of faculty members.

(29) The inexperience of students in academic decision­
making affairs has resulted in a more time-consuming 
governance process.

(30) The student members of the Academic Council have been 
indifferent on many of the important issues.

(31) Many of the student concerns might be better accommo­
dated at the lower levels of academic governance.

(32) The short-range interests and concerns of students 
pose difficulties when the long-range interests of 
the institution are at stake.

(33) Students usually tend to vote on issues in collective 
blocks.
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to I believe that most of the student representatives to

the Academic Council:uH-W0>
(T>(D

1 2 3 4 (34) are more interested in improving programs than in 
determining what is to be taught.

1 2 3 4
4

(35) understand the value of promoting and protecting op­
portunities for the learning and discovery of truth.

1 2 3 4 (36) are satisfied with their present role in academic 
governance.

1 2 3 4 (37) would benefit greatly from some form of instruction in 
the history and philosophy of U.S. higher education.

1 2 3 4 (38) conscientiously prepare for the business to be con­
ducted during Academic Council meetings.

1 2 3 4 (39) are deeply concerned and sincerely interested in 
participating in academic governance.

1 2 3 4 (40) tend to be open and flexible.
1 2 3 4 (41) have fulfilled the responsibilities that accompany the 

rights of membership.
1 2 3 4 (42) have become more knowledgeable about the concerns of 

faculty and administrators.
1 2 3 4 (43) represent their constituents less well than do the 

non-student council members.
1 2 3 4 (44) feel free to express their views on institutional 

policy.
1 2 3 4 (45) are effective in communicating their council experi­

ences to their constituents.
1 2 3 4 (46) carefully consider the evidence on both sides of an 

issue before casting their votes.
1 2 3 4 (47) have acted more responsibly in recent meetings than 

in initial meetings.
1 2 3 4 (48) generally decide their stand on an issue on the basis 

of the evidence rather than on the opinions of influ­
ential non-students.
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The quality of the governance process at the Academic 
Council level would significantly improve if:

1 2  3 4 (49) students were required to serve on a college or de­
partmental decision-making body prior to serving on 
the Council.

1 2  3 4 (50) students were paid a small salary for their service
to the institution.

1 2  3 4 (51) students were granted Academic credit for service to
the institution.

Most of the student members of the Academic Council are 
able to make major contributions to academic governance:

1 2  3 4 (52) immediately.
1 2 3 4 (53) after a minimum of three months of Academic Council

service.
1 2  3 4 (54) after a minimum of six months of Academic Council

service.
1 2  3 4 (55) after a minimum of nine months of Academic Council

service.

Most of the graduate student representatives to the 1972- 
73 Academic Council:

2 3 4 (56) are more sophisticated than most of the undergraduate
representatives.

2 3 4 (57) are less sophisticated than most faculty representa­
tives .

2 3 4 (58) are less sophisticated than roost administrators on
the Council.
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2 3 4 (59) threaten the academic freedom of the faculty.
2 3 4 (60) would be welcomed by the student body.
2 3 4 (61) would bring valuable new insights before the Council.
2 3 4 (62) would be opposed by the faculty.
2 3 4 (63) would be opposed by the administrators.
2 3 4 (64) would improve the quality of decisions rendered.

Most student members of the Academic Council:

1 2  3 4 (65) have developed maturity by being involved in the
making of important decisions.

1 2  3 4 (66) are viewed primarily as learners by their non­
student colleagues.

1 2  3 4 (67) are easily intimidated by their non-student colleagues.

(68) Because students hold the balance of power when the
non-student vote is split# students should not have
voting privileges.

(69) The great complexity of academic governance precludes 
meaningful contributions by student representatives.

(70) Students have no greater right to a voice in academic 
governance than does an apprentice in the field of an 
expert craftsman.

(71) Many of the more student-oriented faculty representa­
tives tend to vote with the students and against their 
more traditional faculty colleagues.

(72) The best hope for continued improvement in academic
programs lies in gaining the contributions of all
members of the academic community.
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(73) Faculty confidence in the judgement of undergraduate 
students has increased.

(74) Faculty confidence in the judgement of graduate 
students has increased.

(75) Many of the differences between students and non­
students on the Academic Council have been reconciled 
outside of Council meetings.

(76) Faculty and administrators on the Academic Council 
have become more knowledgeable about the needs and 
concerns of the student population.

(77) The faculty members on the Academic Council attend 
council meetings more regularly than do student 
members.

(78) The administrators on the Academic Council attend 
council meetings more regularly than do student 
members.

(79) The selection of student representatives on the basis 
of their college affiliation rather than by at-large 
elections, provides for greater academic representa­
tion and should be continued.

(80) Those minority student council members selected from 
the campus at-large, represent their constituents 
better than do those students selected through their 
academic colleges.

(81) Those women student council members, selected from 
the campus at-large, represent their constituents 
better than do those student members selected through 
their academic colleges.

(82) The long separation in time between decisions and 
consequences of decisions, works against educational 
benefits for students.

(83) The ideal' form of academic governance is one in which 
there is a maximum degree of student participation, 
limited only by the legitimate demands of the faculty.
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514-Section II. Specific University Decision-Making Areas

Directions:
On the basis of your experience with student participation at 
the Academic Council level, please indicate the role in which 
students could best contribute to promoting and protecting 
academic excellence regardless of whether or not they pre­
sently participate in that particular activity. The four 
response alternatives represent possible student roles rang­
ing from 1 to 4 on a numerical scale. Please mark the numer­
ical value of the response alternative which most clearly 
represents the proper student role in each of the specific 
decision-making areas indicated below. The response alterna­
tives with their numerical values are as follows:
1_ =* Strong Involvement. At least one-third of the voting 

members are students.
a Moderate Involvement. Students actively participate 

with voting privileges but less than one-third of the 
members are students.

3_ =* Advisory Involvement. Students are involved in the 
decision-making process in advisory or consulting 
capacity without voting privileges.

= No Involvement. Students are not involved in either 
an advisory or voting capacity.

Each item represents a specific decision-making area. Please 
consider each item twice, first as it applies to involvement 
by undergraduate student representatives, and secondly, to
graduate student representatives.

Making decisions concerning curriculum and course content. 
2 3 4 (84) Undergraduate students.
2 3 4 (85) Graduate students.

Establishing and revising guidelines for hiring and promoting 
faculty.

1 2  3 4
1 2  3 4

(86) Undergraduate students.
(87) Graduate students.
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= Strong Involvement:

Moderate Involvement
Advisory Involvement

4 = No Involvement

Establishing and revising guidelines for the approval of 
faculty research tasks.

2 3 4 (88) Undergraduate students.
2 3 4 (89) Graduate students.

Revising admissions criteria.
2 3 4 (90) Undergraduate students.
2 3 4 (91) Graduate students.

Reconsidering institutional priorities.
2 3 4 (92) Undergraduate students.
2 3 4 (93) Graduate students.

Developing guidelines for assigning credit hours to courses.
«■* 4 (94) undergraduate students.

2 3 4 (95) Graduate students.

Developing procedures for evaluating faculty teaching 
effectiveness.

2 3 4 (96) Undergraduate students.
2 3 4 (97) Graduate students.

Determining salaries for individual faculty members.
2 3 4 (98) Undergraduate students.
2 3 4 (99) Graduate students.
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Distributed by the Office of the Secretary of the Faculties
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M I C H I G A N  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y

April 23, 1969

TO; Academic Council

FROM: Ad Hoc Committee on Student Participation in Academic
Government

SUBJECT: C o m m i t t e e ’s Report on Student Participation in Academic
Government

1. H i s t o r y  of t h e  C o m m i t t e e 1s R e p o r t .

On N o v e m b e r  5, 1 9 6 8  t h e  A c a d e m i c  C o u n c i l  d i r e c t e d  t h e  C o m m i t t e e
on Comm i t t e e s  to s e l e c t  an ad h o c  c o m m i t t e e  " to s t u d y  t h e  m a t t e r  of 
student p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in t h e  a c a d e m i c  g o v e r n m e n t  o f  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y ,  
notably w i t h  r e s p e c t  to t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  t h e  f r e e d o m  of u n i t s  of the 
University to d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  or not s t u d e n t  m e m b e r s  w i l l  b e  g i v e n  
the right to v o t e " . T h e  A d  H o c  C o m m i t t e e  w a s  c a l l e d  t o g e t h e r  on 
January 15, 1969 a n d  w a s  d i r e c t e d  t o  r e p o r t  to t h e  A c a d e m i c  C o u n c i l
in sufficient t i m e  for t h e  C o u n c i l  to r e p o r t  o n  t h e  m a t t e r  at  the 
Spring S e n a t e  m e e t i n g .  T h e  A d  H o c  C o m m i t t e e  w a s  i n s t r u c t e d  t h a t  
its r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  s h o u l d  e m b r a c e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  " n u m b e r  of
student r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  m a n n e r  of s e l e c t i o n ,  a nd c a p a c i t y " .  
(Quotations are t a k e n  f r o m  t h e  l e t t e r  o f  t h e  C h a i r m a n  o f  the 
Steering C o m m i t t e e  to t h e  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  A d  H o c  C o m m i t t e e . )  T h e  
Ad Hoc C o m m i t t e e  c o n s i s t e d  o f  8 f a c u l t y  m e m b e r s ,  3 u n d e r g r a d u a t e  
students, and t w o  g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s .  T h e  C o m m i t t e e  e l e c t e d  a 
chairman on J a n u a r y  15, 1969 a n d  s e t  a b o u t  its task. T h e  C o m m i t t e e
resolved to d e v o t e  s e v e r a l  m o n t h s  t o  c o l l e c t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  
the extent, nature, a n d  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  s t u d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 
academic g o v e r n m e n t  at M. S. U. and o n  o t h e r  c a m p u s e s .  L e t t e r s  
requesting such i n f o r m a t i o n  w e r e  s e n t  t o  all deans, d e p a r t m e n t  
chairmen, c h a i r m e n  o f  c o l l e g e  a d v i s o r y  c o m m i t t e e s ,  etc. T h e  
Committee is g r a t e f u l  for t h e  l a r g e  n u m b e r  of r e s p o n s e s  it r e c e i v e d ,  
and to the O f f i c e  o f  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  R e s e a r c h  f or a s s i s t a n c e  in 
evaluating them. S i m u l t a n e o u s l y  w i t h  c o l l e c t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  t h e  
Committee r e f l e c t e d  on t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a n d  t h e  r o l e  
students o u g h t  to  p l a y  t h e r e i n .  T h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  f o r m u l a t e d  
below repr e s e n t  t h e  C o m m i t t e e ' s  c o n s e n s u s  o n  t h e  r o l e  s t u d e n t s  
should have in a c a d e m i c  g o v e r n m e n t  at  M i c h i g a n  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y .
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2. The C o m m i t t e e  1s R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .

P r e a m b l e . It is e s s e n t i a l  to the w e l l - b e i n g  of  t he U n i v e r s i t y  
that faculty, a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and s t u d e n t s  p e r c e i v e  o n e  a n o t h e r  as 
mature, fellow c i t i z e n s  of an a c a d e m i c  c o m m u n i t y  t h e  c o m m o n  g o o d  of 
which it is the joint r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of all to s e e k  and p r o m o t e .
V.'e believe that this joint r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e q u i r e s  t hat students, 
faculty, and a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  all h a v e  an e f f e c t i v e  v o i c e  in the  
formation and a d o p t i o n  of a c a d e m i c  p o l i c i e s  t h r o u g h o u t  t he U n i v e r ­
sity. And we t hink t h a t  b o t h  the s ense of c o m m u n i t y  and the 
effectiveness of  s t u d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is b e s t  a c h i e v e d  b y  b r i n g i n g  
students, in s u f f i c i e n t  numbers, into t h e  e x i s t i n g  p o l i c y - m a k i n g  
and decision-making b o d i e s  a n d  c o m m i t t e e s  of d e p a r t m e n t s ,  schools, 
colleges and the U n i v e r s i t y ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  b y  p r o l i f e r a t i n g  p a r a l l e l  
student a dvisory groups.

General R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .

Recommendation 1 : E v e r y  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  u n i t  of  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y
shall have the a u t h o r i t y  to  e x t e n d  v o t i n g  p r i v i l e g e s  on  i n t e r n a l  
matters (Cf. B y l a w s  o f  the F a c u l t y ,  1.2.1) to a n y  m e m b e r  or 
members of the u n i v e r s i t y  c o m m u n i t y .

Recommendation 2 : s t u d e n t s  shall, in g e n e r a l ,  b e  g i v e n  v o t e  on
any body or c o m m i t t e e  on w h i c h  t h e y  sit.

(We believe t hat the p r a c t i c e  of g r a n t i n g  v o i c e  w i t h o u t  v o t e  to 
students serves no u s e f u l  p u r p o s e ,  b u t  t e n d s  o n l y  t o  c r e a t e  d i s ­
trust, to w e a k e n  the s e n s e  o f  c o mmunity, a n d  to r e d u c e  the 
effectiveness a nd v a l u e  of s t u d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n . )

Recommendation 3 : T h e  u n i v e r s i t y  l e a r n i n g  e x p e r i e n c e  shall be
understood b r o a d l y  e n o u g h  to e n c o m p a s s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in a c a d e m i c  
government. A c c o r d i n g l y ,  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  E d u c a t i o n a l  P o l i c i e s  
Committee shall p r e p a r e  a r e p o r t  to the A c a d e m i c  C o u n c i l  on 
whether academic c r e d i t  s h o u l d  b e  g i v e n  f or s u b s t a n t i a l  p a r t i c i p a ­
tion in academic g o v e r n m e n t  and, if so, o n  the k i n d  of c r e d i t  and 
the manner and c o n d i t i o n s  u n d e r  w h i c h  it s hall b e  awarded.

Recommendations c o n c e r n i n g  U n i v e r s i t y — l e v e l  A c a d e m i c  G o v e r n m e n t

Recommendation In a d d i t i o n  to its d e a n  a nd e l e c t e d  f a c u l t y
representatives, e a c h  c o l l e g e  shall be r e p r e s e n t e d  on t h e  A c a d e m i c  
Council by one v o t i n g  s t u d e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (one for e a c h  college) 
who is selected b y  s t u d e n t s  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  p r o c e d u r e s  a p p r o v e d
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by the voting faculty of the college. The selection procedures 
i should be developed by the College Advisory Council in coopera—
■ tion with any existing college student organizations.

Recommendation 5 : In addition to the college student representa­
tives mentioned in recommendation 4, there shall be three voting 
undergraduate student representatives—at-large and two voting 
graduate student representatives-at— large on the Academic Council. 
The undergraduate representatives-at-large shall be selected in 
accordance with procedures established by Associated Students of 

I Michigan State University. The graduate representatives-at-large 
shall be selected in accordance with procedures established by 
the Council of Graduate Students.

Recommendation 6 : One student, to be elected annually by the
student members of the Academic Council from among their own number, 
shall serve as a voting member of the Steering Committee of the 
University.

Recommendation 7 : The appellation "faculty standing committee"
shall be changed to "university standing committee". On each 
university standing committee there shall be voting student 
members in the numbers prescribed below. Undergraduate student 
committee members shall be selected in accordance with procedures 
established by Associated Students of Michigan State University. 
Graduate student committee members shall be selected in accordance 
with procedures established by the Council of Graduate Students.

University Curriculum Committee: 3 undergraduates; 2
graduates.
University Educational Policies Committee: S undergraduates?
6 graduates.
University Faculty Affairs Committee: 1 undergraduate; 1
graduate.
University Faculty Tenure Committee: 2 undergraduates; 1
graduate *
University Committee on Honors Programs: 2 undergraduates;
1 graduate.

Of the two undergraduate members of the Committee on Honors 
Programs, one should be a member of the Honors College or enrolled 
in an honors program, but the other should not be. The graduate 
member of this Committee should, as an undergraduate, have been 
enrolled in an honors college or program.
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University International Projects Committee: 2 under­
graduates; 1 graduate.
University Library Committee; 2 undergraduates; 2 

; graduates.
University Student Affairs Committee: 2 undergraduates;
2 graduates.

1 Because of conflicts of responsibilities pursuant to implementa­
tion of the Academic Freedom Report, a re-evaluation shall be 

;undertaken of the charge, composition, and functions of the Student 
Affairs Committee and of the relevant portions of the Academic 

^Freedom Report. The Ad Hoc Committee's recommendation concerning 
composition of the Student Affairs Committee is predicated on the 
existing structure and is intended to apply only until such a 
revaluation has been completed and implemented.

University Committee on Business Affairs: 1 under­
graduate; 1 graduate.

Recommendation 8 : The composition and functions of the Graduate
Council should be studied and evaluated, and the relationship of 

- the Graduate Council to other academic bodies should be clearly 
; stated in the Bylaws of the Faculty. Three graduate students and 
_ one undergraduate student shall sit as voting members of the 
;Graduate Council. The graduate student members shall be selected 
■ in accordance with procedures established by the Council of 
Graduate Students; the undergraduate student member shall be 

. selected in accordance with procedures established by Associated 
Students of Michigan State University. Working committees 

i appointed by the Graduate Council should contain an equal number 
; of faculty and student representatives. The Ad Hoc Committee's 
:recommendations concerning the Graduate Council are predicated 
.on the existing structure and are intended to apply only until 
the aforementioned study and evaluation have been completed and 
implemented.

Rpcommendation 9 : The precedent of meaningful student participa­
tion set by the present procedures for the selection of a president 
of the University shall be followed in the selection of all 

jprincipal academic officers of the University.

|Recommendation 10: Every ad hoc or special committee of the
|University shall contain an appropriate number of voting student 
i members to provide significant student representation.



321
Committee's Report on SPAG
April 23, 1969
Page Five

Recommendat ions concerning College— level Academic Government

Recommendation 1 1 : In each college, either the College Advisory
Council shall have an appropriate number of voting student members 
to provide significant student representation, or else there shall 
be a separate Dean's Student Advisory Committee, or both. In the 
event that a college establishes a Dean's Student Advisory C o m ­
mittee but does not provide for significant student representation 
on its College Advisory Council, the Dean's Student Advisory Com­
mittee shall select one of its own members to sit ex officio 
without vote on the College Advisory Council, and the College 
Advisory Council shall select one of its members to sit ex officio 
without vote on the Dean's Student Advisory Committee.

Recommendation 1 2 : Each college standing committee or ad hoc
committee shall have an appropriate number of voting student 
members to provide significant student representation.

Recommendation 1 3 ; The procedures developed by a college for 
faculty consultation in the selection of its dean shall also provide 
for meaningful student participation.

Recommendations concerning Department- level (School- level)
Academic Government

Recommendat ion .14: Each departmental (school) policy-making or
decision—making or advisory body or committee shall have an 
appropriate number of student members to provide for significant 
student representation. In particular, there shall be a depart­
mental (school) Teaching Committee, to be composed of an equal 
number of faculty and students. The Teaching Committee shall 
advise the department (school) on procedures for evaluating teach­
ing, and on ways and means of improving both undergraduate and 
graduate teaching. The Teaching Committee shall submit to the 
department (school) an evaluation of the teaching ability of any 
person being considered for appointment, retention, promotion, or 
tenure.

Recommendation 1 5 : The procedures developed by a department
(school) for faculty consultation in the selection of its chairman 
(director) shall also provide for meaningful student participation.
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3. Changes to the Bylaws of the F a c u l t y .

Implementation of the above recommendations requires that 
many changes be made in the Bylaws of the Faculty (1968). The 
substanti al changes are listed in enclosure (1). The remaining 
changes are editorial in nature.

Respectfully submitted,

Gerald J. Massey 
Chairman
Ad Hoc Committee on Student Participation 
in Academic Government

Enclosures: (1) Changes to the Bylaws of the Faculty
(2) Roster of the Ad Hoc Committee on Student 

Participation in Academic Government

ROSTER OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON STUDENT

PARTICIPATION IN ACADEMIC GOVERNMENT

Bettinghaus, Prof. Erwin P. (Faculty Affairs Committee) 
Brooks, Prof. Theodore J. (Student Affairs Committee) 
Cummins. Mr. W. Raymond (Council of Graduate Students) 
Dickmeyer, Mr. Nathan C. (Student Academic Council) 
Grant, Prof. W. Harold (Comm, on Acad. Rts. & Respons.) 
Hughes, Miss Susan S. (A.S.M.S.U.)
Keller, Prof. f/aldo F. (Comm, on Acad. Rts. & Respons.) 
Kelly, Prof. William V.’. (Director, Honors College) 
Mandelstamm, Prof. Allan B. (Student Affairs Committee) 
Massey, Prof. Gerald J. (Faculty Affairs Committee) 
Nonnamaker, Prof. Eldon R. (Assoc. Dean of Students) 
Patterson, Mr. Floyd A. (Council of Graduate Students) 
Schack, Miss Gina D. (Undergraduate Student)
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Changes to the Bylaws of the Faculty - 1S68.

Article Change

(1) 1*2.2, Delete last three lines and substitute the
following "any member or members of the 
University community".

(2) 1.2,6, Substitute "members" for "faculty".

(3) 2,2*4. Add the following: "Because the department
chairman has a special obligation to develop a 
department strong in teaching capacity, it is 
appropriate that students be consulted in his 
selection or appointment".

(4) 2.3,1. Substitute "school, and of students," for the
first occurrence of "school".

(5) 2,3,2. Add the following: "In particular, there shall
be a departmental (school) Teaching Committee 
composed of an equal number of faculty and 
students. The Teaching Committee shall advise 
the department (school) on procedures for 
evaluating teaching, and on ways and means of 
improving both undergraduate and graduate 
teaching. The Teaching Committee shall submit 
to the department (school) an evaluation of 
the teaching ability of any person being con­
sidered for appointment, retention, promotion, 
or tenure."

(6) 3,2.3. Add: "Because of the dean's responsibility to
promote good teaching, it is appropriate that 
students be consulted in his selection or 
appointment."

(?) 3.5,1. Delete first occurrence of "faculty". Add the
following at the end of 3.5.1.: "Either the
College Advisory Council shall have an appro­
priate number of voting student members to 
provide significant student representation, or 
there shall be a separate Dean's Student 
Advisory Committee, or both."
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Article Change

(8) 3.5.8. N e w  article: "In the e v e n t  that a c o l l e g e  does
not p r o v i d e  for s i g n i f i c a n t  s t u d e n t  r e p r e s e n t a ­
t i o n  on its C o l l e g e  A d v i s o r y  C ouncil, the D e a n ' s  
S t u d e n t  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e  shall s e l e c t  o n e  of 
its m e m b e r s  to s it e x  o f f i c i o  w i t h o u t  v o t e  on 
the C o l l e g e  A d v i s o r y  Co u n c i l ,  and t h e  C o l l e g e  
A d v i s o r y  C o u n c i l  s h a l l  s e l e c t  one o f  its 
m e m b e r s  to sit ex o f f i c i o  w i t h o u t  v o t e  on the 
D e a n ' s  S t u d e n t  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e . "

(9) 4,1.3. Add: "It is appropriate that students be
consulted in the selection of the President."

(10) 4.2,1, Add: "It is a p p r o p r i a t e  t hat s t u d e n t s  a l s o  be
c o n s u l t e d  in the s e l e c t i o n  of  p r i n c i p a l  
a c a d e m i c  o f f i c e r s  of t h e  U n i v e r s i t y .

(11) 4.4.1.1. A f t e r  " S t e e r i n g  C o m m i t t e e "  i nsert "the
d e s i g n a t e d  s t u d e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s . "

(12) 4,4.1.1.3. R e n u m b e r  as 4 . 4 . 1 . 1 . 4 .  s u b s t i t u t e  "fourth" for
"third", and d e l e t e  e v e r y t h i n g  f r o m  "two u n d e r ­
g r a d u a t e "  to " G r a d u a t e  C o u n c i l "  incl u s i v e .
I n s e r t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  n e w  a r t i c l e  4 . 4 . 1 . 1 . 3 .
"The s u b - g r o u p  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  the s t u d e n t  r e p ­
r e s e n t a t i v e s  s h a l l  c o n s t i t u t e  the S t u d e n t  
C o u n c i l ."

(13) 4,4.1,2.1. A f t e r  " A p p o i n t e d  C o u n c i l  (4.4.1.1. 2 .) " , i n sert
"and m e m b e r s  of  t h e  S t u d e n t  C o u n c i l  (4.4.1.1. 3 .) ".

(14) 4.4.4. R e n u m b e r  4.4.4. as 4.4.5. and i n sert the
f o l l o w i n g  n e w  a r t i c l e  4.4.4.:
4.4.4. Number and Selection of Student Rep­
resentatives

4.4 . 4 . 1 .  E a c h  c o l l e g e  s h a l l  b e  r e p r e s e n t e d  
on the A c a d e m i c  C o u n c i l  b y  o ne s t udent. T h e  
s t u d e n t  s h a l l  b e  s e l e c t e d  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  
p r o c e d u r e s  p r e s c r i b e d  b y  t h e  v o t i n g  f a c u l t y  
of t h e  col l e g e .
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Change

4 . 4 . 4 . 2 .  T h e r e  s h a l l  b e  t h r e e  u n d e r g r a d u a t e  
s t u d e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s - a t - l a r g e  w h o  s h a l l  
b e  s e l e c t e d  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  p r o c e d u r e s  
e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  A s s o c i a t e d  S t u d e n t s  o f  M i c h ­
igan S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y .

4 . 4 . 4 . 3 .  T h e r e  s h a l l  b e  t w o  g r a d u a t e  s t u ­
d e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s - a t - l a r g e  w h o  s hall be  
s e l e c t e d  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  p r o c e d u r e s  
e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  the C o u n c i l  of G r a d u a t e  
S t u d e n t s .

I n s e r t  "faculty*' in f r o n t  of " m e m b e r s  of the 
S t e e r i n g  C o m m i t t e e , "

Insert "the Student Council", after "Elected 
Faculty Council".

S u b s t i t u t e  for t h e  f irst sentence: "The
S t e e r i n g  C o m m i t t e e  s h a l l  be c o m p o s e d  of f ive 
f a c u l t y  m e m b e r s  e l e c t e d  by the v o t i n g  f a c u l t y  
of t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  for t w o - y e a r  terms, w i t h  no 
m o r e  t h a n  o n e  f a c u l t y  m e m b e r  c o m i n g  f r o m  any  
on e  college, and o f  o n e  s t u d e n t  e l e c t e d  a n n u a l l y  
b y  t h e  m e m b e r s  o f  t he S t u d e n t  C o u n c i l  f rom a m o n g  
t h e i r  o w n  number.

I n s e r t  a f t e r  " o r g a n i z a t i o n s "  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  "or
i n d i v i d u a l  s t u d e n t s  or s t u d e n t  g r o u p s  and o r g a ­
n i z a t i o n s "  .

Substitute "faculty member or student" for 
"member of the Academic Senate".

Throughout 4.6. restrict references to faculty 
representatives and members.

T h r o u g h o u t  5., s u b s t i t u t e  " u n i v e r s i t y  s t a n d i n g  
c o m m i t t e e "  for " f a c u l t y  s t a n d i n g  c o m m i t t e e " .

Substitute "academic government" for "faculty 
government".
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Article Change

(23) 5.2. From 5.2.2. to 5.2.6. make appropriate re­
strictions to faculty representatives.

(24) 5.2.6. Delete 5.2.6. and substitute the following new
article 5.2.6.:
"University standing committees shall have the 
following number of undergraduate and graduate 
student representatives: Curriculum Committee
( 3  undergraduate,, 2 graduate) ; Educational 
Policies Committee (S undergraduate* 6 grad­
uate) ; Faculty Affairs Committee (1 under­
graduate, 1 graduate); Faculty Tenure Committee 
(2 undergraduate, 1 graduate); Committee on 
Honors Programs (2 undergraduate, 1 graduate); 
International Projects Committee (2 under­
graduate, 1 graduate); Library Committee 
(2 undergraduate, 2 graduate); Student Affairs 
Committee (2 undergraduate, 2 graduate);
Committee on Business Affairs (1 undergraduate,
1 graduate). Undergraduate representatives 
shall be selected in accordance with procedures 
established by Associated Students of Michigan 
State University. Graduate representatives 
shall be selected in accordance with procedures 
established by the Council of Graduate Students'*#

(25) 5.3.1. Substitute "colleges" for "college faculties."
(26) 5.4. l.l. Add at end of first sentence: "and its student

representatives."
(27) 5.4.1.2. Substitute "faculty representatives" for

"representatives."
(28) 5.4.2.1. S a m e as (26) .
(29) 5.4.3.1. S a m e as (26) .
(30) 5.4.4.1. S a m e as (26) .
(31) 5.4.5.1. S a m e as (26) .
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Ar t i c l e  C h a n g e

(32) 5.4.6.1. S a m e as (26) .

£33) 5.4.7.1. S a m e as (26) .

(34) 5.4.8.1. S a m e as (26) .

(35) 5.4.9.1. S a m e as (26) .

{36) 6.1.1. A d d  at e nd o f  s entence: " and the C o u n c i l  of
G r a d u a t e  S t u d e n t s . "

(37) 7.3. N e w  a rticle: " Each aid h o c  c o m m i t t e e  s h a l l
c o n t a i n  an a p p r o p r i a t e  n u m b e r  o f  s t u d e n t s  to 
p r o v i d e  s i g n i f i c a n t  s t u d e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . "

(30) 8. T h r o u g h o u t ,  c h a n g e  " f a c u l t y  g o v e r n m e n t "  to
"a c a d e m i c  g o v e r n m e n t ."

(39) 8.3. N e w  a r t i c l e :  "The U n i v e r s i t y  s hall r e c o g n i z e  a
s t u d e n t ' s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in a c a d e m i c  g o v e r n m e n t  
as an  i m p o r t a n t  and i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of t h e  
u n i v e r s i t y  l e a r n i n g  e x p e r i e n c e .
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Report 

of
The New Committee on Student Participation in Academic Government

Introduction

In November, 1969, the Academic Council, after extended debate, recom­
mended that the Report of the Committee on Student Participation in Academic 
Government, submitted to the Council in May 1969, be returned to a new faculty- 
student committee for revision. Faculty members were to be chosen from the 
Council by the President, upon recommendation by the Steering Committee of 
the University. Student members were to be chosen by the President upon re­
commendation from student members and alternate student members of the Academic 
Council. The following report represents the work of this New Committee on 
Student Participation in Academic Government since receiving its mandate in 
November, 1969.

This Committee began with the conviction that the discussions in Academic 
Council clearly indicated substantial agreement that students should be in­
volved in the academic decision-making processes of the University. The nature 
of that participation, the numbers of students to be involved, and the methods 
to be used to select students were issues on which the New Committee detected 
considerable disagreement during the debate. Insofar as possible, this report 
attempts to suggest a resolution of these issues, but it does not always attempt 
to be as comprehensive or as specific as the original report. Rather, we hope 
here to suggest some steps toward the involvement of students in academic 
government which we believe need to be taken immediately. Beyond that, however, 
we propose establishing the machinery by whicli the system of academic government 
at Michigan State University can be monitored, and changes made when desirable.

This report makes recommendations in five areas: (1) the involvement of
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students within the several departments, colleges, centers and institutes of 

t h e  U n i v e r s i t y ;  C 2 )  the involvement of students within the Academic Council;

(3) the involvement of students on various standing committees of the Academic 

Council; (4) the provision for specific minority student representation in 
academic government; and (5) the establishment of a new Faculty-Student Com­
mittee on Academic Governance; the redefinition of the responsibility of the 
Faculty Affairs Committee; the redefinition and reconstitution of the Student 

Affairs Committee.
Before moving to a discussion and the recommendations in each of these 

five areas, we should note that we have made no recommendations regarding 
student participation on the Graduate Council. These recommendations, by 

motion of the Academic Council, will be made separately by the Graduate Council.

We should further note that our report does not make specific recommendations

for changes in the Bylaws of the Faculty designed to accomplish the changes 
proposed in our report. It is the feeling of the Committee that following 

action by the Academic Council on the present report, that the Council should

authorize the Steering Committee of the Council to establish a small committee,

including the Secretary of the Faculty, to draft the appropriate changes which 
will be necessary to accomplish whatever actions are taken by the Academic 
Council.

Part I

Student Participation in Academic Government within the Several Departments, 
Colleges, Centers and Institutes.

Shortly after its formation, the New Committee on Student Participation 

in Academic Government conducted a survey of all departments, colleges, members 
of the Academic Council, and directors of centers and institutes. In addition, 

a general request for opinions and information was issued by the Committee.
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Our requests were twofold. We wanted to find out how students were currently 

being involved in the academic decision-making process at Michigan State 
University, We also wanted to collect opinions from appropriate sources about 

bow students should be involved. The response to our request has been both 

gratifying and helpful. Without attempting a formal statistical study for the 

Council, we can state that student involvement on the departmental and college 

levels runs almost the gamut of possibilities. Some departments have students 
on all committees. Most departments and colleges have developed some way of 

formally involving students to some extent in decision making. There are a 

few, and only a few, departments which have not involved students in any way in 
their decision-making processes. Some units of the university have developed 

completely parellcl structures, while others have completely integrated struc­
tures with approximately equal numbers of students and faculty members. Some 
student participants serve in their departments and colleges through election 

by other students. Others have been selected by faculty nominations, while 
still others serve as a result of their having filed petitions indicating their 

interest. Some units involve only those students who are majors within the 
department, while others also make an attempt to involve students who are not 
necessarily majors in the particular department. Most units have, to date, in­

volved undergraduate students in committee work, while a smaller number have 
made an attempt to involve both undergraduate and graduate students. In short, 

at the present time at Michigan State University there are examples of almost 
every possible type of arrangement of student involvement in the academic 
decision-making process at the department and college level.

The variety of these approaches being developed throughout the University 
suggests that it would be unwise to insist now on any one model for the involve­
ment of students in the affairs of departments, colleges, centers and institutes. 
However, as a result of the information obtained in the surveys, and after
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extensive committee deliberations, we would like to indicate a preference 

for certain arrangements in regard to (A) The setting up of committees and
(11) The Selection of students for membership on those committees.

A. The setting up of committees.
1. Integrated committee structures seem to be most frequent through­

out the University, and for reasons stated elsewhere, we believe this to be 

preferable to parallel committees. (See p. 6 ).
2. We consider that the selection of one student for a committee 

on which there may be, for example, six faculty members is clearly tokenism, 

and we would argue for more balanced committee structures.

3. Our survey indicated that far more attention has been paid to 
involving undergraduate students than graduate students, and we would suggest 

that departments and colleges include graduate students on the various commit­

tees of the units involved.
4. We have also noted that most of the developments reported to us 

seem to be ad hoc arrangements, not reflected in the bylaws of the departments 

or colleges, and strongly suggest that such arrangement be codified into written 
bylaws,

B. The selection of students for membership on those committees.

1. We recommend that student members of committees be selected by 

their peers, although other arrangements seem to be working in a few units.

2. We recommend that all students associated with an academic unit

be involved in determining the procedures for student participation in the 

governance of that unit.

3. We strongly believe that the students selected to participate in
a given committee of an academic unit should be chosen from a broad base con­
gruous with the constituency of the unit.

4. We recomment that provision be made for specific minority student
representation.
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It may indeed be the case that a single model will never fit all de­

partments or colleges; and in any event, until we have more information as 
to the success of various models, we cannot make extremely specific recom­
mendations for the various academic units of the University. The three re­
commendations proposed below, thus, are designed to be a beginning, a begin­

ning which will insure that students are involved in academic governance at 
the department and college level, and that they are involved, where appropriate, 
within the various centers and institutes of the University. The recommenda­

tions all include reporting procedures to a proposed new Faculty-Student Com­

mittee on Academic Governance whose duties and charges are detailed in Part V 

of the report. We suggest the formation of the new committee as the device 

to monitor efforts at involving students in the academic decision-making pro­
cess, and to continue to make recommendations in this area.

Recommendation I. Each academic department or school within the University 
will develop methods of involving its students, both undergraduate and gra­
duate, in the academic decision-making processes of that unit,

with each unit deciding what makes up its constituency. E.G. , it is 
assumed that all majors of a given department or school must be the consti­
tuents of that department or school; but it will remain to be determined by 
each unit whether it wishes to include major-preference freshmen and sopho­
mores, interested no-preference students, minors, etc. Student constituents 
of a department or school must be involved in determining the nature of the 
participation to be effected. All departments or schools will report their 
arrangements for bringing students into the academic decision-making process 
to the Faculty-Student Committee on Academic Governance by October 1, 19 70.

Recommendation 2. Every college within the University will develop methods 
of involving students, both graduate and undergraduate, in the academic de­
cision-making processes of that college, with each college deciding what makes 
up its constituency. Student constituents of a college must be involved in 
determining the nature of the participation to be effected. All colleges will 
report their arrangements for bringing students into the academic decision­
making process to the Faculty-Student Committee on Academic Governance by 
October 1, 1970.

Recommendation j5. All centers and institutes within the University that have 
academic responsibilities, or whose work concerns students, either graduate 
or undergraduate, will develop methods of involving students in the decision­
making processes of the center or institute. Students associated with the 
center or institute must be involved in determining the nature of the partici­
pation to be effected. All centers and institutes, whether affected or not, 
will report their arrangements, if any, for bringing students into their de­
cision-making processes to the Faculty-Student Committee on Academic Governance 
by October 1, 19 70.
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Part II

Student Participation in the Academic Council

In considering student participation in the Academic Council, this 
Committee had the advantage of the numerous suggestions for such partici­
pation made in the discussion of the Massey Report by the Council in the 
several meetings devoted to this topic during Fall 1969. After extended 
examination of all of the suggestions offered at that time or subsequently 

by members of the University community, the Committee proposes the two re­
commendations presented below. Before turning to those specific proposals, 

however, it seems advisable first to consider why we rejected the other major 

suggestions.
1. Completely parallel faculty and student governing bodies. This 

system at first seemed to us to have merit. But let us consider what a com­
pletely parallel academic governing structure would mean. In such a system, 

there would be departmental student advisory committees separate from the 
faculty committees. There would be college advisory committees separate 

from the faculty committees. There would be a student academic council and 
a student academic senate. In a completely parallel system, there would also 
be standing student committees similar in nature to the existing faculty com­
mittees. Such committees would initiate reports on the same subjects as the 
current faculty committees and would transmit those reports to the student 

academic council and the student senate and eventually to the President and 
the hoard of Trustees. Our Committee rejects this model for the following 

reasons: (a) Many departments and colleges have already set up committees
composed of faculty and students, and to adopt such a plan would destroy such 
progress as has been made to integrate students and faculty into one academic
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community. (b) This committee was concerned with what could happen if two 
separate reports were filed on the same topic by the two governments. Con­
sider the inevitable friction, for example, if the President and the Board 

chose to accept a student report concerning tenure regulations, or a faculty 
report on dormitory regulations. In any event, the committee felt that even 
the possibility of separate decisions would further serve to divide the 

academic community rather than to unify it, and further serve to hinder the 

decision-making process rather than to expedite it. For these central reasons, 

this committee rejects the idea of completely parallel structures. As was 

seen in Part I, however, colleges and departments would be free, if they in­

dividually so choose, to institute parallel structures at the college and de­
partments would be free, if they individually so choose, to institute parallel 

structures at the college and department level. But we feel strongly that stu­

dents and faculty ought to come together for decision making regarding mutual 
concerns at the level of the Academic Council and thus be in a position to 
present a single report on a given issue to the President and the Board.

2, Selection of undergraduate students at large, chosen from current 
student government organizations. This procedure would not be consonant with 

the kinds of academic questions that members of the Academic Council are asked 
to consider. At present student government at Michigan State University draws 

its members from the various geographical and living organizations represented 
on campus. Student government does not concern itself with such matters as 
grading, curriculum development, establishment of new colleges and programs, 
etc. These are appropriately academic concerns, and should be dealt with by 

faculty and students chosen for their connection with academic affairs. A 
faculty organization organized on the same principle as ASMSU would have its 
members chosen by virtue of their living in East Lansing, Okemos and Haslett. 
Surely no one could argue for such a faculty organization, and we would insist,
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similarly, that location of a bedroom is not an appropriate basis for estab­

lishing eligibility for student membership on the Academic Council,
3. Selection from the various colleges of non-voting student members of 

the Academic Counci 1 . Such an arrangement would answer those who have con­

tended that giving the vote to students would drastically change the nature 
of the Council, and make it less the voice of the faculty. If the Academic 

Council concerned itself only with matters affecting the faculty, an argument 
advocating only faculty voting membership would be tenable. But the Academic 
Council has concerned itself in recent years with the major grading report, 
living conditions in the dormitories, control of disruptions, an amelioration 

of their causes, development and change of the curricula, and participation in 
the October 15 Moratorium. These are matters clearly affecting students as 

much as faculty, and to refuse students the opportunity to participate with 
their vote as well as their voice would lead to a lack of commitment on the 

part of students to any decisions made by the Council.

4. Formation of ja student advisory committee to which the Academic 
Council would be held "accountable." Presumably, if such a student committee 

would make a recommendation, the Academic Council would be under the obligation 
to deal with that recommendation in some manner. The problem here is the de­
finition of "accountability." Does either a negative vote or a positive vote
on any given issue mean that the Academic Council has "accounted"for a report? 
Are students from the advisory committee to be given the right to debate in 
the Academic Council? If they are, what change do we have from the present 

situation? if they are not, how will students be able fully to understand a 
negative vote, effectively to request a reconsideration, effectively to com­

municate any feeling that their definition of accountability has not been met? 
This Committee concludes that accountability would not be met by the formation 
of a student advisory committee.
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For these various reasons, then, we have rejected the above suggestions 

in favor of the following recommendations: ,
Recommendation 4. There shall be one voting undergraduate student seated 
on the Academic~Counci 1 from each of the thirteen colleges whose primary 
educational task is the education of the undergraduate.

Recommendation 5. There shall be six voting graduate students seated on the 
Academic Council, selected from among those colleges which have a graduate or 
professional training function. No college may be represented by more than 
one representative at any given time. Graduate students shall be selected 
by the Council of Graduate Students.

It is appropriate now to turn to some specific justifications of these 

recommendations. The Committee chose the procedure of adding undergraduate 

students to the Academic Council by virtue of their membership in an academic 

college. There seems no satisfactory basis on which to eliminate any particu­

lar college. We feel sure that the Academic Council would not vote to elimi­

nate the sole faculty representative from a given college on the grounds that 

we were getting too many members in the council. Accordingly, the committee 

could not agree to eliminate the student from any given college in calling 

for undergraduate student representatives on the Academic Council.

To those who assert that the addition of 19 or more students will make 

the Academic Council an unwieldy body, we would answer that there is no evi­

dence to suggest that the nature of an already large parliamentary body is 
changed only because the size of the body is increased. To those who contend 
that the elected faculty can be out-voted by a coalition of all students, all 
deans, plus a strong minority of faculty members, we suggest that there is no 

evidence that faculty, deans or students have ever voted together as a group. 
We agree with those who argue that concerns peculiar to the faculty should be 

considered by the faculty alone. Part V of this document makes suggestions 

regarding changes in the elected faculty council to provide a means of dealing 

with these matters. We also agree with those who argue that concerns peculiar 

to students should be considered by students alone. Part V of this document
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includes proposals to this effect regarding the Student Affairs Committee. 

H o w e v e r ,  it seems to this Committee that most o f  the actions taken hy the 

A ca d e m i c  Council in the past several years concerned students and faculty alike.

Our recommendations regarding the addition of undergraduates to the 

Academic Council are obvious. We have 13 colleges primarily concerned with 

the education of undergraduates. We feel that each college should be repre­
sented by one undergraduate student, chosen from that college's majors or 

major preference students by any system agreed upon by the students of that 
college. The Committee prefers having students elected by their peers, but 

we realize that elections may not always represent the best way for the selec­
tion of students. At the very least, any student selected to the Academic 

Council must be selected according to procedures agreed upon by a vote of the 

students within that college.
The recommendation concerning graduate students needs special mention.

Our recommendations are made following consultation with the Council of Gra­
duate Students and with the approval of the graduate student representative 

on this Committee. We believe that the addition of six graduate students 

selected by the Council of Graduate Students will be a sufficient minimum to 

present a strong and varied graduate student voice in the Academic Council.

Part III

Student Participation on Standing Committees of the Academic Council

The present several faculty standing committees are a major component 
of university decision making; their recommendations and reports provide most 
of the agenda for the Academic Council, and eventually the Senate. It is in 
these committees that careful, detailed scrutiny is given to suggestions for 

changes in established programs and to efforts to innovate new programs. 

Manifestly, the academic decision-making process to which these committees are
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central is as significant for students as for faculty, and if students arc 

to be involved in those decisions that affect their academic careers at MSU, 

they must have an opportunity to share in the work of these committees. By 

bringing into committee deliberations their own unique experiences and per­

spectives, students can make a valuable contribution to the development of 

academic policy and legislation. Perhaps more than any other unit of the 

university, the committee process constitutes the "channels" of policy-making. 

Student access to as well as confidence in the integrity of these channels 

is best ensured by student representation on these committees.

Since these committees vary in size, and since students have a greater 

interest in some committees than others there is no possible rationale for 
having the same number of students on all committees. Therefore, the follow­

ing recommendations provide for different numbers of voting student members, 

with a brief rationale provided for these differences.

Recommendation 6. The appellation "faculty standing committee" shall be 
changed to "Council standing committee."

Recommendation 7. The University Educational Policies Committee shall have 
six undergraduate students and three graduate students.

Recommendation 8. The University Curriculum Committee shall have six under­
graduate students and one graduate student.

Of all the university standing committees, these two--Curriculum and Ed­

ucational Policies--are those most centrally concerned with the academic 
interests of all students. Consequently, they should have on the greatest 

student voice and vote. One graduate student member for the University Curricu­
lum Committee is proposed at the request of COGS.

Recommendation 9̂ . The University Committee on honors Programs shall have six 
undergraduates and one graduate student. Three of the undergraduates shall be 
members of the honors College, chosen by the students of that College; the 
other three undergraduates shall not be members of the Honors College. The 
graduate student shall be one who has completed a baccalaureate degree in an 
honors program.
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We propose three undergraduate student members who are not in Honors 

College in recognition of the fact that there are honors programs in many 

colleges and departments not directly tied to the Honors College, and there 

are honors sections not restricted to Honors College students.

Recommendation 10. The University International Projects Committee and the 
Library Committed shall have three undergraduates and two graduate students.

These undergraduate members are proposed in keeping with Recommendation 

15. Two graduate members are proposed at the request of COGS.

Recommendation 11. The University Faculty Tenure Committee shall have three 
undergraduate students and one graduate student.

Students on the Faculty Tenure Committee have an appropriate place in 
that Committee's concern for the making of general policy concerning tenure. 

Whether students should be involved in the judicial (case appeal) function of 
the Committee is less apparent. Accordingly, we make the following recommen­
dations

Recommendation 12. The University Faculty Tenure Committee shall report to 
the Committee on Academic Governance on their determination concerning the 
inclusion of students in the deliberations of the Committee.

Recommendation 13. The University business Affairs Committee shall have 
three undergraduate students and one graduate student.

The recommendation regarding student membership on the Business Affairs 
Committee is made while a decision of the Board of Trustees about the respon­
sibilities of that Committee is pending. It is recognized that the Board's 
ultimate decision may suggest a different pattern of student representation.

Re common dat i on 14. The University Faculty Affairs Committee shall have no 
student members.

This recommendation presumes the establishment of a Committee on Academic
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Governance (see Part V), which shall assume functions of legitimate concern 

to students now assigned to the F:aculty Affairs Committee. If such a new 

committee is established, the Faculty Affairs Committee would be responsible 

formatters of exclusive concern to the faculty: salary, fringe benefits,

insurance, etc., as enumerated in the Bylaws (5.4.3.3).

Recommendation 15. hither three or six undergraduate students are to be 
appointed to the standing committees. The pattern of the University Curri­
culum Committee of using basic subcommittees in social sciences, natural 
sciences and liberal arts to reach a decision in matters relating to those 
areas, is to be followed in the selection of undergraduates for all commit­
tees. Either one or two students shall be chosen from each of these areas, 
and all colleges of the University shall be allocated to an appropriate 
area for the purpose of selecting students.

Recommendation 16. Initially the thirteen undergraduate members of the 
Council representing the various colleges primarily concerned with under­
graduate education will determine which colleges will provide undergraduate 
student representation on the several University standing committees. Each 
college will then be responsible for selecting the student representative(s) 
to the separate standing committees. Student constituents of a college 
must be involved in determining the selection procedures.

For purposes of clarification, the colleges as they are assigned in the 
pattern followed by the Curriculum Committee in setting up basic subcommittees 

are as follows: LIBERAL ARTS: Arts and Letters, Justin Morrill, University
College; SOCIAL SCIENCE: Business, Communication Arts, Education, Home Econ­

omics, James Madison, Social Science; NATURAL SCIENCE: Agriculture and Natural

Resources, Engineering, Human Medicine, Lyman Briggs, Natural Science, Veter­
inary Medicine.

It should be noted that although the number of colleges in the respective 

areas is 3-6-6, the number of students is approximately the same in each of 
the three areas.

Recommendation 17. The Council of Graduate Students will be responsible for 
selecting graduate student members of the separate University standing committees.



- 14 -54/L

Part IV

Specific Minority Representation (Blacks, Latin Americans, and Native Americans) 
in Academic Government.

Recommendation 18. There shall be additional seats for minority student re- 
presentation on- the Academic Council, and all standing committees of the 
Council. The means of selecting these students will be developed by the ap­
propriate minority groups and reported to the Committee on Academic Gover­
nance by October 1, 19 70.
Recommendation 19. There shall be 10 seats on the Academic Council in order 
to provide for specific minority representation.
Recommendation 20. There shall be 3 minority seats on the University Educa- 
tional Policies-Committee, The University Curriculum Committee, the University 
Committee on Honors Programs, the University International Projects Committee, 
the University Library Committee, and there shall be 2 minority seats on The 
University Faculty Tenure Committee and the University Committee on Business 
Affairs, in order to provide for specific minority representation on these 
committees.
Recommendation 21. There shall be 7 minority seats on the University Student 
Affairs Committee in order to provide for specific minority representation.

Recommendation 22. There shall be 5 minority seats on the University Committee 
on Academic Governance in order to provide for specific minority representation.

Recommendation 23. While there may be no universal model for inclusion of 
students into tHe" academic departments and colleges of the University, every 
department and college will develop the necessary methods to insure minority 
representation wherever possible.

In light of today's realities, our representative structures by their 
very nature fail to air certain points of view. It is our contention that 

minority groups defined as Blacks, Latin Americans, and Native Americans have 

suffered most under these kinds of representative structures within our society. 
The recommendations set forth are not attempts to negate the predominant white 
viewpoint, nor for that matter to stalemate a particular vote. It is rather 
an attempt to negate the inequities and deficiencies so apparent in the repre­

sentative structure at least until that time when such provisions are no longer 
necessary.
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Our recommendations concerning minority representation on the Academic 

Council, the standing committees of the Council, the colleges and departments 
are the result of extensive consultation with the organizations representative 
of the minority groups as defined above. We believe our recommendations re­

flect the minimum number of minority student involvement which will insure 

just representation.

Part V

Additional Recommendations

One of the problems before the New Committee on Student Participation 

in Academic Government concerned the question of students representation on 
the Faculty Affairs Committee of the Academic Council. It was argued on the 
one hand that inasmuch as that committee had in the past concerned itself 

withbylaw changes and other reforms in academic governance, students should 
be represented if their ideas and aspirations were to be treated with the 

seriousness they deserved.
On the other hand, persuasive arguments were offered that the faculty 

should have a clear and unique voice for the expression of those matters 
that were of primary concern to faculty qua faculty.

To resolve this dilemma, namely, to create a structure that would enable

students to participate in deliberations over future changes in the form of

academic governance and to safeguard the faculty voice in matters that are of

primary concern to them as faculty, we propose the following:

Faculty Affairs Committee.
Recommendation 24 . The Faculty Affairs Committee (See page 13) shall report 
to the Elected Faculty Council, rather than to the Academic Council, on 
matters of exclusive concern to the faculty: salary, fringe benefits, insurance, 
etc. as enumberated in the Bylaws (5.4.3.3). The Bylaws of the University shall 
be changed to provide that the Elected Faculty Council may vote of
those present and voting - m m y  refer matters of exclusive concern to the faculty 
directly to the Academic Senate.
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Recommendation 25. The Faculty Affairs Committee shall be relieved of its 
direct responsibility concerning the Bylaws.

As stated on Page 9, we believe that "concerns peculiar to the faculty 
should be considered by the faculty alone...." Accordingly, we here propose 
that the Faculty Affairs Committee, composed solely of members of the faculty, 

deal with faculty problems and report to the Elected Faculty Council.

B. The Faculty-Student Committee on Academic Gove m a n  ce.
Recommendation 26. The Academic Council shall create a University Committee 
on Academic Governance composed of one faculty member and one student to re­
present each of the colleges of the University. The mechanism for student 
inclusion on the Committee shall originate within the colleges. In addition, 
five faculty members shall be selected by the Committee on Committees to in­
clude all three faculty ranks.
Recommendation 27. The University Committee on Academic Governance shall be 
charged with the responsibility for continuing review of the Bylaws of the 
University to assure that they are being observed and with the responsibility 
for making recommendations to the Council for whatever changes in the Bylaws 
the Committee’s investigations indicate. Specifically, this Committee is 
also charged with the responsibility for continuing study of the steps being 
taken throughout the University to involve students in academic government 
in accord with the action taken by the Academic Council on this present report 
and with the responsibility for making recommendations to the Council as the 
Committee’s investigations indicate.

One would have to be extremely insensitive to the current ethos not to 
recognize the wide-spread concern over the governance of institutions of 

higher learning. Regardless of one's philosophic approach, vested interest, 
or aspiration for change, the fact remains that rarely in the history of 

higher education have so many questions been raised concerning who should be 
involved and what form the involvement should take in the governing of colleges 
and universities.

Institutions that have been lethargic or complacent or have relied upon 

unexamined out-moded forms of organization or false assumptions have done so 
to their sorrow. It may have been sufficient in the past to resolve the pro­
blems created by new social pressures in ad hoc fashion. It seems likely that
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in the future such a policy would result in at least governance by "crisis 

resolution" and at worst chaos and anarchy.
No committee is likely to offer a panacea for the complex problems of 

the rapidly changing social system and certainly no such claim is made for 

the Committee on Academic Governance. It would, however, appear prudent to 
establish some agency that would be specifically charged with the admittedly 
difficult, perhaps impossible, task of anticipating changes in academic gov­
ernance that might be accomplished in rational fashion. It would seem that 

the likelihood of avoiding precipitate actions under conditions of high ten­

sion would be improved.

C. Student Affairs Committee

On Page 9 of this report, we stated our conviction that as faculty con­

cerns should be handled by faculty alone, so "concerns peculiar to the stu­
dents should be considered by the students alone."

At present, the Student Affairs Committee has two major charges under 
the Bylaws. (1) "to examine, study and evaluate all policies of the Vice 

President for Student Affairs as they affect academic achievement in the 
University and advise the Vice President for Student Affairs, the Associate 

Dean of Students, and the Academic Council thereupon (5.4.8.2) and (2) to 
"review and recommend changes in regulations governing student conduct as 
developed and proposed by living units and governing groups" and to "initiate, 
review and recommend proposed changes in the procedures through which such 
regulations are promulgated and . . .make appropriate recommendations to the 
Academic Council" (5.4.8.3).

The second charge, detailed in 5.4.8.3, thus deals with living unit po­
licies. We believe such policies would be more effectively and appropriately 
handled by a group organized in terms of living units. Accordingly, we propose
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the following:

Recommendation 28. Section 5.4.8.3. shall be eliminated from the charge of 
the Student Affairs Committee.

If this recommendation is approved by the Council, we further propose 

that, in keeping with this action, ASMSU and/or the Student Affairs Committee 

initiate amendment of the Academic Freedom Report, sections 5.2 and 5.3 to 

read as follows:

5.2 It is recommended, however, that regulations developed by living units 

be reviewed by the appropriate governing group. The governing group, 
after reviewing the regulations, shall refer the matter back to the 
living unit, together with any suggestions for change. After review 
by the living unit, the matter shall be returned to the major govern­
ing group which shall forward the regulation, together with any recom­
mendations it cares to make, to the Student Board of ASMSU. The Student 

Board of ASMSU shall review the regulations and forward them, together 

with any recommendations they care to make, to the Vice President for 
Student Affairs. The Vice President for Student Affairs shall make 

public his decision regarding the regulations,

5.5 A major governing group or the Student Board of ASMSU may originate

regulations, but such regulations must be referred directly to the ap­
propriate living units, whereupon the procedure described in the pre­

ceding paragraph shall be followed.

Recommendation 29. The Student Affairs Committee shall be composed of one 
undergraduate student from each college. The Vice President for Student 
Affairs and the Associate Dean of Students shall serve ex officio without 
vote,
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Recommendation 30. The newly constituted Student Affairs Committee shall 
be charged to examine, study and evaluate all policies of the Vice President 
for Student Affairs and advise the Vice President for Student Affairs, the 
Associate Dean of Students, and the Academic Council thereupon.
Recommendation 31. The newly constituted Student Affairs Committee shall 
also be charged with the present duties of the Committee on Academic Right 
and Responsibilities as described in Section 2.3 of the Academic Freedom 
Report.

3tIf Recommendation,*! is approved by the Council, we further propose thatA
in keeping with this action, ASMSU and/or the Student Affairs Committee ini­
tiate amendment of the Academic Freedom Report to eliminate section 2.3.

Recommendation 32. One student, either graduate or undergraduate, to be 
selected from the student members of the Academic Council by those members, 
will serve on the Steering Committee of the University.

This Committee believes this representation is necessary to insure 
student voice in determining what matters will be brought before the Academi 

Counci 1.

Respectfully submitted,

James B. McKee, Chairman
Sam Baskett
F.Twin Betti nph aus
Edward Carlin
Michael Harrison
John Masterson
Gina Schaack
Harry Chancey
Michael Freed
Charles McMillan

February 17, 1970
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COMPOSITION OF THE ACADEMIC COUNCIL

Present

\ presiding Officers : 

president 

Provost 

Elected Faculty C o u n c i l ;

Elected F a c u l t y  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  

Steering committee; F a c u l t y  M e m b e r s

Su b t o t a l

Appointed C o u n c i l :

Deans (of colleges; o f  Students; of 
Graduate School; of I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
Programs)

Ex Officio M e mbers :

Officers and D i r e c t o r s

Chairmen of Sta n d i n g  C o m m i t t e e s

Ombudsman

56

5

6*

9*

1*

1 * *

1

61

20

Student R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s : 

Undergraduates 

Graduates

Representatives-at-large

Subtotal

Subtotal

2*

1*

16*

3*

* Non-voting members
** May vote to break ties

TOTAL 102

Proposed

1*
1

56

5

61

20

6 

12

1*
19

15

6
10

31

133



PROPOSED m e m b e r s h i p  o f t h e  s t a n d i n g  c o m m i t t e e s  o f t h e  a c a d e m i c  c o u n c i l

Student
committee
(Total)

Curriculum (25 m e m b e r s )

Educational Policies (27)
♦Faculty Affairs, Fa c u l t y

Compensation, and A c a d e m i c  
Budget (14)

Faculty Tenure (2 0 )

Honors Programs (2 3 )

International Projects (21)
Library (2 1 )

♦Student Affairs (17)
Business Affairs (21)
♦Academic Governance (36)
♦Public Safety (14)

Faculty
Total

16
16

14
14
14
14
14
6

14
18
7

♦Building. Lands £■ plannincr (20) 14

Under- Members-
q raduate Graduate at-large Total

6 3 2 11

0 0 0 0
3 1 2 6
6 1 2 9

3 2 2 2
3 2 2 1

5 4 2 11
3 2 2 2

- 16 - 2 18
4 1 2 2
3 1 2 6

* New Committee
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1.2 . (y. Renumber as "1.2.7."
For "voting faculty" read "qualified voting members": 
Introduce (preceding the section just treated) a new 
section as follows:

"1.2.6. The qualified voting members of a particular

academic unit shall be understood to comprise# 

besides the voting faculty, the student repre­

sentatives selected for that unit under these 

r u l e s ."

2.3. Delete "Department and School Faculty," reading simply
"Organization."

2.3.1. For "voting faculty" read "qualified voting members."

2.3.2. For "voting faculty" read "qualified voting members."

2.3.3. New version:

"2.3.3. Department or school bylaws, and amendments 

thereto, shall be published. The qualified 

voting members of a department or school shall 

review its bylaws at regular intervals not to 

exceed five years."

2-5. a new section to be substituted for Council Revisions
2.3.4. and 2.3.4.1.: *

"2.5. Student Representation

"2.5.1. Each department and school and each center 

or institute that has academic responsi­

bilities, or whose work concerns students,

* The term "Council Revisions," which recurs throughout this Report
refers to the Report of Professor McKee's committee in the amended
version which was submitted to the Academic Senate.
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either graduate or undergraduate, shall 

develop patterns for the significant 

involvement of its students in the d e c i ­

sion-making processes by which policy is 

formed.

Each department, school, center or institute 

is charged with defining the extent of its 

student constituency, namely, with deciding 

the question whether, in addition to its 

majors, its constituency shall include 

m a j o r —preference freshmen and sophomores, 

interested n o —preference students, etc. 

However, every regularly enrolled full-time 

student shall be entitled to participation 

in the affairs of one unit in the college in 

which he is enrolled.

The students of such a constituency shall 

be responsible for selecting, according to 

patterns of their own choice, their repre­

sentatives in the councils and committees 

to which they are party.

The terms of office for student representa­

tives shall be one year. A  student may be 

elected to serve an additional term of 

o f f i c e .
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"2.5.5. M e m b e r s h i p  in a council or committee 

shall in all cases carry with it, for 

student representatives, the right to vote.

"2.5.6. M e m b e r s h i p  carries with it the right to 

vote on all matters, external as well as 

internal (1.2.1. and 1.2.3.), that fall 

wi t h i n  the committee's or council's p u r ­

view, except for matters that are speci­

fically reserved by these r u l e s .

"2.5.7. The reserved exceptions are of three sorts, 

n a m e l y ,

"2.5.7.1. Matters of exclusive concern to

the f a c u l t y , such as their salary, 

leaves, insurance and other fringe 

benefits, h e a l t h  service and 

housing, retirement;

"2.5.7.2. Matters affecting the d i s t i n c t i v e ly 

professional duties of the facu l t y , 

namely, the duties that flow from 

the faculty's obligation to m a i n ­

tain the intellectual authority of 

the University as a c enter of 

detached inquiry and disinterested 

pursuit of truth;



" 2 . 5 . 7 . 3 . Matters in which the distinc­

tively professional rights of 

the faculty are at issue, as in 

decisions concerning the sub­

stantive issues of tenure, that 

is, the re-appointment, promotion, 

or dismissal of individual members 

of the faculty whose appointment 

places them under the rules of 

tenure.
Any act which diminishes, suspends or com­

promises the distinctively professional right 

or duties of the faculty is destructive of 

the interests of the University and is for­

bidden by these rules.

Professional competency is a necessary con­

dition for teaching in the University: it is 

not, however, a sufficient condition for 

teaching and the teaching function remains a 

just matter of student concern.

"2.5.9.1. Nothing in these rules shall be

construed as granting an immunity 

to the faculty from the legitimate 

demands for an assiduous, informed

and considerate attention to 
the duties of teaching.
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"2.5.9.2. Student representatives may with 

perfect propriety raise questions 

of general policy designed (as in 

the "Code of Teaching Responsibil­

ity") to provide remedies for poor 

teaching or negligent performance, 

where remedies are needed b u t  not 

available, o r  though available 

are in practice disallowed.

"2.5.9.3. Student inputs —  especially the 

evidence regarding the teaching 

performances which students observe 

di r ectly —  m u s t  figure significantly 

in the faculty's judgment w h e never 

decisions concerning substantive 

issues of tenure are in process 

of being formed.

"2.5.9.4. All agencies at the level of

department, school, institute or 

residential college (the basic 

units in which substantive decisions 

originate) are expressly instructed 

to provide formal opportunities for 

students to represent their views,

in order that their views may be 
considered along with other evidence.
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"2.5.9.5. If, however, it should chance,

for example in a case requiring a 

decision for re-appointment or 

dismissal under the rules of 

tenure, that the students favored 

the re-appointment of a person 

whose performance the faculty 

regarded as below the level of the 

University, the faculty's judgment 

would carry.

3.5.6. The C o u n c i l ’s revision:

"3.5.6. The College Advisory Council shall 

publish its minutes."

3.6. A new section to be substituted for Council Revisions
3.6., 3.6.1., and 3.6.2.:

"3.6. student Representation

"3.6.1. Each college shall develop patterns 

for the significant involvement of 

its students in the decision-making 

processes by which policy is formed. 

"3.6.2. Each college is charged with defining 

the extent of its student constituency. 

Every regularly enrolled full-time 

student shall be entitled to participate 

in the affairs of one college in the 

University.
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"3.6.3. The rules laid down in Sections 2.5.3. -

2.5.9.5. shall be understood to govern student 

representation at the college as well as at 

the departmental and school level."

4.3.3.3.1. - 4.3.3.3.2. The Council's revision: 

"4.3.3.3.1. Business requiring consideration

of the Academic Senate shall 

ordinarily be brought before it 

in the form of a report or recom­

mendation from the Academic Counci - 

When a recommendation is initially 

presented, it shall not be subject 

to amendment. It may be referred 

back to the originating Council for 

further consideration or it may be 

adopted as presented. Matters 

referred to a Council by the Senate 

shall in all cases be reported 

back to it.

"4.3.3.3.2. When a matter has been resubmitted

by the Council to the Senate, it 

may again be returned to the council 

as often as the Senate deems neces­

sary. Upon resubmission by the 

Council to the Senate, a report 

or recommendation shall be subject
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to amendment in the Senate; 

amendments shall require a 

majority vote of those present 

and voting. The vote on the main 

question of adoption of the report 

at the time of the initial or sub­

sequent p r e sentation shall be b y  

a majority of those present and 

v o t i n g ."

4 . 4 . 1 . 1 . The council's revision ("representatives" has 
been substituted for "members" in the phrase 
"the student members"):

"4.4.1.1. The Academic Council shall consist of the 

President, the provost, the elected faculty 

representatives, the student representatives, 

the deans, members of the Steering Committee, 

and d esignated ex officio members.

"4.4.1.1.1. The sub-group consisting of the

President, the Provost, the faculty 

representatives, the chairman of 

the University committee on Faculty 

Affairs, Faculty Compensation, 

and Academic Budget, and the 

faculty mem b e r s  of the Steering 

Committee shall constitute the 

Elected Faculty C o u n c i l ."
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The order of Revisions 4.4.1.1.3. and 4.4.]..1.4. 
is to be reversed: the texts are renumbered
accordingly. Editorial change in 4.4.1.1.4.: 
for “faculty standing committee" read "stand­
ing committee of the Council."

"4.4.1.1.3. The third sub-group shall consist 

of the Student Representatives.

(This term shall be understood to 

signify both representatives and 

representatives-at-large.)

"4.4.1.1.4. The Academic Council shall have the

following ex officio members: the

Vice President for Student Affairs; 

the administrative officer in charge 

of admissions, scholarships and 

registration; the Director of 

Undergraduate Education; the 

Director of the Honors College; 

the Director of Continuing Education 

the Director of Libraries; the 

chairman of each standing committee 

of the Council; the Ombudsman."

The Council revision:

“4.4.1.2.1. All members of the Academic Council, 

with the exception of the presiding 

officer and the Ombudsman, shall 

be voting members."
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4.4.2. Delete "Number and Election of College Representa­

tives 11 and read "Faculty Representatives. "

Note that the renumbering in the Council revisions 
for the whole sequence 4.4.2.1. - 4.4.2.1.9. is 
rescinded.

For 4.4.2.1
II 4.4.2.2
II 4.4.2.3
II 4.4.2.4
II 4.4.2.5
II 4.4.2.6
II 4.4.2.7
II 4.4.2.8
II 4.4.2.9
II 4.4.3.1

read 4.4.2.01.
4.4.2.02.
4.4.2.03.
4.4.2.04.
4.4.2.05.
4.4.2.06.
4.4.2.07.
4.4.2.08.
4.4.2.09.
4.4.2.10.

4.4.2.4. The Council revision with an editorial 
rephrasing: "standing committees of the 
Council" for "council standing committees."

"4.4.2.04. The election of representatives

to the Academic Council and to

standing committees of the

Council shall be deemed an

external matter for a college

voting faculty (1.2.3.—1.2.4.).

4.4.2.6. For "college" read "faculty" in the two 
instances of the phrase "elected college 
representative."

"4.4.2.06. The term of office of an elected

faculty representative shall be 

two years. No individual may 

serve more than two consecutive 

terms as an elected faculty

representative. (When a college
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360 is first established, h a l f  the

representatives elected in the 

first election shall serve a 

term of only one year, namely, 

those receiving fewer votes.)

4 . 4 . 3 . Delete "4.4.3. Number and Election of N o n —C o l lege 
Faculty R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ," and renumber 4.4.3.1. as 
“4.4.2.10."

4 . 4 . 3 . Introduce a n ew section (corresponding to Council 
Revisions 4.4.2.2. - 4.4.5.4.), as follows:

"4.4.3. Student Representatives

"4.4.3.01. Undergraduate Student R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s : 

Each of the colleges whose primary 

educational task is the education of 

undergraduates shall have one u n d e r g r a d ­

uate student representative.

"4.4.3.02. The College of Hum a n  Medicine, the

College of Osteopathic Medicine, and 

the Col l e g e  of Veterinary Medicine  

shall each have one representative, 

either an undergraduate or a student 

working toward a professional degree. 

"4.4.3.03. These representatives shall be chosen 

according to p rocedures established by 

a vote of the student constituency of 

the several colleges.



361"4.4.3.04. The term of office of a student

representative shall be one year.

A representative may serve an addi­

tional term of office. Terms of 

office shall coincide with the aca­

demic year.

"4.4.3.05. Graduate Student R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s : The

graduate students of the University 

shall have six representatives selected 

from among those colleges whi c h  have a 

graduate training function. No college 

m ay be represented by more than one 

representative at a time.

"4.4.3.06. The graduate student representatives 

shall b e  selected by the Council of 

Graduate Students (COGS).

"4.4.3.07. The term of office of a graduate student 

representative shall be one year. A 

representative m ay serve an additional 

term. Terms of office shall coincide 

with the academic year.

"4.4.3.08. Student Represen t a t i v e s —a t — l a r g e : To 

ensure a systematic representation of 

the views of non—whites, ten seats 

shall be reserved on the Academic C o u n ­

cil for student repr e s e n t a t i v e s —a t — l a r g e .
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”4 . 4 . 3 . 0 8 . 1 .  O f  t h e s e  t e n  p o s i t i o n s ,  a t  l e a s t

s i x  s h a l l  b e  r e s e r v e d  f o r  n o n - w h i t e s .

" 4 . 4 . 3 . 0 8 . 2 .  T h e s e  p o s i t i o n s  s h a l l  b e  f i l l e d  b y

elections-at-large, that is, by 

elections that involve the total 

student community.
”4 . 4 . 3 . 0 8 . 3 .  T h e  s l a t e  o f  c a n d i d a t e s - a t - l a r g e

shall be prepared by a Student 
Committee on Nominations consisting 

of the following five persons:
the student member of the

S t e e r i n g  C o m m i t t e e  (4 .5 . 1 . 1 . 2 . ) ,

three undergraduates —  at least 
two of whom shall be non-white 
—  appointed by the chairman 
of the Associated Students of 
Michigan state university 
(ASMSU), and

t h r e e  g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s  —  at 
l e a s t  t w o  o f  w h o m  s h a l l  be 
n o n - w h i t e  —  a p p o i n t e d  b y  t h e  
p r e s i d e n t  o f  t h e  c o u n c i l  o f  
G r a d u a t e  S t u d e n t s  ( C O G S ) .

The student member of the steering
Committee shall be responsible for

assembling the committee and shall
preside as chairman at its meetings.
The Committee shall report to the

student representative of the Council.
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"4.4.3.08-4. The slate prepared by the Committee

on Nominations shall name at least 

two candidates for each position 

to be filled. The Committee is 

free to set its own rules. It 

is, however, expressly instructed 

to consult with the established 

non-white organizations, to enter­

tain nominating petitions from 

student groups, and to provide in 

the ballot for the possibility 

of write-ins.

"4.4.3.08.5. It shall be understood that these

positions for representatives-at- 

large do not include the seats in 

the Council alluded to in Sections

4.4.3.01., 4.4.3.02., and 4.4.3.05.

"4.4.3.08.6. A  student member of a non—white

minority may according to ordinary 

processes be elected to represent 

a college, or designated to repre­

sent the graduate students, with­

out reference to his minority 

status. The student then serves 

not by virtue of his special 

status as the member of a minority
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status as the member of a college

or as a graduate student. Such 

a student shall not be counted 

in determining the number of 

non-white student representatives- 

at-large that remain on any given 

occasion to be chosen.

”4.4.3.08.7. The purpose of these provisions

is not to dignify our separations 

or to make permanent our divisions 

but to affirm the pluralism that 

is indispensable to our form of 

community. Our purpose is to 

institute a guarantee, to ensure 

a result not certified by the 

ordinary processes of election, 

namely, that the voice of the 

non-white minorities in this 

University shall on all occasions, 

irrespective of the results of 

college and graduate student 

elections, be positively heard. 

'Not more than six' is the imposi­

tion of a quota; 'at least six' 

is, on the contrary, the acknow­

ledgement of a right.
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"4.4.3.08.8. The term of office of a student
I' representative—at— large shall be 

one year. A representative—at- 

large may serve an additional 

term. Terms of office shall 

coincide with the academic year."

4.4.4. - 4.4.5.4. * The renumbering of Sections 4.4.4. — 4.4.5.4.
(=4.4.6. - 4.4.7.4. in the Council revisions)
is rescinded. The numbers now appearing in the 
printed Bylaws are to be retained.

4.4.4.1. The Council's revision (Minutes of November 10, 
1970, page 3):

"4.4.4.1. The Academic Council acts for and on behalf of 

the Academic Senate, subject to the provisions 

of Sections 4.3.2. and 4.3.3.3."

4.4.5.3. The Council's revision (it is assumed that the 
introduction of a student into the Steering 
Committee, as provided in the Council revision 
of Section 4.5.1.1.2., is approved):

"4.4.5.3. The Elected Faculty Council shall meet at
regular intervals. The President, or in his 

absence the Provost, shall preside. The Secre­

tary of the Faculties shall serve as secretary. 

The voting membership of the Elected Faculty 

Council shall consist of the elected faculty 

representatives; the chairman of the University 
Committee on Faculty Affairs, Faculty Compensa­

tion, and Academic Budget,* and the faculty

members of the Steering Committee. The presiding 
officer may vote to break ties. Minutes of all
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circulated to all members of the Acuity.
The renumbering in the Council revision (=4.4.7.4.) l s  

rescinded. The text remains the same.

- 4.5.1.7. The Council revision, editorially modified:

"4.5.1.1. The Steering Committee shall be composed of six 

members, as follows:

"4.5.1.1.1. Five members shall be elected by the 

voting faculty of the University for 

two-year terms. No more than one 

member may come from any one college. 

"4.5.1.1.2. One student, either a graduate or an 

undergraduate, shall be selected by 

the student representatives of the 

Academic Council from among their 

number for a one-year term.

"4.5.1.1.3. No member is eligible to serve more

than two terms consecutively. steering 
Committee members shall serve as mem­
bers of the Academic Council in 
addition to their college's other 

representatives. The steering Commit­
tee shall elect its own chairman and 
secretary.
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may not serve concurrently as college repre­

sentatives on the Academic Council (4.4.2.5.).

"4.5.1.3. Either two or three faculty members of the
Steering Committee shall complete their terms 
each year and be up for re-election or replace­
ment. The Academic Council and the Committee 

on Committees shall each nominate two candidates 
for each position to be filled. Thus, the 

voting faculty will choose among four nominees 

for each position open.
"4.5.1.4. The election of faculty members to the Steer­

ing Committee shall be deemed an external 
matter for college voting faculties (1.2.3. -

1.2.4.).

"4.5.1.5. The election of faculty members to the Steer­

ing Committee shall be conducted by the Secre­

tary of the Faculties annually in the second 

week in May. Election shall be decided by a 
plurality of votes. Elected members take 
office July 1. The student representative 
selected to serve on the Steering Committee 
(4.5.1.1.2.) shall be named to the Secretary 
of the Faculties.

"4.5.1.6. Faculty positions on the Steering Committee

vacated during a term of office shall be filled 
by appointment of the Elected Faculty Council.



~ 22 -
5GBThe student- position, if vacated during a 

term of office, shall be filled by a student 
chosen by the student representatives of the 
Academic Council from among their number."
The Council revisions:
The Steering Committee shall act as an agency 
through which individual faculty members or 
students, or faculty or student groups and 
organizations, may initiate action.
The Steering Committee, in consultation with 
the President or the Provost, shall prepare the 
agenda for meetings of the Academic Council and 
the Academic Senate. Before each regularly 
scheduled meeting of the Academic Senate or 
the Academic Council, the Steering Committee 
shall hold a duly announced meeting open to 
any member of the Academic Senate or of the 
University's student body at which suggestions 
for agenda items will be heard and any proposals, 
complaints, inquiries, etc., will be duly 
processed."
The Council revision:
The Committee on Committees shall consist of 
one faculty member from each departmentally 
organized college, one faculty member from the 
group of residential colleges, and one faculty
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member from the non-college faculty group.

The committee shall elect its chairman. Only 

newly-elected college representatives to the 

Academic Council are eligible for election to 

the Committee on Committees. Election to the 

Committee on Committees shall be by vote of 

the elected college Academic Council faculty 

representatives of the respective colleges. 

The term of office is two years. Provisions 

shall be made to stagger elections to assure 

continuity."

5. - 5.2.3. The Council revision (the Council's amended number 
sequence has been altered):

"5• The Standing Committees o f the Academic Council
"5.1. Nature and Establishment of the Standing Committees of

the Academic Council

"5.1.1. A Council standing committee is any committee 

whose function is deemed so important, and the 

permanent continuity of whose activity is so 

essential to effective academic government, that 

the Council establishes it under that title. 

"5.1.2. There shall be the following Council standing 

committees:

University Curriculum Committee
University Educational Policies Committee
University Committee on Faculty Affairs, Faculty 

Compensation, and Academic Budget
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370University Faculty Tenure committee
University committee on Honors Programs

University international Projects Committee

university Library Committee
University Student Affairs Committee
University Committee on Business Affairs
University Committee on Academic Governance

University Committee on Public Safety
University Committee on Building, Lands and 

Planning

"5.2. General Rules Governing Standing Committees of the

Academic Council
"5.2.1. Subcommittees or ad hoc committees of Council 

standing committees shall exist at the discre­

tion of the parent committees. The advisability 

of the continuance of subcommittees or ad hoc 

committees snail be raised annually in the 

parent committees."

5 . 2.2. The Council Revisions 5.2.2. — 5.2.2.1.2. have 
been renumbered. The heading "5.2.2. Council 
Committee Membership" has been expunged. intro­
duce the new h e a d i n g :

"5.2.2. Faculty Membership

"5.2.2.1. The term of office of elected faculty 

members of all Council standing c o m ­

mittees shall be three years. Pro­

visions shall be made to stagger 

elections to assure continuity. Terms
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and terminate on December 31.

"5.2.2.2. No member of the faculty may serve as

a voting member of more than one Council 

standing committee at a time (6.1.3.).

No elected faculty member of a Council 

standing committee shall serve conse­

cutive terms on the same Council 

standing committee.

5.2.2.3. The Council Revision 5.2.2.1.3. redrafted 

"5.2.2.3. Departmentallv Organized Colleges:

The voting faculty of each depart- 

mentally organized college shall elect 

a member to each Council standing 

committee from two candidates for each 

position nominated by the college 

Advisory Council.

"5.2.2.4. Non-College Faculty: The non-college
voting faculty shall elect one member 
to each of the Council standing commit­

tees. The pattern of nomination and 
election shall be determined by the 

non-college faculty group in consulta­
tion with the Office of the Secretary 

of the Faculties.
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"5.2.2.5. Residential Colleges

"5.2.2.5.1. The voting faculty of each
residential college shall 
elect a member to each of 
three committees —  the 
Curriculum Committee, the 
Educational Policies Committee, 
and the Committee on Academic 
Governance. These members shali 
be elected from two candidates 

for each position nominated by 
the College Advisory Council.

"5.2.2.5.2. In addition, the voting faculty

of the group of residential 
colleges shall jointly elect a 
member to each council standing 

committee except the Curriculum 
Committee, the Educational 
Policies Committee, and the 
Committee on Academic Governance. 

These members shall be elected 
from two candidates for each 
position nominated jointly by 
the College Advisory Councils 
of the residential colleges.
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"5.2.2.6. Two c o n n S ^ e e s  are excluded from the purview

of Sections 5.2.2.3., 5.2.2.4., and 5.2.2.5.2., 

namely, the Student Affairs Committee and the 

Committee on Public Safety. The membership of 

these committees is defined in Sections 5.4.08.1, 

and 5.4.11.1. respectively.

"5.2.2.7. If an elected faculty member of a Council

standing committee is unable to fill his office 

for a term or longer, a replacement may be 

appointed by the respective College Advisory 

Council or group of residential College Advisory 

Councils."

5.2.3. - 5.2.3.2. The Council Revisions 5.2.2.2. - 5.2.2.2.2.,
renumbered:

"5.2.3. Student Membership

"5.2.3.1. The term of office of student members of all

C o u n c i l  s tanding conuuiLLeeS shall be Oils year.

A student member may serve an additional term of 

office. Terms of office shall coincide with 
the academic year.

"5.2.3.2. No student may serve as a voting member of more 

than one Council standing committee at a time."

5 .2.3.3. - 5.2.3.4. The Council Revisions 5.2.2.2.3. - 5.2.2.2.4.,
reformulated:

"5.2.3.3. Undergraduates: The undergraduate members of a 

Council standing committee shall be in number
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three or six: the number varies according to

the rules laid down hereafter for each of the 
committees.
"5.2.3.3.1. For the purpose of distributing the

undergraduate representatives so 

far as possible according to com­
petency in the several areas of 
instruction, the colleges primarily 

concerned with undergraduate educa­
tion shall be grouped as follows: 
the Liberal Arts Group:

College of Arts & Letters 
Justin Morrill College 

University College 
the Social Science Group:

College of Business 
College of Communication Arts 
College of Education 
College of Human Ecology 
James Madison College 

College of Social Science 
the Natural Science Group;

College of Agriculture & Natural 
Resources

College of Engineering 

College of Human Medicine
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375 Lyman Briggs College 

College of Natural Science 

College of Osteopathic Medicine 

College of Veterinary Medicine
"5.2.3.3.2. Each of these groups is to be

equally represented in the stand­
ing committees of the Council.
Thus, if three undergraduate members 

are to be chosen, one member shall 

come from each of the groups; if 
six members, two shall come from 

each group.
"5.2.3.3.3. The responsibility for establishii

the procedures for determining 

which colleges shall on a given 
occasion be called upon to elect 

undergraduate members shall lie 
with the undergraduate student 

representatives on the Academic 
Council (acting together with the 
student representatives of the 

Colleges of Human Medicine, 
Osteopathic Medicine, and Veter­

inary Medicine). The colleges 
called upon to name members shall
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according to patterns acceptable to 

their constituencies.

"5.2.3.3.4. Four c o m m i t t e e s —  the Committee on

Academic Governance; the committee on 

Faculty Affairs, Faculty Compensation, 

and Academic Budget; the Committee 

on Public Safety; and the Student 

Affairs Committee —  are excluded 

from the purview of Sections 5.2.3.3 -

5.2.3.3.3. The membership of these 

committees is defined in Sections 

5.4.10.1., 5.4.03.1., 5.4.11.1.,

and 5.4.08.1. respectively.

"5.2.3.4. Graduate Students: The membership of graduate
students on Council standing committees shall be 
as indicated in the sections governing membership 
for each of the standing committees. The Council 
of Graduate Students (COGS) shall be responsible 
for selecting these members."

5 . 2.3.5. A new section to be substituted for Council 
Revision 5.2.2.2.5.:

"5.2.3.5. Student Members—at—Large; To ensure a systematic 
representation of the views of non-whites in the 
Council standing committees, two seats shall be 
reserved on each committee for members-at-large.
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"5.2.3.5.X. At least o n e  of  t h e s e  s eats s h a l l  b e

reserved for a non—white.
"5.2.3.5.2. Members—at— large in the standing

committees shall be appointed.
"5.2.3.5.3. The appointments are to be made by the

student members of the Academic Council 
(representatives and representatives- 

at— large) acting in the role of a 

Student Committee on Committees. The 

Student Committee on Committees shall 

elect its own chairman. The chairman 

must be a representative—at—large.

The Committee shall invite recommenda­

tions from the Council of Graduate 

Students (COGS) and from the offices 
of ASMSU especially established for 

the conduct of minority affairs.
"5.2.3.5.4. in each committee the seats of members-

at-large shall remain to be assigned* 
whether or not a non—white has been 

named to the committee independently 
under the rules set forth in Sections
5.2.3.3. — 5.2.3.4.

"5.2.3.5.5. The Committee on Faculty Affairs,

Faculty Compensation, and Academic 
Budget is excluded from the purview 
of Section 5.2.3.5."
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5.2.3.6* The Council's Revision 5. 2.2.2.6., amended:

"5.2.3.6. If a student member of a Council standing committee 

is unable to fill his office for a term or longer, 

a replacement shall be appointed to serve for the 

remainder of the academic year by the Student 

Committee on Committees (5.2.3.5.3.)."

5.2.4. - 5.3.3. The Council's Revisions 5.2.3. - 5.3.3., in part
renumbered:

"5.2.4. The chairman of each Council standing committee shall submit 

an annual written report to the Steering Committee by 

December 31. Summaries of these reports shall be distributed 

to the Academic Council, and through Council minutes to the 

entire voting faculty. Each chairman shall keep the Academic 

Council informed of the work of his committee by means of 

oral reports at the meetings of the Academic Council.

"5.2.4.1. Elected members of the Council-standing committees

shall report quarterly, either orally or in writing, 

to their respective College Advisory Councils 

concerning the work of their committees.

"5.2.5. With the exception of the University Curriculum Committee, 

whose chairman shall be named by the president, and the 

University Committee on Faculty Affairs, Faculty Compensation, 

and Academic Budget, whose chairman shall be named as pro­

vided in Section 5.2.5.1., all Council standing committees 

shall elect a chairman annually in January from their own 

membership.
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”5.2.5.1. The chairman of the University Committee on

Faculty Affairs, Faculty Compensation, and
/Academic Budget shall be chosen by the voting 

faculty of the University according to the pat­

tern provided in Section 4.5.1. for the election 

of the Steering Committee (except that the Elected 

Faculty Council, instead of the Academic Council, 

shall select two of the nominees and shall fill 

by appointment a vacancy occurring during a term 

of office). The chairman of this committee shall 

serve as a voting member of the committee in addi­

tion to his college's other representative. He 

shall be elected at the same time as the Steering 

Committee, shall take office on July 1, and shall 

be eligible for no more than two consecutive 

terms of two years each. The chairman of the 

University Committee on Faculty Affairs, Faculty 

Compensation, and Academic Budget shall be a 

voting member of the Elected Faculty Council.

^ ^ • General Functions of Council Standing Committees

"5.3.1. The Council standing committees shall represent their
i

constituencies in the interest of the total University.

"5.3.2. The Council standing committees shall advise the Academic 

Council and appropriate administrative officials on matter, 

within the purview of the committees.
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"5.3.3. in the performance of their various duties, council stand­

ing committees must often seek the expertise and assistance 

of both individuals and administrative units within the 

University. Accordingly, these committees are both encour­

aged and authorized to call on such individuals and adminis­

trative units for advice and assistance, and individuals and 

administrative units are asked to render whatever services 

are reasonably requested."

5.4, - 5.4.12. The Council revisions, together with the institution of
a new standing committee in 5.4.12. [minority student 
representation has been changed from "one to three" (or 
"one to four") to "two student members-at-large" in each 
standing committee ,j :

*5.4. Nature and Functions of the Several Council Standing Committees 

"5.4.01. University Curriculum Committee

"5.4.01.1. The voting membership of the Curriculum 

Committee shall consist of its elected 

faculty members, six undergraduate students, 

one graduate student, and two student members- 

at— large. The Registrar and a representative 

of the Provost's Office shall serve ex officio 

without vote. Additional ex officio non- 

voting members may be included at the dis­

cretion of the committee."

5.4.01.2. The Council Revision 5.4.1.2., renumbered: 

"5.4.01.2. College faculty representatives elected to 

the University Curriculum Comini ttoe shall
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serve as non—voting ex officio members of

their respective college curriculum committees

[For 5.4.1.3. and 5.4.1.4. read "5.4.01.3." and "5.4.01.4." 
respectively .J

"5.4.02. University Educational Policies Committee

"5.4.02.1. The voting membership of the Educational 

Policies Committee shall consist of its 

elected faculty members, six undergraduate 

students, three graduate students, and two 

student m embers-at-large. The Provost and/or 

his designate shall serve ex officio without 

vote. Additional ex officio non-voting m e m ­

bers may be included at the discretion of 

the committee."

[For 5.4.2.2. and 5.4.2.3. read "5.4.02.2." and "5.4.02.3." 
respective ly }

[The whole of Section 5.4.3. (i.e., 5.4.3. — 5.4.3.3., the section
on the University Faculty Affairs Committee in the present B y l a w s ) 
is to be deleted.}

"5.4.03. University Committee on Faculty Affairs, Faculty C o m ­

pensation, and Academic Budget

"5.4.03.1. The voting membership of the Committee on 

Faculty Affairs, Faculty Compensation, and 

Academic Budget shall consist of its elected 

faculty members. The Provost shall serve as 

an ex officio non—voting member. Additional
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sultants from the University may be included 

at the discretion of the committee."

"5.4.04. University Faculty Tenure Committee

"5.4.04.1. The voting membership of the Faculty Tenure 

Committee shall consist of its elected 

faculty members, three undergraduate students 

one graduate student, and two student members 

at-large. A representative of the Provost's 

Office shall serve ex officio without vote.

^For 5.4.4.2., 5.4.4.3., 5.4.4.4., 5.4.4.6., and 5.4.4.7. read 
"5.4.04.2.," "5.4.04.3.," "5.4.04.4.," "5.4.04.5.," and "5.4.04.6. 
respectively. Council Revision 5.4.4.5., concerning judicial 
{case appeal) functions, has been deleted^)

(Note that Council Revision 5.4.4.5. concerning the University 
Faculty Tenure Committee's report to the Academic Council on 
their determination with respect to the inclusion of students 
in the judicial (case appeal) function of the committee has been 
deleted ̂

"5.4.04.7. The rules laid down in Sections 2.5.3. - 

2.5.9.5. shall be understood to govern 

representation and voting at the university 

as well as at the departmental, school, 

institute and college level.

"5.4.05. University Committee on Honors Programs

"5.4.05.1. The voting membership of the Honors Programs 

Committee shall consist of its elected 

faculty members, six undergraduate students, 

one graduate student, and two student members
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at-large. Three of the undergraduates shall 

be members of the Honors College, chosen by 

the students of the college; the other under­

graduates shall not be members of the Honors 

College, but they must be or have been enrolled 

in Honors courses or programs. The graduate 

member shall have completed a baccalaureate 

degree in an Honors Program. The two members- 

at— large shall be members of the Honors college, 

or be or have been enrolled in Honors courses 

or programs, or have completed baccalaureate 

degrees in Honors programs. The Director of 

the Honors College shall serve as an esc officio 

non—voting member. Additional ex officio non­

voting members may be included at the discre­

tion of the committee."

(For 5.4.5.2. and 5.4,5.3. read "5.4.05.2." and "5.4.05.3." 
respectively.-}

"5.4.06. University International Projects Committee

"5.4.06.1. The voting membership of the International 

Projects Committee shall consist of its 

elected faculty members, three undergraduate 

students, two graduate students, and two 

student members-at-large. The Dean of 

International Programs shall serve as an 

ex officio non-voting member. Additional
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ex officio n o n —voting members may be

included at the discretion of the committee."

[For 5.4.6.2., 5.4.6.3., and 5.4.6.4. read "5.4.06.2.," "5.4.06.3.,
and "5.4.06.4." respectively.]]

"5.4.07. University Library Committee

"5.4.07.1. The voting m e m b e r s h i p  of the Library

Committee shall consist of its elected 

faculty members, three undergraduate students 

two graduate students, and two student m e m ­

b e r s — at— large . The Director of Libraries 

shall serve ex officio without vote. A d d i ­

tional ex officio n o n —voting members may be 

included at the discretion of the committee."

(For 5.4.7.2. and 5.4.7.3. read "5.4.07.2." and "5.4.07.3." 
respective l y .])

(sections 5.4.8.1. and 5.4.8.3. of the present Bylaws have been 
expunged in order to make w ay for the following Council revisions]]

"5.4.08. University Student Affairs Committee

"5.4.08.1. The University Student Affairs Committee

shall be composed of six faculty members to

be selected on a rotating basis among the

colleges of the University according to the

procedures outlined in Section 6.1.4. of the

B y l a w s ? five undergraduate students appointed

by the Associated Students of Michigan State

University (ASMSU); four graduate students

selected by the Council of Graduate Students

(COGS), and two student m e m b e r s - a t - l a r g e .
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the Dean of Students shall serve ex officio 

without v o t e . Additional ex officio non-voting 

members may be included at the discretion of 

the committee.

"5.4.08.2. The Student Affairs Committee shall examine, 

study, and evaluate all policies of the 

Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs 

as they affect academic achievement in the 

University and advise the Vice President for 

Student Affairs, the Dean of Students, and 

the Academic Council thereupon.

"5.4.08.3. The Student Affairs Committee shall initiate 

amendments and review proposed amendments to

(1) the Academic Freedom Report with the 

exception of Sections 2.1.4.9 and 2.2;

(2) General Student Regulations; and (3) 

policies relating to the academic rights and 

responsibilities of students; provided, h ow­

ever, that any amendment affecting the p ro­

fessional rights and responsibilities of the 

faculty (as the Elected Faculty council inter­

prets these rights and responsibilities) must 

be approved by the Elected Faculty Council 

before consideration by the Academic Council.
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The Council shall refuse to consider any 

amendment or revision of Sections 2.1.4.9 

and 2.2 of the Academic Freedom Report until 

the proposed change has received the endorse­

ment of the University Committee on Faculty 

Affairs, Faculty Compensation, and Academic 

Budget and the approval of the Elected 

Faculty Council.

”5.4,08.4. The Student Affairs Committee shall assume

the duties of the Committee on Academic Rights 

and Responsibilities described in Section 2.3 

of the Academic Freedom Report.

4.09. University Committee on Business Affairs

"5.4.09.1. The voting membership of the Committee on Business 

Affairs shall consist of its elected faculty mem­

bers, three undergraduate students, two graduate 

students, and two student members-at-large. The 

Vice President for Business and Finance, together 

with two other persons from the business and 

service groups designated by the Vice President 

for Business and Finance, shall serve as esc officio 

non-voting members. Additional ex officio non­

voting members may be included at the discretion 

of the committee." 
n 5.4.9.2. and 5.4.9.3. read "5.4.09.2." and "5.4.09.3." respectively!
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University Commit-tee on Academic Governance

"5.4.10.1. The voting membership of the Committee on 

Academic Governance shall consist of one 

faculty member from each college, one faculty 

member representing the non—college faculty, 

one student member from each college (selected 

according to procedures established by the 

c o l l e g e s ) , two student mem b e r s —a t — large, and 

one additional faculty member selected by the 

Committee on Committees so as to represent the 

lower faculty ranks.

"5.4.10.2. The Committee on Academic Governance shall 

undertake a continuing review of the Bylaws 

of the Faculty with the responsibility for 

making recommendations to the Council for 

whatever changes in the Bylaws the Committee's 

investigations indicate.

"5.4.10.3. Specifically, the Committee on Academic

Governance shall conduct a continuing study 

of the steps being taken throughout the Uni­

versity to involve students in academic 

government in accordance with the procedures 

established by these B y l a w s .

University Committee on Public Safety

"5.4.11.1. The voting membership of the Committee on
Public Safety shall consist of seven faculty
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to be selected on a rotating basis among the 

colleges of the University according to the 

procedures outlined in Section 6.1.4. of the 

B y l a w s ; four undergraduate students appointed 

by the Associated Students of Michigan State 

University (ASMSU); one graduate student 

selected by the Council of Graduate Students 

(COGS); and two student m e m b e r s-at-large.

The Director of the School of Criminal Justice 

and the Director of the Department of Public 

Safety shall serve as ex officio non-voting 

members. other ex officio non-voting members 

ma y  be included at the discretion of the 

Commi t t e e . "

"5.4.11.2. The Committee on Public Safety shall examine 

policies affecting the public safety of the 

University community. Specifically, the 

Committee on Public Safety shall study and 

evaluate public safety services, facilities, 

and policies, and shall advise the President, 

Provost, the Director of Public Safety, and 

the Academic Council thereupon.

"5.4.11.3. The Committee on Public Safety shall hold 

regular, open meetings at which members of 

the academic community may bring to the
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attention oil ?he committee issues affecting 

the public safety of the University.

"5.4.11.4. The committee on Public Safety shall place

under continuous study current and projected 

needs of the University with respect to public 

safety, and recommend appropriate action. 

University Committee on Building, Lands, and Planning 

"5.4.12.1. The voting membership of the Committee on

Building, Lands, and Planning shall consist of 

its elected faculty members, three undergraduate 

students, one graduate stpdent, and two student 

members-at-large. The Executive Vice President, 

the Director of Campus Park and planning, the 

Director of Space Utilization, and the Univer­

sity Architect shall serve ex officio without 

vote. Additional ex officio non-voting members 

may be added at the discretion of the committee. 

"5.4.12.2. The committee shall be charged with the follow­

ing specific responsibilities:

"5.4.12.2.1. Studying and making recommendations

with respect to building priorities 

op University property.

"5.4.12.2.2. Studying and making recommendations

with respect to proposals for land 

utilization on university property.
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"5.4.12.2.3. Studying and making recommendations

with respect to the ecological impli­

cations of land utilization and building 

proposals.

"5.4.12.2.4. Studying and making recommendations

with respect to traffic planning.

"5.4.12.2.5. Studying and making recommendations on

the appearance and location of buildings 

with respect to both functional and 

aesthetic criteria.

"5.4.12.2.6. Advising the President of the university

concerning the financing, location and 

appearance of physical facilities on 

University property, and informing the 

Academic Council of its recommendations."

6.2.1. - 6.2.1.2. Delete these sections in the present Bylaws,
and renumber Sections 6.2.2. - 6.2.2.2. as follows:

for 6.2.2. read 6.2.1.
" 6 .2.2 .1. " 6 .2 .1.1.
" 6.2.2.2. " 6.2.1.2.

6.2.3. - 6.2.3.2. Delete these sections in the present B ylaws.

December 3, 1970


