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This study examines the newly emerging sources of student in- -

fluence from 1970 to the present. The focus is ;basically on pohtlcal
sources and includes “old- style” protest, lobbymg, studentrun_co-
operatlves, student participation’] in goyernance, collectlve bargaining,
and the student as full citizen and full adult. Whlle students have
.become more sophlstlcated in their modes of mﬂuence the1r interests

“the’ most—-the costs of their.- educatlon They are also concerned
out issues of their,own freedom'@nd their part1c1patxon in campus

* decision makmg The author, Samuel E. Kellams, is assistant pro-

fessor ‘of educat;on at the Umvers;ty of Vlrgmla, _Charlottesvﬂle
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. since 1970 have become delimited to concerns that affect their lives
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. ' Overview " .

N - ’

The year 1970- seems toehave been 3 watershed i’or the ways in
* which - college stidents exerc;se inftuence. Most people Weye familiar

*" - with the gréwth ¢f “stildent protest" act1v1hes _on:campuses that ex- -

. " tended thr0ugh the spnng of 1970. Both Journallsts and academicians
,“"*’“‘*gamed reputations in covering: and mterpretmg what "appeared_at” . -

-

- that time to be a highly s1gngﬁcant Worldwide movement. Many, e L,

-people were entertained, some ) fere bored :and others were outraged

_ . Whatever the partu:ular posture people todk, most: thought ‘that - .
o “student protest.” was: t’(’)ver after 1970 and ‘that students had returnedi ‘

¢ Tlus is’ bécause researc(rers writers, . .

‘ f / to their former quiescént. sta
' as well since 1970 in tracmg the’ less o

.o

¢+ and broadcasters have not Ylone"
L ~spectacular ‘ways in which students gain_ theﬁ:‘ ends. It°is the premise
.o .of this study that ‘Students contmue to try to mﬂuence <he' course of. i 5
“events in the wider soc1et7 and on_ their’ campuses However, the. Sl

", sources from which' they denve 1nﬂuence are less. spectacular and it _

15 more dlﬂlcult to 1dent1£y and assess the nature and effectWeness of e

“ these_sources. " e ‘ )

-~

Thls study ‘explores some newly' emerglng sources of student in- S
fluence. The use of the wdrd “power in relation “to, students has »
. been purposely.avoided, “st ;ient power” was a- catch phrase during -
the late 1960’s and hasa*ﬁr riety’ of meamngs ~For-.this study the
“word “1nﬂuence .is used in &e way thét most people understand: to _
affect or alter by indirect ar, fntanglble means, to. sway or to modify.” - \
“A sourqeuof influgnce, ‘then;’ is. ¢ ‘mechanism, - process, or'situation that'
;nables ‘a person to affect, ‘hlter, sway, or .modify somethlng in a
basically indirect way.. Tnd task here is. to. identify and dlscuss the -
echanlsms, processes or situations that permit college students to v
. - influence the isstes that fnatter- to them: - - . L
' (Sources of student 1nﬂuence ‘can. be classified as polltlcal legal y S
. | and other sources. The primary. focus in this study wilk be upon the '
- “newly emerging politicdl sources of. influence: These political sources - o
‘have been grouped. for the purpose of analysis into’two broad cate- : ' o
gories that -form the organlzmg framework for the study.” The first - -~ .
category views. students operating as a separate pohtlcal force. This -, -
1ncludes “old style” student, protest, stiudent lobbying agtivities, and , .-,
the operation of new student institutions. The second category views =~
students as part1c1pat1ng 1n established polltlcal structures and - +

C
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‘Vprocesses yncluded here are student parnmpatlon in- governance,': R
- collective bar‘galmng, and participation as fiill citizens and full adults.

~In each of these subcategories the nature’ of the sources of influ- .
ence Zte described and cases are given’ where sources have been used-

1dent1ﬁed and a rough assessment of the real and potenqal eEecttve-
ness of these wources is made, In addmon the, - lnterrelatlonshlp of
thesé various sources of 1nﬂuence is cohsxdered ‘in terms of how they
remforce complement and.in some :cases conflict - with each other. -~ -
~The ‘most difficult: task " is a\ssessmg eﬂect;veness Thereare some,
.examples and scattered évidence where one can see clear connectlons
‘between a-source of influence (i.e., student lobbymg) and the ends-
., to which tlle influencé was. directed, Even in these cases it is difficult
to” isolate -all. of the other com:rlbutmg factors ‘that. mlght haveg
brought abbut the particular “end.” -For example, in the: case of
-student lobbying, bills are passed for a multitude_ of redsons,’ onl§r~?
one of which might be student support Thus, the. question’ of how

effective students really have been in using théir newer- sources of

omﬂue‘nce remains an. empmcal problem nd one that ‘cannot be re-
. solved (in this study, = . - : e

-t

[) . ‘
. The basic. conclusion of: tlus study is t at students have developed .
" and are drawing from a.number of newer rources of influence. These

‘sources represent a logical evolution frfomy thie all-or-nothing days of
“direct confrontation. to. the more multifdceted, less d1srupt1ve, an
more. soplnstlcated polmcal approaches th i

areas that v1tally aﬁect thelr hves‘] S e
R .
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by studefes. Also barriers to fuduse of these sources of mﬂuence are
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Although the academlc wars that began 1n‘the 1960 s,have sub51de .

" and.*student agtivism” ne longer captures: the headlines oftdally news- :
papers, ¢ lege students coritinue to-influence. colleges and’ unjversities - "
- ~and the w1der soc1ety Although many sources of 1nfluenee ‘used- by PRI L
-2 students in the - past are- still. effectlve today there _are’ some newly
\/ emerging sources that are Qotent mechanlsms faﬁtudents to. mﬂuence :
, -aspects. of soaety and’ institutions ‘of hlgher educatlon thar ‘matter’ to.

" them. This paper will focus chleﬂy o these emerglng basrcally po~ '

. litical sourtes of 1nfluence.v S :

Generally, sources of student mfluence may be clasmfred as pohl;1cal,~ .
- legal, and other There are, two conceptually different. ways in which
studengs draw upon polltlcal sources to gain their ends. ‘Ot involves ,
_students” actmg as a:separate’ p@lt;cal force, essentially on;their ow'
Somie’ examples are tradltlonal student’ government student protest° ‘
, - and- confrontatlon student:> unionism (on- the' Eurgpean: model) st'”'
B .' dent lobbying at all levels of goverhment, student-staffed Public In--
o terest Researcl£ Groups (PIRGs) and, other student-initiated and/or
studentoperatéd ‘cooperative- economlc, educ:f'tlonal and cultural ‘m- » ,
3 ‘ stitations. Another way- students"’use “political sources is. by part1c1pat- ‘_' ST
~ing inj establlshed (nonstudent or. adult)- polltlcal “processes and L
bR dec1sron-mak1ng ‘structures, - This 1nc1udes shared part1c1patlon in the. po ]
» formal governance of colleges, and univsities, participation in vari: - .
‘, ous phises. of colleetive - bargalnlng between faculty members’ and
admmlstrators, -and extra-1nst1td'tronal pohtlcal part1c1 ation’ s voters o
“and adult members of soc1ety : '
Legal sources of mfluence used by . students have included. 11t1gat10n N
all the; way to the Supremj: Court of the United States. Frequently,
“‘the,courts areused by students m attempts to establlsh thelr rrght to
.. exercse influence by polltrcal means. In this way the cou operate as
termediate” or “mediating” ‘source of student 1nf1uence. Al- ‘4 .
h it is beyond the scope of this study to comprehenstvcly d0cu- e
t the ways in which students use the legal machinery; s student yse * - T
“the courts will ‘be 1Hustrated ‘where it is d1rectly related to” the: ~
. ar10us pblltlcal sources of mﬂuence discussed..” - = Y '
‘ Other sources of 1nfluence revolve around the students role as the o
1 “consumer of a’ product in the educatlona,l market Students age scarce :
‘aifd are h1ghly valued by colleges for economtc reasons" Educatlon As

*

- u.»_
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p]entrful but costly, and may be deValued in part for economrc réa:’
- sons, ‘Again;. thls partlcular topic, would req“uxre separate treatment to‘
adequately' tease out the 1mphcatldns for st—udent mfluence. In this -

study-it i sufficient 'to recognize that the market for. recruiting &nd -

holdxng’ students makes. it all. the more llkely that du‘ect, pohqcal

; sourcés of student mfluence w1ll be effectrve

,A .,aA.b'v. »

Mcthodology and,Scope of the Stidy. - -, ky AR

«, « This study will explore the “po tact1v1st source.s B studerit in-

47 ‘n
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ﬂuence or .the" period- from 1970 'to ,thé present /(summer 19’75)
Exﬁmp'les come* chlefly from four-year-: .colleges .and!
though some of the analysls is apphc,able to all po

_tion. - i

- E I a’ :
Matenals are drawn' from the: ]ournal hterature(; bOka and mono-

graphs 11terature listed in the ERIC 'system; newkpaper itents, and |
,' othex‘ reports and documents . procured ‘dn*ecf:ly from student-run.” .

“agencies. Referer{ces ‘are made to the Chronicle &f Htgher Education
(CHE) s a source of prlmary factual materlal for examples .of the

. ‘source pf mﬂﬂ?hce N R o A
‘Where h‘e* 'data permit, sonre attempt is made to a9sess, the ¢ _ctiVe'-
ness and .otg Y }al effectlvenes;hof' ithe sources of lnfluence “Th au.thor'

'de value state
-notL and whether t

he results of their 1nfluenc. arer googl

oY

ents as fO“WheEher st.udents shiould be -
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Pcrhaps thc bcst known way in which students havc acted as a
- separate” political force has been .traditional, cam})us-bascd student.
..government. Traditional separation-of- ower ‘models of student - gov- .
ctnmcn; grew rapidly during the 1920° and 1930’ spurred on by the -
_ student personnel mavement of ' the time. Up o .the 1960’s student .
govcmmcnt was largclyx confmcd to social matters, such as the selec-,.- - _
"\ tionof hqmecommg qucfens and ‘school s 1gs (Hodgkmson 1971'-.
- p 4142} On other mhtters studenits served in an “advisory or L
© sultative capacityfat tlzie imtmuve pand und¢r the watchful du'ecnon e

- of the office of thc dean. of students.. . | : . .
Separate smﬂcnt govemmcnts stifl’ ellst at " most CO]ngCS It is -

* rprobably fair to say that such tradﬁnonal fofms.of influence are .most
= " viable where issues involve matt Irs of per nal;- -economic,” ‘and aca-
. demic conccrn to the student cor:Zntuen y: faculties and administra-

|-» ' tors-are rece'ptnve to student concerns and student inputy. and other .
«¥ +  sources'0t influence (such as student protest- and student. l\bymg)
-have, be?n ‘u ,d in 'compl’ementajy ways. Bven’ so,, there are- ‘many, -

" colleges rwherp | students are inot| conviticedl that thenr ‘governange

| - . structurds haye been effective, A v

1 stud it OVel‘ fng board votej:nto disband ‘and called their function a: i, L
" crue pcglmc farc'q They ¢ plamed ‘of hjving no real power "al)d

ol felt s ir . recommqandatlons to the administration Rad been. .. =~ .
.1gnr$dj E,‘,Mavy12 1975p2) S I R , x\ |

* ' o

Ohio Un versity, for’ example, the .

, ‘\ 1 .
L Stu egz Pr e&t an&i Gonfront atza?z Rews;*cd ‘ { et
ﬂ‘ver q dc,:cade since zthe first WaYe of mass-stdent pro.
£t

| . s n
{ tcs aght| tHe public eye. And it is now moke. than five years since - .
[. . the| t b nde on the cam uses’ is. presumed tb have ccased Actually,
| th é S f stJdem protest are not nearly §6_rare in our nation’s
} history a %P bopular media suggest. Campus protest activity reached N

; very; ;1g \ tvels dhnng the)1930’s and. began {to build rapidly again
-+ durip, nh late -1950's and early 1960’s (Altbach 1974, p. 8). And
! 'cambg b otést did not end with the tragcdle of Jackson Statc and
Kenit! Stdt m_1970 S

Durmg h¢ .period from. 1964 to 1970 studcnt rediscovered, further .
devclopedj and legmmlzed 5\ whole host of tadtics and stragcgles to

: mﬂuence lssues that concemed them These tactncs were largely
! e P 2T NS Do : : h - - »




rorism. Aided by the communlcatlons -media, these tactlcs became a.

LY - ’ . te

- campus-based but clearly; bey:)nd the establlshed .governapce,

structures and traditional campus dec:snon-maklng apparatus, an in-
_chided demonstratlons, such as marches, rallles, vigils, snt-lns, occu-
- pation o&.bluldmgs and - offices, strlkes, boycotts and’ moratotia; pla-. ’

carding, picketing, petitioning and pamphleteermg, and riots, intimi-
dation, (hsruptmn of classes, vaolence, sabgtage, destructlon, and ter-

potent source of student influence. - :
Eventually, istinctigfis were: m,glde betwcen mechanisms of, dlssent

“as constitutionally protected sources of lnfluence and ‘mechanisms of

dlsruvptlon that abridgegd - the constitutional rights of others and

.‘]eopardlzed the educational missionof institutions of - hlghcr educa:
tion (Carnegle Commlsslon on ngher Education, Dissent and. Dis-

ruption, 1971, p. 5- 14) The courts served the useful function of in-

terpretlng,t these ‘distinctions ‘in. numerous speclﬁc cases. One

positive outcome ‘of thiy" period® of turinoil was that campuses were

) forcetx to codify the rules and regulations that define the limits” of-

Q
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" influence. Unfortunately, comprehensive natlonal surveys of stude

-IStudent protest-activity as it relates to. legltlmare educatlonal oals.

This codification had the effect of recognizing the legitima
of these tactics and of preservmg them for‘\me by futu d gencratlons
of college students. : ,

. Since 1970 students have not be¢n reluctant to use thcse sources, of

protest actwmes areano longer in fashion.. The last major survcy was

‘eported in 1971 covering the academic year 1970-1971, a year gene- -
.rally thought to- be tranquil (Bayer -and Astin, 1971). The authors
conclude that-over 1,000 ingtitutions of higher educatlon experlcnccd
protest activity’ and almost ‘half of these colleges experienced “severe”.
. protests.. ThlS level of activity was similar to that in 1968 69 i “ban-

ner year” for student protest.~ :

In the absence of comprehenslve survey data, onc must rely on
the reports made,public in the fiews media for examples of continu-
ing student use of confrontation tactics as a source 6f influence. Some
of the more pubhcued incidents are -brlefly skétched -below. '

In the spring of 1978 at Antioch College student§ locKed the- u11d~’
', ings of the Yellow Sprmgs, Ohio, campus which prevented’ other stu-.

- dents, faculty members, and admlnlstrators from using the cimpus for}
'six weeks. The strike was -initiated chiefly by abouﬁz&l%v-mcome .

and minority students participating in the colleges New Directions

guarantees from the admmlstratlon for financjal aid packages extend-
ing for five years Because of uncertalntles in federal funding and

4

e L

»

" program. Issues werg mainly economic. The students were seeking .

v



othcr institutj “onal fmancral constraints, the adminfstration cquld not o
accommodate these demands. Initial attempts tc negotiate Jlth th/c'.
strikers collapsed’ and eventually violence . a?g estruction enshied ‘ye-
sulting in the’ expulsion of 19 students arfd’ the ‘dismissal of- se/en -

ﬁaculty members ‘The strike 'ended when a g oup of nonstrrkmg{.stu-. -
dents ‘sought ‘and successfully obtained .an- injunction fromr a‘local .

_ court ordering the college %o reopen. Police/ force had, tp be wused to

.. . implement the injunction. The administration’ initially had refused
« - to call the police and had-opposed the i Junctron (Semas,, May 21,

. 1978; ‘May 29, 1978 June 18, 1973). '

In September 1973 students at the U 1versrty of Mrchrgan st ed” S
an abortive attempt to withhold payment of thelrotumon dug/toa
- ‘sudden rise ‘in fees averaging 24 percent Because of ‘an earlier court- ,
directed “change “in: residency ru]es makling it easier for sty dents tor'~ .
. establish residency for tuition purpose‘ the Umversrty Mlchlgan :

- stood to lose™ several million* doHars. i in revenues. An ac oss-the:board
tultlon hike; was".announged' about st X-weeks before, £lassés ‘were to
- begin, The (umon strike begah, with s mé 5,000 st ents pledging to
" - withhold their fees.:Attempts were made to disru; fee payment lmes -

and ralhes were-held. When moderate leade‘;sah{ (the student body'

president) gave way to-more radical, 1‘ eologic leadershlp, the trﬂte
_ .dwindled within a few weeks and most students paid their tuition. . -
‘e, "The admlmstratlon \Sﬂ‘ld tﬁe strike had Ilt fe effect, a]though late\t in .
the year tuition rebatgs were mailéd to/ students when the loss\of
. Tevenue was not as great as ‘had beEn rcdlcted (Van Dyne, Nov.| 12,
. 1978). - e o
_ At Duke University ‘over 600 tudents protested the prop sed
S phase-out of the School of Forestry and the Primate Research Ce ter. -
' The university had projected 2/$3.4 million- deficit for 1975 76 and. - 7
- students have been seeking a/voice in the kinds of cits ﬁ) be made SR
(Campus Notes, CHE, March, 10, 1975, p. 2). ,
Financial difficulties . sultmg m a proposed, nonrenewal “of 52
faculty positions at the/Universjty of Maryland was at 1ss‘ue in sftl- :
“-dent protests on the College Park campus. The faculty cuts were to -~
be made at the agsistant professor and graduate absistant 1 vel, Stu-
“dents argued that ‘these were some of their best teachérs -and thatl .
quahty educatxf)n was under attack due to the partrculfr{ positions to
‘be cut an “the potentlal increase in the student/fac y ‘ratid. Stu- )
~ deats a faculty leaders had earlier been effective n ‘lobbying to "’
/ defeg;t/st{ate legislative attefupts to cut an additional 55 teaching po- -
S smons In.addition, propesed mcreases were the ob]ect of student pro-
L ] tcst rallies (Becker 1975U o ” SO \




Studcnts at' the Umversyty of Massachusetts declarcd' ax two day =~ -~
- moratorium on classes in “protest against proposed budget reduc- -
tions by a referendum vot¢ of 8, 870 to 1 ;081. The students ‘were urged o
t . to telephone and "write parents and, legnslators to. prevent..cuts in- N
‘ . special _programs for n{morltles,( possible mcreases in tuluon and
.- fees, and possible reductlons in Student employment dpportunmes on’
e - campus (Campus Notes, CHE, May 5 1975). After & 38-hour occpua-v_
' ~ tion of UanCrSlty Hall, black and Latnn.,,Amerxcan students ‘won some '
e concesslons from the administration at Brown University. Agrcement
‘ ;. was gamed to incréase minority enrollments by 25 peréént over .the " ;‘
-..‘next three years, ta increase local black rectuiting, and to generally
involve blacks:in the admnssnon process (Magarrell 1975) S

- At the Santa- Barbara campus of the Unlversmy ’of Cahforma, 25

. student protesters were grrested for stagmg a threehour sitin, at the
: ‘Computcr center. Issues/involved the yecruitment of mqrgJ morlty S
group faculty .memb s and continued fundmg ’gor blatk -and "-f--,‘ S

" . _ Chincano studies cent rs (Campus Notes CHE;. May 12¢ 1975 P 2)

‘ While some of the e protest’ activities have beert dlrtctly effectlve \
.-~ and others have not +they are representatlve of the kinds -of - “old- -
- style” protest that Jcontinues today—but with “séverat - dlfferenccs
_First, the issues haye clearly cliariged. Students are conccrned wnth
-, immediate personal, academic, and economi¢ bread-and-butter 1ssues.
Tuition hikes, renft ihcreases, program cut-backs, financial aid" con~ "
. cerns, - and facult retrenchment—these have been the most: -sal;nt
.« issues for students in the last severa} years. That-such shifts in- the
- issues- would occyr is not surprising given the social and political imi. £
“pact of the ‘economic recesslon Broader and moré abstract issues of,
war and peace; nv1ronmental despollatlon and COrporate power: ‘haveé .
been ‘less oftenfused as rallying-cries for student protest since 1970.
- The fmancnal ifficulties of colleges have been especially tﬁreatemng
~for minority group programs and related issues around the country, /
Commitment o minarity programs - was a matter chxeﬂy’ of soc:al/
justice, ldeah m, and-: -even mstltutlonal prlde durlng the more '

i 'ltles appear to- be less’ violent, more or(;frly, and - more
: . .Also,” the protest mode is used more selectiyely,” sup- -

. .. . N
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'nothlng device. Instead they want to dﬁmatlze and. publicize theu»‘ i

plementmg other sources of mflue ice shch as \lobbymg and collectlve / L
.bargalnmg = / v j s

.Students may be movmg aw; :y from the “protest” as an_ all-or-

* concerns in order o/ strengtl_‘in ‘their.. ‘positions through othe'r po [N
litical, legal and-ecy ecpnomlc clrnnels of- v1nfluence. ‘

Studcnt Lobbymg/ i : ' 4
' One of the newly emer 1ng and most pr‘omljmg chanm‘l 'of' stu-
_dent influence i studen lbbbynng Ltke old-style car 'pus-based spd- »
dent governmefit ( hying - is orgay fzed .
by students, upporte( by students, and operated by stude s (or a
ddates) . in /fthe interests of)tudent constituencies” Unlike: " -

pus activity Student, lobbymg involves, the-at mpt to con-

- . earher soyrces of‘}’yfluence, student lobby}ng is almost lby deflnltlon

* those bills, and arguing thelr cahe 'n' the b‘ 418 of carefully assembled

- dent-related issues, It is"sta fed by about nine " full-tirie" pr"‘ofemonalj

trol - mitters of vital concern’ to students thro‘flgh diregf influence on. N

the legislative/and executlve branches’ of ording Y. .governmental * .~
’bodles—-loca, state,.and natlonal Smdent lob 1sts 1nteract w1th -
Ieglslatols,
“agencies

_information. In other words, ; the' :
“organized and registered spemal"nterest b oup el

While student lohbylng is not new /1t has taken on .more sopllﬂstl-- . ,'

* cated orgamzatlonal forms, 1§ ‘bettey fmanced and has ' narro ed its.,
focus to a slate of- ra'thet pragn Atic' student “concérns: singe:/1970;

Prompted by the need for a natj énal student Yoice, the N'l,tfonal Stu-b '_ a

fdent Lobby (NSL)- Was m'ganu d in; ,1971 17 The NSL is 4 nonproflt
nonpartisan organlz'rtlon thay lobbxes and t,estrfles in Qoﬁgress on stw

and student interns.and cntrolled by a board. of directors c/onststlng
-of students fron} colleg across - the -country. Tts réal support comes
from the affxln’tlon of tudent govemment organizations’ at hundreds‘.
of colleges, When a local student group -affiliates with NSL the ad-
‘ministrative: mechamsm is. known hs a “campus arinex.” 7l‘ he- campus, )
anngx is staffed by an annex»dlrector and local studénts/all ‘of whom -

- ®serve as.a‘link betweén 4he’ NSL activities in Washington, D.C., and

lof:al campus concerns. Usually a pomon of the student act1v1ty fee is T
allocated‘ /for memberslup in, the NSL. The. NSL ’epubhshes The:“_ CL

' lThe Natlonal Studcnt Lobby is locatcd at 2000 P Strcct, N.W\, Washmgton, '7_‘ )
D Q 20036 AR 4_, — . ‘ o 7... i
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Natzonal Student Lobby Annex Han book to Iielp students orgamze.
a NSL ‘campus annex. - %'

. During the first year:of operatio, NSL attracted members. from
136 colleges in, 87 states (]acbbson 1972, p. 4). By 1973 the NSL had
some 220. colleges as dues-pg;ymg embers,-who were usually. repre-
sented by-their individual srudent overnment officers (Semas, March
--12,1973, p. 5). R :

‘ Each year several hund ;,ed stud nt leaders come to Washmgton for
PR .a conference a series of . works ops, and more extensive’ lobbying
activities with therr congressron | representatives. Issues are identified
through an annu&l /éferen(h - conducted by NSL through ' the
campus annexes. Mgmbers of NSL also I'ECEIVC ‘the bimonthly news: .
letter, Student Lobﬂbytst whigh reports on natlonal and state lobbymg' ‘
activities as well, as, the statys of’rmportant bills.. +
NSL’s priovi tl"e’és are chie y the bread-and-butter issues: student fi-
_-nancial ‘aid programs 4 standard minimum ‘wage for students on.a
. par. thh(ﬁthers, airfare discounts for students, sex discrimination in
" higher educatlon, and 9/ continuation ‘of low tuition at publxc institu-
- -"_ tions . (Semas March 12, 1978, p. 5; CHE; March 4, 1974, p. 4). More
o recc\n\tly, NSL legistafi ive concern has focused on emergency employ
~ ment opport nmes" or students durmg the recession, aid to veterans,
- a ion Bt the frlght ‘of students to declire bankruptcy '
d 't"'Lobbyzs, Vol. 1;, No 3, April-May; 1975, p. 4).
One ‘visible" s
St Educ'ttlon Act/ of 1972 urgmg colleges to include students on their
govermng bo rds . (Van Dyne, October 15, 1974, p. 1, 4). More recent-
¢ NSL )o l{ed with’ 25 ather national organizations to defend low-
cost” tuitis n at pnbhc colleges and umversmes (CHE Aprrl 7, 1975, .
p.9). 7
o Adth ugh NSL ts concerned chiefly vgxth federal level” fssues and-
oy actrvx' jes, it also’ works with several: state lobby -groups (not to be
con fised with, “campus’annexes™) when there are mijual interests.
x, It 'namtams a hle on each of the 28 states that have organized student-
s, 'ate lobbymg actlvxty, sponsors regional workshops for state groups, '
7. /Bas conducted # survey questionnaire of many of the state lobbies, and

/4 has produced a manual for use by students who want to establish an
‘. ‘effective state ; lobbymg group (the Natzonal Student Lobby State
Lobby ‘Handbook). '

‘At the state level s1gmf1cant developments have taken place in
hxgher educatlon that have affected student lobbymg Recently, pub-
lic institutions of ‘higheér education have formed state systéms of

. .
hlgher educatlon w1th the admmxstratton of these systems centrally

f s
-
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rccess for NSL ‘was an, amendment to the’ ngher_' E
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located .at’ the seat "of state government "In some cases there arg /

several state systems COrrespondmg to- institutional: types, for example, -
‘the state university system, the staté college system, and _the,state-: -
~community college " system. Ofteft theré -exists -a' state councrl Or €O: . “«7, 5

ordinating agency to mediate, review, and recommend pohcy on

budget,ary matters, resource. allocation, - program and student growth'

and overall mission of these: sseveral systems. In other cases a statewide
govemmg board—a superboard——controls the entire higher education

complex in a given state. In all cases, more centralization has oc-

curfed in state capitols. Vital decrslons that affect students are- bemg
made hundréds of miles from their camipuses. ,
One political response by#students ,to. this centrahzmg trend has

been to copy the approacti. Students have organized their own state
level representatives in the form of state associations of students reps

resenting the students within whole systems . of state institutions,

These associations  congentrated:, heavrly on »estabhshmg organized
lobbymg groups wrth relatively - perm'lnent staffs of students "and -
- former studen{ts turned professipnal lobbylsts In this way, students
“seek to institutionalize advocacy for student interests at the. hrghest :
. level of policy maklng The problem of rapid turnover of* student :
leaders of campusbased student governments is alleviated ‘and a.
»contmult_y of student advoc1cy is gamed This }dea seems to be-

gaining momentum: yo .

. State-level student - associations have also. sponsored a number of

~"serv1ces to students, in addition to representing student interests to
* boards of trustees and '1dmm1stratrons at the state level, to the state

legislators, to the office of the ‘governgr, to state education depart-

ments and ‘other  executive agencies, and to state coordmatmg and
planning agencies for higher education. Student services include

. .
group buying cooperatives, group travel programs, student insurance
_programs, and statewrde booking and development of entert'unment,

for constituent campuses.

This - combination of student advocacy and student -services on a . ..
“more centralized state-system basi$ is similar’to the “student um‘on

model.common to European universities. The Student A’ssoc'r' :ﬂon of
*-the State Umversxty .of New York _(SASU) is. really lrtt
from the National Union of Students (NUS) of Gregt:Britain, except ‘

different

“for the ideological differences and ‘“radical” .gVertones of*NUS

o

(Scully, May 12, 1975, p. 7). NUb is a federatidi; of 750 unions at

local umversmes,opolytechmc mstltutes, and colleg‘es of Great Britain.

Q

. Most of these local institutions "pay part of tligir .union fee for NUS
A ‘support Over 45 full.time ,employees are

w)lved in advocacy and

SRS e )
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services admmlstratlon NUS negotlates dlrectly wnth the government
on“size and availability of grants.to students.-It also owns -an m-
surance company and a travel agency-that offers a range of services. -

* For example, :in 1973 74, 317,000 students used NUS~ travel bureaus -

. Most agree that th1s mode of student 1nf1uencg ‘has been qu1t X
*"fective. " - e i

In chis country, at least 28 states have full—glme orgamzed studcnt :
lobby groups that are housed and. reglstered at the state capitol. Some
states have more than one lobby group represenung different student
_ constituencies (Callforma, for example). Little has been wrll:tenp‘;and
formally published on these student state lobbles (Van ‘Dyne, Octpber '

oo 151974, p. 1; Sema, October 1974, p. 29-33). : .

Another source is to- contact the” various student state lobb}r as*

sociations directly. This procedure was used i ;l this study to- optain a

' wide assortmént_of materials from student lobbies. in Callforma,,New
. ﬂYork and Wisconsin. What follows are shbrt case studies o£ thpse

"._x three states” student lobby efforts. The materlals upon which ‘me de- -
' scrl_ptlons and analyses are based include personal commumcatlons

. ~ with the student lobby group spokesmen, news releases, summarles and

' reports of legislation monitored, student voter. reglstratlon and3 voting

pattern analyses, documents outlmmg the orgamzatlon, autho tty and

B

T

chures Unless d1rectly quoted, these various documents wrl_, not be o
1nd1vxdually referenced. - Y :
Students of thé nine campuses of the Un1vers1ty of Callforn}a have
*" formed one of the most active and effective lobbies in the. countryf
The Student Lobby was created in 1970 by the Assoc1ated 1Students . -
of the University of California. Student body presidents of the nine . -
campuses, 'called  the ‘Student Body Presidents’ Council, serve-as the
policy-making body for the Student Lobby. The lobby ‘is staffed by
three full-time recent graduates who earn about’ $600yr month and
serve up to two-year terms. They aremssisted by student mtems (nine

or, tcn)’who receive expenses, academic credit, and spend at.least one .. .

-~ term in Sacramento (“The Student Lobbyists,” Time, Sept. 24, 1973).
The Student Lobby -represents over 100,000 UC students and is sup-
rted by student activities fees at the current rate of about. 66 cents

per student. Obvmusly, a budget in excess of $50,000 is mvolved
To facilitate working liaisons wnl’xi_the individual campuses, each
campus: 'has a Lobby Annex. Director whose specific duties. mclude_ '
- communlcatmg lobby activities and. positions from ‘the state’tothe
local campus (_annex )i commumcatmg campus 1ssuEs that may be .

»
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) affected by lcg151atlon to the Studcnt Lobby staNcsearchlng toplcs
~or issues neéded in establishirig. lobby positions; and. helping to select
_ student ‘interns for the Sacramento office. In addition, there are -
*pcm’dlc campus referenda that help to determine lobby priorities

- and .goals.. This “annex” . organization is Slmllal‘ to that used by, the B

National Student Lobby. -

Dunng the last couple of years the UC Student, Lobby followed
over 150 pieces-of state legislation,.taking. active positions. on many
~ bills, of highest priority were bills related to the UC’ budgct child-

.“care centers, collective bargalnmg, master planning in higher educa-

tion, f1nanc1al‘ aid ta students, housing regulations, bills related to stu-
"dent voting ughts and bills directly affecting the system—W1de student

‘ governmcnt association. These leglslatlve areas are’ typlcal of the ¢con- -
cerns that students are showmg for issues dlrcctly affecting their own
‘welfare. Some elaboration in these areas will help to illustrate.in E

~ more concrete terms how the UG Student Lobby functions.
The lobby has. become increasingly involved in the budgetary .
process and has'sought to support fundlng likely to benefit students
. directly. For example, the: lobby was able to convince Governor
. ‘Reagan to aughent the UG budget by $1 million to fund teaching "
evaluation agd small seminar Courses. Lobbyists also sought funding
. for. new classreom equipment, increased student use of computers,.
salary increases for teachmg ass1stants, 1mprovement of llbrary ‘staff-
1ng and book circulation, improvement in campus lighting in “high
crime areas, and effective affirmative action. 'While many of these
items received favorable consideration from the legislature, most did
not get by the governor’s veto.
. Child care centers have been successfully funded through the actidh
of the Student Lobby at the level of $605,000 for 1973-74 and at the

samg level for 1974-75. Efforts to sponsor bills to grcatly increase this

" support to public colleges on the basis of the number of students en-
- rolled who .are also parents has met with little success so far.

Student Lobby concern . with <bills. on collective bargailting stems

from the desire to prevent campus government from being conducted -

' without student participation. The many gains students made in the

late 1960’s under the general’ headlng of “student participation in
governance” are beirg threatened in California, as elsewhere, by new
bargalnmg laws. The Student Lobby. sought amendments to bargain- -
_ing leglslatlon that would. permit students,  at .the -very least, to be-:

-

come third-party- pzmlapant/observers at the negotiating table. The .

' amendments were made but the blllS under consideration were never
enacted. : -

.
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Flnanc1al aid has been one of the perennial fssues of most student :
lobbies. In Califgrnia some thirteen bills were monitored in- this" -

-area over the past two years The Student Lobby claims credit for :

" diverting $4.1 mllllon from a building cohstructlon fund for use as
‘ aid to students over a two-year .period. Bllls were supported to in-

| crease funds for state scholarships and to increase the number of state
©, .- grants for dlsadvantglged students. ,A lobby-sponsored bill of par—

-persons who participate in certannuvolunteer community service
" projects, thus supplying incentivés for “stopping out” of ,college.while
~ earning the right to student aid when one returns to college. "

- In the housing-area, students have supported legislation reducmg

the ‘power that landlords‘3 have' over student tenants. They,, have

sbught bans on nonrefundable cleanmg deposits, retallatory ev1ctlon,

ticular _interest that was passed” prov1des for a Communlty Service
Fellowship Program This program gives state student financial aid to.

* *landlord-tenant inventories of rental property and furnlture, “and im- |-

.- met with little leglslatlve success. .

. 'The Student Lobby has actively *followe% and part1c1pated in. thc

~ new master aplanmng activities that led to legislation to-abolish - the

_ old Coordinating- Couneil on Higher Education and replace it with

s . the California Postsecondary Education’ Commission (CPEC).” The

' ents felt that the new commlsslon broadened membership in the-
staté\WIde agency and gave it a more substantive role. ,A UC- student

it was instrumental in directing attentiorf to the financial aid needs of
lower income students, dur1ng the deliberations on thc new master
plan. -

- Perigdically, bills are 1ntroduced that shtft the date of pnmary
electlons for reasons qg -efficiency. Bécause sﬁudents live alternately at’
college and at home, dépending upon the “icademic calendar, some of .
 these 'bllls serve inadvertently ‘to disenfranchise student voters be-

terest income on _tenants’ deposits, However these measures have .

as appointed to CPEC for a two-year term. The. Student Lobby feels: »

- ‘cause | ‘of registration ‘complications. Five different bills were intro- .

duced of this kind and all were opposed and eventually killed. Other
bills were introduced that were specifically interded to prevent stu- |

\ . dents from voting. One bill wéuld have changed the voter registra-
) g g gi

fon deadline to 49 days (rather than 29 days) before an election, |
« making it difficult for students to reglster fo vote at the1r new ad- i

have established the voting res1dency of a college student as that of |
~ - his parerrts if the parents clalmed the student as a dependent for in-
‘come tax‘,_& purposes. These bllls, whlch were obv1ously deslgned to
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nullrfy the potcntlal mfluence of the elghteen year old vote in college

communmes, were: defeated

" Other interests of ‘the Studént Lobby re1ate to the Ass6c1ated Stu--

dents of the Umversxty of'Califorria jtself. Through passage of a state
law i in 1972 student cooperatw,e bookstores- no longer " have to,pay a

y - local; property £ax, an; exemptlon en]oyed by many other nonprofit in- -
“»stitutions like” churchcs and colleges At Berkeley alone & savings of ‘»
-$15,000 annuallyis reahzed Fmally, \the Student Lobby fh California "

and -elsewhere must keep' - constant vigil' for legislative. attempts to

abridge the. use of student actlmty fees for lobbying purposes. ThlS

est levels of decision making. 3"~ ° e

How effectlve has, the Umvei's;ty of California Stuc:,eiﬁ Lobby -
been? It is probably too early fo-make overall ]udgments thi
if, indeed, the influence of lobbieg can ever be assessed. The UG Stu-

- dent Lobby, however, is proud to pbmt to a recent survey reported in.

the Calzforma Journal, a monthly magazme on state politics; which

' . would. destroy the finaricial bay e, :of the orgamzatlon~from which a -
. considerable representation®of student mterests is gamed]'at the high- "

his kind - -

ranked the UC Studen’t Lobby thie. ‘twelfth most influential in the -

state out of 675 regrStered lobbylsts (Wahle 1974). From this article,
from the record, and frofm vartous comments made by California legls-
lators (widely quoted in the Student Lobby literature), it appears that -

- the image of ‘student activist” tirned**student lobbyist”" has been -on
“ the increase, The Student Lobby of the University of California be-
lieves that providing accurate and complete information to. legislators =
“'is an effectlv; approach to lobbying. A& Calrfo;ma student lobbyxst -
A"was quoted- in Time magazine as aymgt L

1
@

peopl!: say the campuscs “are quiet. There are - no more protests
because they are no longer effective. -Listen, you just don’t get a million
. dollars by sitting:on the Governor's front- lawn We're “just smarter
-now. (Time, Sept. -2 1973) _ "\‘ LR SN -

.

Probably.- the largest and ‘most elaborater orgamzed state stibdent
lobby is the Student Association of the State University of New York
(SASU). A professronal staff of eight full-time employees and 4s many
student interns are housed in Albany. A budget of about $80,000 ‘is
pro]ected for this year. Like the California. Student Lobby, SASU -

- is chiefly funded from member campus studént associationy’. assessed

.at the rate .of sixty cents per FTE student - from mandatory student

‘activity fees. Unlike the California Student Lobby, about 20 percent

of the budget ;(glerlved from Yevenue from the consumer services
program.. At prefent 25 of 28 campuses of the SUNY system are mem-

.
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- bers, of SASU SASU 1s=govemed by a delegate assembly, with dele-

. gates' apporttoned to,caeruses by t.he number of FTE students en-’
rolled a&‘the member campuses. -

- "SASU has been very active and apparent’ly effectlve ips 1the leglsla-_
tive ‘monitoring :and lobby. area_~(see The Annual Repdrt SASU, -

" Qctober 25, 1974). Through a biweekly report . (SASU Legislative .Re-‘,. .
"port), the cent¥al staff kept members n‘LEormed of 561 ‘bill§ that pér: - L
tained .to higher educatlon and student-related issues- 1ntmduced ddr- o

ing the’ W74 leglslatlve session, The-status of these bill

public ‘hearings, and gomprehensive studies were - commumcated to
member campuses. Apparently many’ other, persons and>}; gencxes have -
“found this pubhcatlon useful 'throughout t-he pohtrca‘

‘educatlon communmes of New York State 5

.. ‘those - 1ssues dtrectlyﬂrelated te, htgher educatton or wht"
. interests of SUNY studerits as students’ ‘Many of -the it ,
‘ cerns that were of . highest priority to-SASU were' the 52 e as ‘or -
analoggus to the concerns of the UC Student Lobby: , O
~SASU yas 1nﬂuent1al in helping to shape. financia, aiﬁ }eglslatlon oI
“saving SUNY students money, providing more financial &dtpendence , g"%ﬁ*\ >
from parents, dtsposxng of the need.test for guaranteed?t@ent loai

|
tention but gamed only ‘partial success. 'SASU -was aﬂso;.\ %‘kmg for 1
_the new age-of-majority law changes and' managed to ward off several |
attempts o undercut SASU support via the’ mandato “student
act1v1ty fee * D

student parttcipation In addition,  student life insw e, student
personal property insurance, and student tuition. term 1 ance is of- - ,
R .‘fercd by SASU and underwrltten by s veral firms. A dent travel |

" - ment and bobklng serv1ces have been e tabhshed : -
The Unrted Council ‘of the Universt y of Wsconsm dent.Gov-.
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i Madlson, with the- presndent of Umted Cou
~ (Spiegel 1974).

: “tactlcs" Tik thls

Ten of thlrteeanW-system student gov rnménts are memb
represent over* 100 UOQ,students in the newly merged Upivers] o
Wisconsin system. The United Council has a udget of out'.;$l’6,000';':~' we
annually and draws revénues from student ;suvmes ees_ at,. tl{e Fate

of $1,500 per campus. Two of three’persons are agtive in lob' 'n‘g'-m :

The United: Counc11 has clanmed. the bl :
It authored the student section of overnor Luceys UW

éysfem

_merger bill tha-t"gave students - mor a\lthorlty m the gover ance of

LR
the umversnty It saved dormltor

passage of leglsla'hon for elimi )
(4 prevented the’ state from nstrtut g an addmonal studeni “user”
Ir, was thepnncnpal pro-

-of ‘the U\V Unl(ve

to public officials. Using reasoned ]oglcal uznen 4! : Y :
. twe. especlally with new young leglslatox ', ou can't always

made a good begmmng

Thls lobbylst could have been m any ‘of the. 28 states, These “tactics”
seem to be a far cry from the .strxdency and 1rrat10nahty that often
characterized the student protest. of the late 1960‘ :

Other statewide student associations that ‘are pamcularly active and

' effective in lobbymg are found, uL\llmols, Colorado, and Montana

(Henderson 1975). At least flve states"have two separate statewide stu- -
dent’ lobbymg groups represeénting dlfferent student constituencies,

‘mostly in the public .sector. However, . there is’ evidence that stu- .

dents in private colleges, are begmnmg to form Statew:de lobbying

" groups. For instance, studems in thirteen-out. of seVenteen private col-

ERIC
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legislature (CHE, Oct. 29, 1974, p. 2)

leges of Minnesota are ‘*studymg" the rdea of lobbymg at the state -

¥

one can’ formu

e

From the above examples ate a few generalizauons o

- about the orgamzauon and, operatlon of' st‘udent state lobbies. -

¢y They are organued reglstered, permanent groups housednear .

17,:"




rianced and studentwnuolled :
(3) They have a farrl’ ‘,mame_r_l_t,(sometlmes professrona,l) staff
a1ded by . student 1nterns N i
work
ect the coniensus “of: opmlon through
campuses, 4 - o N
/a y rgamzatlons, preferrlng to deal w1th
. specrhc issues ‘that: relate;t ; spec1hc student interests. They .do “not
Jendorse particalar candtdates and “thliey do: not” concern " themsglves
with broad or global social *and pohtlcal issues eXCept as ,thesp relate
to umnedlate Jbtead-and-butter cancerns,

'(6), They seek to open Lhannels’b( commumcatlon"from the» local
campuses to the state student orgamzathn and, in turn, to"the state -
government agencies/Md officials.-

(7) At the state level they work not only with* leglslat)ve lobbgmg,
.but also with the executive “branch of government, state- departments
~of edication, state’ coordmatmg councils for h1gher education, cen-
tralized admmlstratlons, and .boards-of control of state college and -

_ university systems. . : ' )

The statements that follow summarlze partlcular issues of im-
pottance to sttﬂent lobbres sincé 1970. " _

(1) Student lobh,t *m:e especxally cdncerned about the cost of !
education” to. the studer Thus, ﬁnanc1a1 aid i issues, levels of tumon,
the cost of Iiousing and other student ser!vrces, travel expenses, fax-
exemptlons for student-consumed products and services, and- financial
mdependence from parents have been some of the 1ssues of great
concern, . -

(2) Student lobbies have been parttcularly involved in- lobbymg
for measures that: g1ve students motre. mstuutlonahzed 1nﬂuence
through formal channels:’ partrcxpatlon 1& govemance’ -full .citizen-
ship, and collectiv bargammg ‘Students have spent an 1nordmate o
amount of time ;sim ly: war, ing ‘off attacks on the student ‘manda-
tory activity fee--'thelr financial base for operatlon

At a more generd evel, -student lobbles, operﬂtmg -as student
funded and student controlléd sources of influence, have, sought to
gain power by legitimizing. therr participation with other nonstuderit
adult mechamsms of influence.. These include’ student part1c1patlon
.in governance at, all levels from- the 10631 campus to the state level,

. “student participation in collective bargammg, and student participa- -«

tion in voting and other rights that accompany .the majority status -
. 5 . ) N L. I . ) ‘, ) a B -
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at the age of enghteen Tlms, we find lobbies; mterested in getting.
students named to boards of -trustees at local and ‘statewide levels
and we find students lobbying state legislatures in efforts to-amend
current oréproposcd collective bargaining l'uv . Such ‘amendments

- are desngncd ‘to _ensuire student participation” ‘as third pames to
negotiations, to prevefit bargaining over matters crucial to’ students
and student’ mfluence/ mechanisms, such as participation in ordinary -
governance cltantiels, and finally to guarantee tuition rebates and
other recourse in the event -of faculty strikes (Semas, March 381, 1975,
p. 1). We find istudent lobbies concerned with enactmg reduced
age-of ma]omy laws, eliminating local barriers to. regnstranon ‘and ¢
voting i college communities, conductmg voter reglstranon drives,
and monitoring studgnt voter tiirnout and student! votmg patterns.
All of thesc lobbymg obJecuves have been desxgned to gam -more

o students' view: to- be- pro teaching.* They rave opposed. cutbacks in
N ' popular programs, classroom - ‘equipment, and increpsed student/'
- L% faculty ratxos They have also been v‘lgllam in the area of afﬁrmav Do
e “give action, ° # : o
_ (4)- Finally, lobbymg has been used on a number oE iscellameous -
issites of direct concern to students. Most of these issues relate to <
student freedom “from things and people*=and student)4 eeg'éﬁ “to, '
do things that others do”: the use of alcoholic beverages on cam:
Puses, the maintenance of a safe environment for students (hitch-:
hnkmg laws pools, more llghtmg on the campus), eli matu)n of .

.

-
o as students and as cmzens. o . e S - K4
Studcnt Instztwt:ons . ~> o 4 .
° Another source of stuxfent mﬂuence developmg in rece ¢ yeﬁs .
wa A B L 19
° O N . . . w:
. \)4 -l ' L . . .27 ’ b . ‘ '
: . ' ‘ £ - . )
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~ has been the growth of studenbowned student staffed, ahd student-
. operated institutions such ‘as+the Public Interest. Research Groups
© (PIRG's), student economic cooperatives, and other cooperathe edu-
cational and cultural institutions designed to serve a'student clientele.
Several years ago Max Wise (1973 PP 27-40) analyzed this .trend ‘and
predicted its accelerated growth in the future, callmg 1t “the student :
corporation.” He stated .

The rapid detelopment of student-run services and student corporations

o which operate and manage bookstores, travel bureaus. laundry pick-up

Co and delivery services, newspapers, uud residential facilities . . ; food -

. *stores, placement-agencies, .and clothmg stores, has go 11 but unnoticed -
o to those who try to identify major trends in American higher education.

Yet it may well be that the next decade will be marked not only by

further extension of these student-run services on campuses, but by cen-

1o - solidation of these services with functions now awclated ‘with ltudent
‘ govermlient;(Wisc 1978, p. 27). S A

» Wlule there are few comprehcnsxve surveys to document thts trend,
,‘pncccmeal evidence would indicate that Wise was correct. ‘To his-
-7 list.we mlght add legal services, psychologxca] services, entertainment
‘booking services, student insurance ‘services, credit unions, day-care
centers, PIRG groups; free uriversities, and many - others. - As the
- earlier example of services sponsored by the Student Assoc:atxon of

the State University of \Iéw York m(tcates, student governments

" have moved toward spon érmg, coordinating, or arrangmg many of

> these services. : -

o Students derive inflyence through ‘such. cooperatx"e' mstntutmnal
‘ activities in_several ways. “ First, studeuts wlu§ are the consumers of.
such goods and sex;’v:ces .are provxd’ed with less expcnslve, more,
accessible and ‘mor¢ appropriate products tailored to student needs
and “interests. They do not have to settle - for shoddy goods and
services from local merchants or poor representation by local lawycrsv ‘
- in landlord/tenant cases, for example. . ‘
", Secondly, students may be emancipated from college administra-
tive. control , (eg, with independeni newspapers. and cooperative
_ residentjal arrangements) and from external authority ‘and control
« by the $tate or-by loacal interest groups (e.gs with. the PIRG grdups)
- Thll‘d sstudents who actxve]y participate in the organization and
of these student mstltutlons have -added a potentlally"’
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“neiv town” He feels that new stown may come to' compete> with

“old gown” by providing students the opportunity ‘to “. . ., learn

througn first-hand and- collective experience what it means to be

an - active shaper of society, a true emzen rather than a’ subject”
(p. 34). | R

'Fmally, students may b@come more mﬂuentral by virtue of pro-

- viding “institutional models” of what might be, replicated in sqme

establishment circles—if only to compete th\ta the wvast _youth " (stu: -

dent and nonstudent) and consumer oriented_ markets. -To “some
extent free-universities have served. this modeling function. Credit

" is now-widely- given for courses. that several years ago could “only.

be found in free unlversxtxes run by students and_other volunteers.

s

St . 'Examples of student _cooperative jnstitutions are not readily docu?

mented in either the pernodrcal literature or the fugitive literature.
As early as 1971, Hxlary (1971) noted that the number and scope
of student. cooperatives had greatly expanded in college towns. At
that time the North American Student- Cooperatxve Orgamzatxon
 had 314 ptember codps’ in $2 states and six_ Canadian provinces.

Included, for example, was North Country Foods' of St. Paul; Minne- ;

'sota, In less than one yedr, North. County was. grossmg $1,500 per
day by selling mainly ,organic. foods . at wholesale prices .plus 10
.. percent to cover costs. Milk sales alone were paying tor the rent.:
This co-op deals d1rect1yn with farmers and pays its six coordma-
_tors” a-“‘peoples wage” of 15100 per- month. :

One of the oldest and largest student-owned businesses, Students ‘

. of -Berkeley, Inc., began in 1969 a3 a record store. It has since

3. sprouted - into a retail conglomerate that includes a clothmg storg,

an arts and crafts store, a music supply store, a stereo equlpment
‘outlet, and a bicycleSshop. The profits"'made by Students -of Berke-
ley; Inc., are used for further expansion into new areas and to  fund
* -other local communlty, cooperative services.such.as-a day-care center
and the Berkeley Free Chnu /Hllary 1971; Sievert and Wexdlem
-1972). . - -

> 7. . towns. At the Un1vers1ty of Wisconsin, Madison,”a full-time ‘‘co-
’  Minator” of housing . ‘co-ops has been hired. The independent
co-ops are owned "or leased by students. They are also managed and
staffed .by students, who established the rules “and routines. At
Wisconisin the co- ops undercut university dorms about’ $270 to $360.
- per_year. These savings are accomplished by utilizing -co-op mem-
bers to purchase and cook meals and do Jamtonal services, and by
ehmmatmz‘, superv1sorys\ personmel (Chase 1972). Some colleges

rRIC &Y

Student- run housing cooperatives are ﬂournslung in: many college
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have been able to make ‘fuller use of excess dormltory facrlmes by -

leasrng them to gro(rps as cooperative” llvmg arrangements (Bukotal
1674). - . v

Legal services, mEdlC’ll advrsory ‘services, and free " schools and
universities are also popular in the complex of the * nelghborhood

corporation” in mllege towns. At Berkeley, Duke, Minnesota, and

Wrscpnstn such- services were among the first. to be started (Slevert
an@f’ ’Werdlem 1972) And, confrary to popular opinion, free uni-
Versmes are not dead. They continue to fill certain intellectual and

" emotional needs uhavailahle ‘or too \expensrve as regular college-'
- credit olferlngs {Lichtman 1972)

W1th limited evidence avallable.on< student cooperafrve institu- -

tions delivering goods and services, llowing statements - of
trends are as much hypotheses as they are generahzatrons They
await more complete empm’cal validation: '

(1) The scope, number, and budget of student cooperatrves ap
peais, .to be. contmually growing. They have become an’ _important
"and" influential economlc force domg mrllrons~ of dollars wprth ‘of
business .annually. :

(2) Co-ops selling retail goods are generally self-sustalmng, cover-

lng costs through modest earnings. They.dre nonprofit orgamza- .

tions and are patronized both by students and by other persons in

the local community. These patrons enJoy lower prlces for the'

products they purchase,

3) Cooperatlve services appear to have a more compllcated basis"

°. of financal support. Some are funded on a customer fee-for-service

J
£

Q
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basis; some are funded by earnings from the more profitable “goods”
codperative sector; some are funded by donations; 'some ‘are funded
by ‘student contrlbunons rang1ng from direct and voluntary con-
tributions to “the more routine and mandatory student activities fees.
. {(4) Where student activities fees are used, the range and nature
of the services-may be more. carefully Supervised or circumscribed
by -university officials and other officials of -the state or local com-
munity, Legal services are a case in point. Fully. autonomous attor-

. mneys hired by groups of st }idents may-be free to accept cases against

the un1vers1ty, the state, and local- merchants: _Attorneys hired with

"a closer relatronshrp to the local college (for example funded by a.

~ portion of each student’s activity fee as collected by’ the university)
‘may be precluded from handling (or at least litigating) cases brought

by students against the college itself. or from handling cases such

as automobile accidents, wills, home closings, or ‘other “bread-and-

)

'



- butter"’ éases ﬁkely to shunt busmess away from local attorneys | in

' (.)) Cooperatlves promle opportunmes for students to supplement

v ,jthen‘ formal education through practical; cobperative, nonviolent, and -

* useful, actlvmes of ,the sort highly recommended by the most recent

- t-and widely debated Coleman' Report, Youth:, Tmnsmon to Adult-

o hood. While professionals are often” hired by stude ts to provide -

. special expertise, legitimacy, and le;idershlp, co- ops are ‘still staffed

. "% predominantly by students who work as volunteers, 1nterns of ap--

' prentices with a small salary, or’as full partners. Opportunmes for,
“field experiences” that carry academic credit exist with many co-
operatives and appear. to be a growing trengl, paralleling the wnder
move to grant credit for nontraditional study. - :

The remainder of this section will ‘consider-a “student’ instj gtion”
to which all of the generahzatlons above seem to apply: the Public
- Interest Research Groups (PIRG’s), which® were inspired and founded
~ - .in 1970 by consumer advocate. Ralph Nader These groups are
.orgamzed near local college campuses as research and action grou\bs\j
that" operate in the public 1nt3:est The analysxs here is based,on re- -
e ports by Weidlein (1973), Andgrson (1974), Senia (1974), Nader and '~
C Ross (1972), an.article it Chemical and Engmeermg News-entitled -
“Student Interest in Advocacy Groups Grows” (1972), and personai

" communication with the Citizen Action Group in Washmgton, DC.’

‘The Citizen Action Group is one of a number of affiliated
- agencies orgamzed by Ralpll Nader. Among other thmgs, it provides
organizational advice for getting local PIR groups underway, monj-
“tors PIRG group activity, holds conferences with representatives of '
local PIRG groups,/and occaslonally publishes a sheet called PIRG"
News. Once a PIRG group is founded, it*operates, autonomously

+ . under local control with local fundmg, uses local staff, and deals

ith local issues (although these local issues may have national sig-
nificance). -

FIRG groups have been founded by student petmons (a majorlty
of the student body) requesting a $3 ’increase in each student's
\activity fee to be earmarked for fundmg a local PIRG. Fees are
collected at registration under a formal contract with local PIRG
groups, Students not wishing to participate can receive a- prompt re-
fund of their. fee. Some institutions simply provide a ‘place for ‘stu-
dents to indicate whether. they wish to provide the fee at the time
. of reglstratlon Most colleges find that no more than 5: percent of thelr :
e, students ask for refunds. e .
' As of 1’973 these 'research groups were operatlng in 15 states at
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- some 50 colleges and. universities with some 350,000 students con-

trlbutmg about $1 million. They are nonprofit, tax-exempt organi-
zations . controlled by s'mdent trustees and ‘staffed by professionals
(lawyers, scientists, etc.) and students. - By .1973, the following states

..;_:.had PIRG groups: Arizona, Connectlcut, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michi-

gan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, North Carolma,
Pennsylvama, Ohio, Oregon, Texas and Vermont. More recent figures
indicate that 138 campuses (counting multlcampus units of large

‘state systems) in 18 ‘states, which represent over 400,000 fee-paying
“students, are now supportmg 'PIRG groups (Senn 1974,*p. 29) Con- =
‘sidering that there are ‘at’least 9 million regular, degree-credit stu-

dents ‘enrolled on traditional campuses around the country, the ..
potenual for a $"0 to $30-m11110n student public interest research -
effort is noteworthy. :

Unlike the student 1obbymg groups discussed earlier, PIRG groups :
do not limit their attention to issues directly affecting students as
students. Tliey.are more broadly copcerne(l with issues such as con-
sumer protectign, resource planning* occupatlonal safety, environ-
mental protectmfn health care, racial and sex discrimination, public
policy dec1slons,‘and matters of individual rights. A celebratory article
by Jack Andersan (1974) describes many specific projects undertaken
and presents evxdence of tllelr success in terms of social or polmcaf
action. < K :

The first two PIRG" were formed at the Umvemty of Otegon
(OSPIRG) and at the University of Minnesota (MPIRG) during the

'1970-71 gcademic year. The University of Minnesota began collecting

a special. fee of $3 a"year for the operation of MPIRG after some

24,000 student signatures were presentéd on a petition One of the - . - V

largest groups, MPIRG has 10 to 13 full- time persons supported by a

“budget of $175,000 from students at. 19 campuses in the state (Weid-

lein 1973). Among the research and action projects undertaken at

MPIRG are-a study of the Hennepin County jail and the Minne- .. ‘

- apolis Workhouse, a report on fraudulent learing-aid sales practices,

an investigation of school’bus safety, an inquiry into 'thg health

_hazards of asbestos, action to prevent the cutting of " fimber in Su-

perior National Forést, and a suit charging several compames with
violations of Minnesota air and water standards. oo : .
. Not surprlsmgly, these types of projects.quickly become sore pomts
with vested mterest groups and ultmmtely are recycled.in the form of
political pressure to prévent the umversxty from collectmg fees for -
such projects (Logue 1975, p. 1, 8). MPIRG has had its fee-collecting

system under cons;ant attack by members of the state government So,
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" too, has the New York Public Interest Research Group (NYPIRG). ,, -~ -
NYPIRG was founded chigily by the larger private institutions in .
New York. It has since gxpanded to include the SUNY, system and -
" has 11 full-time employées/ and a budget near $160,000 per year.
. Now that a number of large SUNY campuses wish to join the.
_ NYPIRG effort, questions/ have arisen about the legality o.f;SUNY
~ cbllecting student fees either the way other states have doné or by:
lump sum*allocation by|student gévernment associations (such as
. SASU), NYPIRG -spokesnten argue that SUNY supports the National -
.~ ; Student Lobby, .the National Student Association, ‘and SASU (in-
v . cluding the student lobbying efforts). To deny fénds to NYPIRG
o .would, they say; be to deny equal protection under the 14th Amend-
s ment. SUNY officials cogmte'r that these other organizations are fund-
o .ed by student activity fees by a “gentlemen’s agreément” for narrowly
' ‘defined purposes directly -in the students’ interests. Attempts by
e NYPIRG to force the issue might resultsin the collapse of the entire
mandatory| student fee structure upon which so many of the other o
sources of student influence rest (Senia 1974, p. 33). ° o S
- Elsewhere, despite the- fact ‘that students_at the University of
“Texas_and the Univessity of Holton obtained a majority of stu- -
dent signatures on. petitions, the regents of these universities declined ,,J
to collect fees to support local PIRG groups there. One report flatly’
stated, “We do not fund anything that we+don’t control” (Weidlein
1973, p. 4). At other universities, such as the Pennsylvania State Uni-
.- versity and the University of Rhode Island, PIRG groups are being
‘ - held 'up over disagreements with the mandatory fee-collection system. .,
) " Students generally uphold such a system but boards of.control prefer *
‘either a pdsitive or negative “chec c-off” system. .Students argue that
Y ‘a “check-off’ system would greatly reduce revenues for- PIRG (Citi-’

A . &
)

| zen Action Group 1975). . e
' \ In’ conclusion, it would seem that the broader social and consumer -
mandate of the PIRG groups, while strongly supported by the stu-
_dents, result¢in an extremely. vulnerable and tenuous relationship to
the state. It may be that if students wish - to further institutionalize
public interest advocacy, it will hawe to be done as an unambigucusly
private matter. The line between “students as students” and “stu-
dents as citizens” is a fine one, With the ‘acquisition of the 18-year-old
vote and earlier onset of the age of majority, students seem to be ~
~ ‘moving toward full citizen status. Our country has always been re- '
- luctant to give its citizens the' power of advocacy and social reform
| that uses the direct machinery and funding channels of the state’
| : itself. Colleges and’ univergities also must tread softly in this realm
» . 0 . - oy
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¢ w_ tosustain their funding base, even though they have the tradition of -
fﬁk\ il . A . . - ‘ 4
: -~‘,‘4x§,§pcadem1c freedom to refer to. Apparently public funds must be ap-
7 propriately -laundered (for example,” through foundations supported
e o DYprivate money as tax write-offs) before, they may support organized
? and Proadly directed social reform. If students are to be citizens) they
. Y . . . . - . .
- smay Rave to follow rules of this sort whén they want to go beyond -
"issues bf direct and immediate_concern to their welfare as students,
.notw'iéhstandi_ng the educational value and constructive alternative to
“old-style” protest that PIRG’s apparently provige. .
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Student Participation in Established” =~ - - |
. Political Structures and Processes =~ oo
The last sectiondescribed some .of. the emer'ging sources of-student
| influence derived from students operating as a separate force—stu- :
. dent. protest, student.lobbying, and,student institutions, This section
\  describes and disctisses ways in :which students have 'sought influence:
| by participatinig .in" established, nonstudent processes: These non-
| student processes. inglude shared participation in campus Jovernance, -
‘.. student_pafticipation-in collective bargaining between faculty unions
L and admihistratdrs;‘;f“an('l'st'udent'extrainstihltional participation as
- newly enfranchised:voters and adults at the age of 18. The difference
‘in’ these two general ways of deriving influence is that in the first’
instance students -have acted- unilaterally to organize'a new student
- force; in ?e secondl case stidents have sought 'tdv'b:ecome'a-part ‘of
already, existing political processes, to. become full voting citizens and
. full adults—to be treated like everyone else. -
. N . : - B}

“

Student Participation:in Campus Governance S T
.. In part as the'result 'of student activist demands, student. participa- .
) tion in the Existing governance structures of colleges and universities
" began in,the 1960’s. Students pressed for and began to be represented
o facuity senates; standing and ad hoc committges, and even boards - ..
of trustees, A: substantigl number of colleges developed llnifcame_ral-
models of campus governance, integrating students into the regular
policy-making channels: (Hodgkinson 1971 pp. 47-48). Sometimes stu- -
dent$ served -as full voting members of committees, councils and .
boards. (though rarely with a controlling representation) and in other.
“instances they served only in an advisory role..As might be expected
students were better represented on committees dealing directly with )
student - life gﬁd interests and were least represented on committees
dealing Withlfaculty appointment, promotion, and tenure decisions
(McGrath 1970, pp. 106-107). = -~ =7 - S
Increasing numbers_of colleges are appointing students or young’ ‘
‘alumni to their boards of trustees. In 1972, according to the American
Council on Education, 14 percent of ‘America’s colleges Fiad students
_ . on their governing boards; 58 percent of these did not allow students
* -to vote’ (CHE, November 18, 1972; p. 1). More recently students have .
~ been pressing _,Ato_particif)ate on §tatewide boards of control, since

W 4
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- particular topics or probléms commanding student input (student

-

" also a time when faculty. power was at its zenith. Faculty members
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state systems have resulted in more centrallzed declslon makmg (CHE
March 4, 1974, p. 6). :

McHugh (1971 p- 180) notes that almost any. task force establlshed
by a college today 'has some student representatlon on'‘it. Ad hoc
efforts such as ihe site selectioll for new- buildings, the selection of ad-
mlmstratrve staff, programs for the disadvantaged, relatlonslups with
~ the surroundmg community, parking problems, and an endless variety -
-.of other. matters usually inclide students. - :

It seems’ clear that practlcally every member. oL the academxc com-
mumty cooperated in finding ways to :best include the interests of
students” in campus “decision-making processes Faculty, administra-
tors, and prestigions national commissions went on record as support-
ing the idea that student interests should bé formahzed in a mutually
acceptable governance plan (The Carnegie Comnistion on ‘Higher
"Education, April 1973, pp. 61-72).- anferences existed only as to the

d1scrplme, faculty promotion) and the nature of the participation
(rangmg from full student control and voting. power on commlttees
to formal or informal consultition). '

The question of whether students have been el’fectlve as part1c1pants'
in campus governance is not easy to answer. In fact, students at many.
institutions are dissatisfied with the influence they feel they have. Stu-
dents at Michigan, Stanford, Wisconsin, and Duke, for example, are
“seeking a still greater voice in the affairs of their universities (Sievert.
and Weidlein '1972; p. 5) Indeed, many of the activities: by the
various student lobby groups have bten directed toward trying to gain
a more institutionalized grasp on the evershifting reins of college -
governance., Never.theless, students ,have made progress in the last 15
years and 'they do ot want to lose it all to the latest threat to their
power——-collectlve bqargammg o o e A

Collectwc Baggammg and College Students

Studcnt participation in formal governiance structures was born at
a time when achieving consensus and unity ‘on the cimpus was
threatened by the fragmenting forces of confrontation polmcs It was

were not threatened by the-bread-and-butter issues that would later
come -zwith ‘enrollment stabilization, retrenchment, and ﬁnancral oo o
strain. Since the advent of collective bargammg on many campuses, it
is unclear whether the shared participation concept of governance can .
remain vnable Students, in partlcular have been forced to examme

. v L
.
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““the i lmpact bargammg will have on them and on their recently gamed
- roles in joint decision making (Semas, April 30, 1973, p. 4). > o
There is little doubt that many of the issues now under consldera- . //
_ tion in collective negotiations between faculty. and ‘administration - / -
~" have a. direct effect on students as well. Faculty contract demands
“-have involved workload, _teaching assignments, seniority -rights, claSs»
+,size, contact hours, faculty rank ratios, curriculum, faculty-student
‘ratios, prior consultation on educational policy, and- budget matters .
(McHugh 1971,.p. 179) Negotlatxons have also included governance,
academic freedom, facxlmes, educational ptograms, and student
" services (Coe 1973, p. 11; Shark 1973, p. 9).- « .

Approximately 385 campuses across the Umted States now have
bargaining agents representing the faculty, most' of whom are in the
public sector. Many other ‘campuses have been consxdermg collective -
bargaining -as  new state gnabling -laws become imminent. The. out--
look seems to be further growth in gollective negotiations, which will
affect a grcater number of co]lege students both directly and indi-

- rectly (Mortimer 1975, pp. 1:2). Although most students have indi- -
cated little jnterest in participating in faculty-administration uegotla-
- tions_(Shark 1975, p. 263), they. do share three basic-concerns:

(1) Students fear that they |will lose their expanded. role in campus
governance through factilty embers and/or admlmstratoxs balgam~-
‘igg their participation away. :

(2) Students are concerned that salaries and beneﬁts won by facu],ty
members will ultimately be pald for by hrgher tumons or educatlon
of lesser quality. - ; .

(8) ‘Students are Loncemed that faculty strlkes will interrupt their.
educatlon cause undue delay or otherwise inconvenience them

"How real are. these fears and concerns some student lea f!rs have
of bipartite collectiva. negotlatlons? The National Center "for the
Study of Collective Bargaining in nghéf Edkation examined 145
academic bargaining contracts, Only-28 percent (40) of these -con-
tained references to student prerogatives. The 40 contracts mention
evaluatxon of faculty, student senlates, or student governance activities.
Student input regarding admissions, academic standards, educational
research and/or the institutional calendar was mentioned in 15 of the

» contracts. Only eight contracts made provisions “for commlttees on
which students would have voting rights. Alan R. Sllark in reporting «
the results of, this study, further states:

L .
e of the forty contracts. “that contamcd references to student rights
-six mention stiidents more than twice, six mention them twice, and the
remaining 28 but once. It is significant to note that no student represen-’
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tative was” present dt. the bargammg table durmg negouauons for the
. 145 comracm'analyz d in this study, including the 46 contracts whlch
-contained references to student rlghts (Shark, ]uly 1975 2.

- It is not reported ho f these 145 contracts were chosen, Jbut the clear ™
intimation is that student concerns are being left out of the bargained -
contracts. In addition, unions have tried durmg collective negotia- _
- tions -to specifically” proscribe student rights. During collective bar-
gzunmg at_the City University. of New York, -agreement was reached
in July 1973 only after, among other items, the union dropped its
W demand for. a clause limiting the right of students to.vote. on faculty
. promotion and tenure committees, pending a ruling by the State,
" Public Employee Relations Board on -whether such a clause waa By
legmmate issue for negotiation (GHE, July 30, 1978, p. 4). '
The relationship between collective bargaining and the more tra-
dmonal faculty senate is important because many senates now mclude
.. student participation. Some student-faculty senates are losmg theiv in-
. fluence or’ bemg phased out altogether. For example, at Sag.naw
- Valley College in Michigan the student-faculty legxslature was dis-
solved by the administration when the_ faculty elected a bargammg
agent ' (Coe 1973, pp. 11-12). Mortimer (1975, pp. 9-16) Presenig ah
excellent discussion of the uneasy relationship between unions and :
the senate. Mortimer reports that in- Pennsylvama five or s1x institu- .
<« tions have dissolved their senates, but only one of these was a four--
» year college (Mortimer’ 1975, pp. 11-12). In-a study of. collemve bar-
gammg smce 1969 Begm comments ' ¢

T4

To date, none of the four-year m-ntutzons wiricii havc been batgammg .

have reported that faculty-senates have ceased to operate; mcll?dmg those
institutions which have been organized the longest, for example, St. Johns
University, Central Michigan University, City University of New York, -~
State University of New York, Southeastern Massachusctts, the New Jersey
State Colleges, and Rutgers Universitd. In fact, at Central Michigan’
University and Rutgers University there is some feeling .on the part of
the administration that senates are participating more actively in policys
-'dellbemuon than before the .onset of colleciive- bargammg {Begin 191‘1.
J84) o . v B

. ’ . - N R
Thus, it is not settled yet, at least in the four-year colleges, whether
the campus governance structure and ‘any student participation in it
will be supplanted or rendered impotent by negotxated contracts.

In addition to the potentlal loss of their role in governance,,stu-
dents fear  they will ultlmately have to pay for any: negotiated in-
creases in salary, fringe beriefits, and reduced teaching workloads won
by the faculty. Some feel that payment. might take the form.of in-
creased tumon and fees or a curtaxlment Of student services, campus.
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“E closed (Coé;1973, p.. 12). -

facilities, xnnovats've('programs, Aco).irse"offeri’ngs, and an increase in

- class size (Shark, july 1975,-p.:3). While such concerns may prove to
~ be groundless,” theré. is evrdenCe that the potential cost increase is at -
least a live 1ssue "_For é‘xample, stuclents at ‘Oakland Umvers:ty in
chhlgan during the 4971 negot,latlons claimed that .meeting. the.

- union demands would mean curtanlmen«t or elimination -of financial

aid, urbdn aﬁairs programs, and special student services (Coe 1973,
- p. 1. Durmg the" 1972 rregotntlons at the City- Untversny of New _
‘York, a union spokesman charged  that the administration’s posmon
reflected a mxsl‘aken ‘belief that any “a'dvantages” sought By the union
would ]eopardxze opén admxssmns programs (Jacobson 1972, p..3). -
‘Not only do students poteutlally suffer mcreased tuition and’ de-v
creased servnces, but they also’ faqe the poss:blllty of ‘having their

/ education” totally mterrﬁpted :hy facuty strikes. At Oakland Uni-
g versnty, where ‘the AAUP jis the bar‘ammg agent, facplty went on

strike in September 1971 for 10- days{ Alth dgh there were no picket
lines, the - admmlstratlon closed the college and sent the- students. .
home (Pitts~ 1972 p. 19) Students ~were"confronted with the hard- -
,ship of makmg new lmng ‘arrangements when residence halls were .

‘At Lake Mlchlgan College, students suddenly found themselvesv
w:th tWo S6tS. of teaqhe&s when tl1e “faculty went on strike in the spring
semester 'of’ 1973, The colleges board dismissed the original - faculty
for strlkmg in_violation ofa Michigan law, which prohibits strikes:
by public employees, and prbceeded to replace them with a new: .
faculty. (Semas, May: 14, 1975, p. 5). A court order then ' called for
reinstatement of the orlgmal ‘faculty, resulting in a disruptive situa-
_ tion when the two faculties. confronted each other in the classroom.
Other strlkes in-the. fall of 1973 inconveniericed students or inter-
rupted classes -at Colllmbxa Unwersnty, Wayne County Commumty
. College in: Detro;t and: Westmoreland Commumty College in Penn-
sylvania (Semas, Sept. 24,1973, p. 3).

- The course, of fadulty smkes took an'interesting turn in September L

1972 whén' 50 percent of thie faculty at thé Comimunity College of
Philadelphia- went .ona ‘87-day strike tifat delayed the start of the

_ fall term (Cog¢. 1973 .- 12) After students unsuccessfully protested
"~ and held meetmgs “with: faculty, administration, and-city officials in
~ an attempt to ei’R‘l-vthe Strxlce the students took their case to court to
' prevent the college from cancgllmg the semester (Ebert 1972, p. 3;
« CHE; September 25,.1972; p. 9). The Philadelphia College students

charged that; (1), the State Community College Act did not authorize
the trustees to. close the. college, (2 closmg the college was equlvalent
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- “'to expelling studenis without ‘due process; and (3) terminating the

- semester or “disestablishing” a college required the approval of  the

state board of ‘higher education. An agreement was reached shortly - '
after the suit was ﬁled (Coe 1978, p. 14).

That same semester the faculty of another commumty college in
Pennsylvania, the Community College of Allegheny Codnty in Pitts
burgh, also went on strike. At Allegheny, ‘two” sufts were filed by

‘separate student groups in a local court. The first alleged that the
_college should not have permitted the strike.on the g'rouncls that it

- was illegal- umder the Pennsylvania ‘Public Employee Relattons Act.

-

The second ‘suit argued that the strike was causing drreparable
damage to the students by threatemng their welfare and:denying

" them-an education, as well as ]eopardlzmg the aid student{’received

- bargammg in an mcreabmgly active way, ¢ The “ways in which
students have been or could be involved in collective’ bargammg con-

. Fall 1978),-and Shark (July 1975) are" high

under. the GI bill, welfare, and social sectirity. The faculty union and

the college board. were then ordered into -cout. However, agreement

“was reached and the strike was settled on- the day the judge was to
_rule on the suit, thus making the case moot (Ebért 1972, p. 1). iipth
union lTeaders and college administrators - attrlbuted settlemen. of

these two strikes to the pressure studénts exerted through the courts'j

(Semas, April 30, 1973, p. 4). .- .
To the extent that students have- been placed in a defensrve po-
sition- with respect to the consequences of collective bargaining, it

' ‘has been a threat to student- influence.. At the same. trme, there is

et

'.evrdence that students have participated or been mvp%ved in collective

stitute a newly emergmg source, of student ‘influence. ,
- Student involvement “in collectrve bargaining has beeii conceptual-
“ized,in a variety of 'ways. Aussieker (197 ; ucklew (July 1973;

for further information and elaboratlon All' of these “authors have

" _been intimately involvéd in some aspect of cpllective bargaining.

"Students have increasingly taken an active stance through the
lobbying activities ‘mentjoned, earlier in this tudy. Thrs is a form of

 what Aussieker (1975 p. 2) xcalls “end-run bargammg " Here, stu-

dents: appeal to. officials and agencies . othgr than the bargammg
_parties, in some cases the state legislature. -

" The Student Lobby in Montana. was successful in Aprtl 1975 im
gettmg a bill -passed that made. specific provision for students to par-
~ticipate in the bargaining process. This bjll was the first'in the nation

y redommended reading-

to give statutory recogmtlon to the right of students to such: pagtici- .

patlon (CHE,.Aplpl 7, 1975 p. 4) The Montana law defines the
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* Board of Regents as the public employer and provides that a student
wiil be a member of the Regents negotiating team. Fhe law states:
. . . . the student government at an ‘institution of higher education may
o e designdte an agent or representative to meet and ‘confer with the Board
: " . of Regents and the faculty bargaining agent prior to negotiations with
« . the professional negotiations and participate in ‘caucuses as part of the
public employer’s’ bargzining team, and to meet and confer with the .
‘Board -of Regents regarding the terms of agreement prior to the execu-
tion of“a written contract between the Regents and the professional edu-
a cational employees (Shark, July 1975, p. 4). - L.

.'The Montana Student.Lobby also sought legislation guaranteeing °

> . students a tuition rebite in cate of a faculty strike, That bill was de- .
 feated (CHE, April 7,1975, p. 4). -~ - D '
n Oregon, the »leg'iglature adopted a collective bargaining bill in.

~ 197%; bat “a number: of amendments have been proposed. Among
. them are student proposals to permit participation in. negotiations
- and to permit tuition rebates to ,stixderﬁs “in case of strikes (Semas,
March 381,-1975, p. 8). In June 1975, sthidents were granted indepen-

dent third-party status at the bargaining table through a bill which ~

- passed the Oregon legislature by a wide majority (Shark, July 1975,

LY

; / p. 9. : L . L
IR In, Maine, California, and Wisconsin, student lobbies are making - -
. progress with their respective state legislatures in gaining soriie form
. of participation in collective negotiations, including observer status,

“meet and confer” provisions, and the right -f submit_“impact re-
“ports” on how bargaining would affect vital student jnterests (Semas,
_March 31, 1975, p. 8; Shark, July 1975, pp. 4.5). C

- Lobbying is a way of seeking a statutory mandate for student par-
.. ‘" ticipation ‘in the bargainifig process. Neil Bucklew has suggested
. -, three -models that provide a useful way of Conceptualizing‘thesey
. vatious, forms of involvement:, indif®ct ;epresentation, observer/par-
ticipapit,and full 'partit:ipan’t (Bucklew; Fall 1973, p. 304). _
 Theindirect xépresentation model is based on the assumption that -
~the two parties directly involved in the ‘negotiations -(faculty union.
and: university administration) will be -able to represent adequately’
student copcerns without involving- students in’ the actpal negotia-

< tions. There are-several ways in which such representation can be ac-

o complishef” One method would-be to assign a ‘bhrgairiingmgent,(sixc’
- .as a student’ affairs officer, the’special task of evaluating the effect of .

.. pargaining issues on Students and student- life | (Bucklew, Fall 1973,

.~ 7" p. 804). Another method, would use students on negotiation resource
- .. subcommittees. Si;lt;h involvement could be part ofthe preparation . ,,,.
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Process or could occur. during the coursé of fact-finding or arbitra-
tion proceedings. In any event, this® type of student involvement
would take Place away from the bargaining table. Another form of .
indirect representation of student interests would be on committees

. " established by the contract itself. Here students would participate

“".. during the postnegotiation or contract implementing stage (McHugh

1971, p.7184). o ] >

- p - In Bueklew’s second model for student representation in collective
- bargaining (observer/participant), -students would be involved in the -

.. . actual negotiatiofis but would- be silent observers or have only limited

. pérticipation. In such a scheme, students might discuss only those
. " matters girect]y affecting them or possibly speak only to answer ques-
- tions; or students might paiticipate fully in discussions but have no
-other bargaining rights; &r students, might be included as members
of one or both bargaining teams. This last option ‘would, of course,
‘raise the ‘issue.of whether the student members were advocates of the
students or of one of the parties to negotiation (Bucklew, Fall 1978, - .

P 30&). : T . T - : N
- ¥he third model would have a student team included as a third"
~ > _party to the liegptiat‘ions,‘ thus making the collective bargaining "ar-

_rangement’a tripartite ote. According to *Buclgle,w’:‘
The student ';c‘a:xm' could have the power to present counter-préposals
. but. not to initiate original demands, or it could be granted,approval/
veto - power. over .any bargaining agreement directly affecting students. . ¥, -
As another option, the team could bhe granted full bargaining team rights
including the power to present, demand, and ratify any. final <contract
agreement. o e . o : . L )
. .~ 'The legal status of fx?i)’i‘rﬁtc ‘negotiations is unclear, Labor relations .
s . statutes’ are written to deseriie a=bipartite decisionm king .system. A* " l
third party would. have no legal [involveiment, but whether such a party
" could be involved tq an extent that would limit the power of the original
° two parties. to reach agreemept becpmes an unanswered legal question
(Bucklew, Fall 1973, p. 304). - e L . :
= In actual practice, it appéars that gpuglenc involvement in collective _
’bafgaining in any given case ‘does not fit cleanly into one of these - -
three categories. Students have ‘participated as “observers” in several '
‘colleges including -Fitchburg State College . (Massachusetts), Salem
State College (Massachusetts), the University of Bridgeport - (Con:
. necticut), the University of Cincinnati, Southern Oregon. Cpllege,
- Long Island University,JRhode‘ Island Collége, and Bloomfield Col- o
+ .~ lege (New Jersey) (Shark, July 1975, p.'6). In most cases studentb-
servers have been limited in ‘the. extent to which they could present '

< - the student perspective;-have access to all information, introduce pro-.
. posals,, or caucus with either party -(Shark, July 1975, p. 6). e
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Students at Fxtchburg State, North Adams State and Salem State
~ Colleges in Massachusetts have had a considérable influence in col-
" lective negotratlons These students may. almost be considered an in-

dependent’ third party with the right to partlclpate in all negotiations.
However, they cannot preyent the other two.parties from reaching
an agreement (CHE, January 15, 1973 p. 1; Semas, October 29, 1973
p. 1 Semas, April 1, 1974, p. 3). . L.

At least in the short run, the relatlvely powerfuI posltlon of stu- .

dents in the Massachusetts state colleges may be in jeopardy for at .
least two reasons. Up to ]uly §974, state colleges' in Massachusetts .

* could not negotiate matters involving faculty salaries and fringe bene- -
-fits and, therefore, concentrated on- issues of governance that were:
consldered to be more directly a student concern. Secondly, students
- at Fitchbiirg State College were origi ally asked to be a part of ne-
g0t1atlons by the - faculty bargalnlng team. To thef'chagnn of the
_ faculty, students proceeded to declare themselves as independent and, |
in practice, often sided with the administrafidn on key issues. The *
following year (1974-75) students ,were not 1nv1ted to.. take part in.
negotiations by either side. - 4 -

At Salem State College the faculty voted 148 to 66 to 1e]ect a con-
tra&:t that included extensive student ;.)artlclpatron in governance, in-
' ‘cludlng a student vote on the hiring, promotion, and ténure of
.faculty members. Earlier student part1c1patlon in bargaining was re-

portedly an issue in the lopslded Yote (Semras, Aprll 1, 1974, p. ‘).

I' another‘ case, the student body presrdent of Ferris' State College -

~ in-Michigan served as a full mempber of ‘the administration team in
-contract negotiations with the college’s faculty.. The governmg board
1nll;1ated Ithe student participation, which involved caucusing, “help-

lng\ to draft counter-proposals, speaklng during the bargaining ses- -

sions, and signing the coftract *(Semas, - December 10, 1973, 12)
This. is an example pf what Aussieker would call “coalition rgaln- o
ing”—the formation of rather formalized coalitions between faculty
“or, adniinistration and ‘students (Aussieker 1975, p. 8). This is the

co klnd of model for which the new Montana lawdhas made provrslons

In other(_lnstances» students have participated in the prenegotiation
or postnegotiation stages of collective ‘bargaining. - For example, at
.. Sotthern Mas$achusetts University, the faculty federation, prior to- )
formal negotiations, informally consulted and: negotlated a package
of students” nghts and responsibilities iri governance. The faculty '
, agreed to present,this package to the board of trustees at the bargain-

. 1ng table but with no guarantee of its acceptance. The boayd of
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cific areas of curriculum development and student . evaluation of .
teaching effectiveness (Otze. 1974, 11).

At ‘Boston State and Worcester State in Massachusetts, contract_

provisions .relatang to student governance were subject to postnego-

tiation ratification by vote of the student bodles (Semas, Apnl 30 o

_l 978, p. 4)

What is the extent of student 1nvolvement in collective bargalne‘ ’

ing of the kinds illustrated’ above? Bo#h Aussieker (1975 pp. 17-18)..

trustees did endorse the proposed student participation in the spe- .

and Shark (July 1975, p. 7) agree that student involvement in nego<":.

‘tiations has not been extensive. There have been about thirty

incidents of the® more formal types of student involvement as of the

fall of 1974. According to a survéy of 48 unionized bargalnlng rela-

tionships on 4-year campuses, students were 1nvolved in only 14 of
these. Of these 48 bargaining relationships, students were involved

. in 13 of 26 in the public sector and only one of. 22 in thé prlvate

sector (Aussieker 1975, p. 17, 18).

What, then, can be said of the effectiveness of collective bargam- .
ing as an emerglng source of student influence? Several tentative -

conclusions emerge from the foregoing review of. the literature. .,

First, students have been influential in ﬁghtlng a rear-guard battle -

‘to prevent bargalnmg from nulllfylng earlier gains made in student

participation in governance and to ‘protect themselves from the

vagaries of faculty strikes. They haye -done this most effectively

~ through .a- combination of “old-style protest,” legislative * lobbying,
-and the use of the courts for injunctive relief.

‘While some students have - participated effectlvely in the bargain-

“ing process, such participation is not widespread and, at” this time,

no one particular model has emerged that would fit students into
the negotiation, prenegotiation or postnegotiation stages of collective

* bargaining in- a satisfactory way. Indeed, Shark bekieves that

‘.. ».given the lack of real success and the general apathy now found
on college campuses, students’ interest in carving a role in the bar-
gaining process may very well decllne" (Shark; July 1975, p. 7).
Nevertheless, in the current decade of declining enrollments and
with the need, therefore, to attract and keep students, it would seem

‘that students. would have greater leverage and influénce "than ever

before. One might reasonably expect students to use this leverage
to insist on shaping thejr -education m line with their own vital

.interests. Qn the other hand, ‘the same set of cixcumstances—en;
. rollment problems, potential program and faculty - retrenchment—

make it less llkely that faculty unions or admlnlstrators will waw

=,
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to concede power to the students when thelr own (faculty and ad-
ministration) interests and survival are ‘at stake. The net result of
these dynamlcs of the student as educational censumer may snnply o
.add up to no. partlcular gain or no partlcular loss m the current ‘
status of student influence.. . .
Finally, it should be mqnuoned that Aussieker ‘is pesmmlstlc about -
the_efforts of students, facult and administrators to influence leg-

islation and thus structure student\]Qg:lvement in bargaining. He
feels that the result “. . ,-will leave students with an already existing

base or a‘less supportlve one for dlﬁerent \types of involvement”
" (Aussieker 1975, p. 20).. However, it does appear that student

lobbies are deveiqpmg momentum. in their quest to gain statutory

rights to participatecin collective bargaining. While these “statutes
might inordinately proscribe student involvement, they might & \150\
institutionalize and\ legitimate student involvement resulting in a ~
more continuous effort. It will_then be possible to study, as Shark -
puts it, “. . . the actual rumpact of student input on negotiations in
states where student” pagticipation -guarapteed by *law” (Shark,
July.1975, p. 7). g : K

It appears too early to Judge whether the,_kind of participation
found to date or the kind expected in the futu
and, growing sources of student influence, The réader may wish to
keep apprised of the development .through several a 'gies\r;ow

" established to study im'po'rtant questions that bear upon future stu-
dent influence. One ‘sugch agency, sponsored by the University Stu-
dent Sendte of the Clt;\l
Fund: for the Improvement of Postsecondary Educatlon is the Re-
search Project on Students and Collective Bargaining in Washing-
4on, D. C. Another pro]ect the Academic Collective Bargaining
Information Service, also in Washmgton, was established by a num-
ber of associdtions of colleges and uqlversmes and is funded by the
Carnegie Corporauon of New York/ The purpose, in part, is to.

* provide a tlearinghouse for information' pertinent to all aspects of

academic collectlve bargammg, mcl"tfdin'g the role of the student in
such bargammg L Lo

. . | .
' [N : Cw

’Studcnts as Gitizens and Adults | :
On June 30, 1971, the 26th -Amendment to ‘the ‘CO]’lStlFuthl'l of '
the United States was ratified by {the states - extending the voting

" franchise to youth of 18 years and’ older. Shortly thereafter, some
- 44 states lowered the legal age of majority in one or more respects,
with the age rangmg as low as I8 o1 19 for Some purposes . (Hanson
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' college students had the right to vote sub]ect only to the constraints
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1975 p. 5) These new legal developments applied to a11 youth of' a

these ages, 1nc1udmg most college students heretofore con31dered
“minors.” The question is what mﬂuence or potential - influence
have students had or might students expect to derive from this and
what are the exwtmg barriers to this. influénce? .

The immediate effet of the 18-year-old vote was to enfranchise 11
million voters for the fall 1972 elections. For the first time, most

of state residency laws. ThlS was a direct source of student mﬂueﬂce
- of potentially great effectlveness as evidenced by the number of
analyses_of the impact of the youth vote in general .and the student
vote in .particular’ (McNett 1972; Maquire”1972; Lipset 1972).

To realize. the potential_influence of voting, students would have
“to register and then actually vote. -Both of these processes have been
" difficult for students to do. In the case of presidential elections,

state residency requirements do " not apply. "The problem becomes
one of getting students to register. 'Voter registration ‘drives at local
and national levels. were - conducted with heavy participation from .

‘students. A natlonal organization called Student Vote Recame active
on 305 campuses by the fall: of 1972, A small ‘Washington staff
coordinated the efforts of field workers in 13 regjons of the United

States These field workers pursued. educational campaigns °and ‘

voter registration with local student and civic groups. The national

office provided expemse, literature, educational material and . small o

grants. As of June 1, 1972, 500,000 students wer€ registered as a
result of she efforts of Student Vote (McNett 1972, p. 10). . ;

‘There are ulso barriers to reglstratlon Jjmposed by state and local
statutes in the form of residency requirements of one year ‘or' more

~ag part of the voter qualifications for state and local elections. This

was a severe restriction on those college students who were not
.residents of the'local community or state. In addition, the so- -called
gam-or-loss statutes generally prevent stydents. from ever acquiring
a voting residence in a college community as long as they are stu:
- dents. These laws apply only to students who, prior to matriculation,
were not resndents of a local community or a. particular state. Stu-
dents cannot “gain” voting privileges in communities’ where they
have moved to attend college. At the same time, they do-not “lose’

voting prlvnleges in the communities they came from (Bornstein

1972, pp. 856-365; Guido 1972, pp. 52-58).
‘Both of these restrictions have come under severe ]lldlCldl attack
and scrutiny. by the courts, especially since the 26th Amendment was

ratlﬁed The Supreme Court of the United States, in a landmat:k .
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decision (Blumstein v. Ellington, 92 S, Ct. 995 [1972]), struck down
Tennessee’s one-year requirement on the grounds that it interfered
with the right to interstate travel and did not servé a compelling
state interest. The court did not state flatly what residency length
might be acceptable, but: suggested that 30 days would be reason:
able. Bornstein (1972, p. 365) expects this decision to remove the

~ durational residency roadblocks to student voting in the future.

'Students are vulnerable to attack under the due process and equal
_ protection - clauses of the 14th Amendment because the gam-or-loss
“statutes often .use more exactmg criteria’ for collége students than
‘for other immigrants to communities and states. - In a penetrating but
somewhat ‘autdated review of these residency laws ‘Bornstein gon-
cludes‘ S R : '

. the ltatth of these provisxons is unsettled at present, although it -
leems that the conflict can and should be resolvcd in favor of the student
an Equal Protection grounds. That is to say, a balancmg of the com- .
phtmg interests should lead to the conclusion that glvmg the student a .
"voice in his government is more- 1mportant than preventing. the “harm”
which the states -expect to suffer’ through,_ gi ing the franchue to largc
* blocks of student voters (Bomstem 1972, p 3 9) .

Student ve.not hesitated to ‘use the courts to gain more favor-
able treatmeRt as_they seek to exercis¢ the power of voting in local

\ elections. For instance, a federal district Judge in Texas has struck -
)down a provision that. college students must intend to live in their

college town before they can vote. A federal couit in MlSSOllrl has
'1ssued a restraining order preventing county clerks from demandmg
more. evidence of voter qualifications from students than are de-
manded of other citizens (CHE, Oct. 16, 1972, p. 4). In a suit
brought by nine studemfs at Mississippi State University, a federal

- district judge has ordered local election officials to apply the same

residency requirements to college students as are applied to other
potcnual voters (CHE, Nov. 6, 1972, p. 4). The New Jersey Supreme
Court abollshed a state law that required students to vote in the ‘

' -community of their -parents’ home (McNett 1972, p. 10). On- the

Q
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other hand, a, New York court, adopting a strict interpretation of
the students’. domicile, required students to vote in towns where
their parents live (CHE, September. 25, 1972, p. 2). )

As mentioned earlxer, students have also sought statutory relnef
through legislative lobbying-from indirect or direct attempts to make

. it impossible orinconvenient for them to vote in college communi-

ties 'through calendar. changes “(usually occurring in prifnary elec- -
tions). In these efforts they have been successful. B )

[
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All of these efforts represent attempts by students to realize their
potential as voting citizens at all levels of government where their

. interests are at stake. Like other citizens stgdents want to vote for

candidates who will be sympathetic to their interests and ‘concerns.
“In the college communities where they attend classes, students are
wtally affected by policies and ordinances felated to crime and- police

~ protection, ‘tr{nsportauon work settings, landlord/tenant ' relation-

ships, ‘personal property tax pohcnes, fees and licenses, and the prac-
“tice of local merchants. At the state level, students are affected by
sales taxes, llquor laws,. drug laws, abortion and morals regulauons, .
admissions quotas, tuition . policy, and appropriations for financial
aid and other student services. At the federal level, students are

) vitally interested in appropriations for largescale financial aid pro-

grams, minimum ‘wage laws, airline fare regulauons, and federal
guidelines on: racial and sex dxscrlmmatlon in colleges. and umver-’
sities, :
Like other emergmg sources -of influence outlxned in this study, 4
the effectiveness or strength’ of student influence through voting is
difficult -to assess, In general, there is evidence that the turnout .of
"student voters has. been dlsappomtmg (Thurber 1973, pp. 242:256).
“There is also some evidence’that college students who do ‘vote tend
to follow a pattern set by college educated adults and tend to accept
the traditional party labels and ldenutylof their.parents (Shaw 1974,
pp. 65-79).. At the same time, in some local elecuotrs college students
seem to have made a difference in election outcomes. For example,
_after a ma]or drive to register students at the University of Colorado
at Boulder in 1971, every student-supported candidate for city council

.~ Was eletced. Four incumbents were defeated (McNett 1972, p. 10). .

\
N

" Each year the Umversnty of California Student Lobby does an
analysis of Student voting patterns as part of its effort to gain

- influence through the  established political process. Its recent

study of the June 1974 primary. elections in California_makes two
- pertinent pomts First, the student voter tumout rate was about the

" same as the statewide average when allowance wds made for campuses

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

closed for the summer, or where students ‘were taking final exams, and
when the transient nature of the student body was taken into -ac-

‘count.. Secondly, the study' seems to demonstrate that Republican -

Cdngressman Paul McCloskey's successful primary reelection bid was ’
made - possible by a.margm of - victory provided by “college student
voters - (many crossed over to register Repubucan in order to vote for
- McCloskey) - (Woodruff and Fuller 1974, p. 12). * :
Fmally, the symbolic value of the 18 year-old student vote should




E

. , .-A."//v'> : N B

RIC ‘ G

P e R ~ L ey

not be overlodk‘ed I.t is‘ hard to document ‘blj }

‘has an impact upon ‘student sources, of mﬂuence This is the issue of
student residency for tuition purposes ‘and the. high tuition di-

- ferentials for out-of-state students. Restrictive admissions'policies and-
tuition policies have the effect of closmg off options for college stu- -
. -dents. Students lose several degrees of freedom when they cannot -

afford or are not permitted to leave: their local community or state
for a college education. They lose the freedom to-travel across state
lines and to choose their dssociates. They -are, in effect, - captive

audiences. In such a s1tuat10n, students lose the leverage they might -
otherwise have in attemptmg to mﬂuence local -‘campus pollcy that . :

- relates to their vital interests. © " - . N

Indeed, migratiéon studies of college students (Fenske et al, 1974)>.

~show that student attendance at local cdlleges is on the increase a

.. student mVOlvement in- interstate migration ‘is on the decline. “This
decline is due partially to the spread of community colleges in many
states. But it is also due to ihcreased transportation costs, . restrj ctive

out-of-state_admissiens policies, and skyrocketmg out-of-state fuition
: d1®rent1ais NS » . .
At this time the constltutlonallty of tultlon differentials ‘appears to
_have, been firmly established. Also the xlght of the states to require
- a one-year durational -res1dency period, in addition to certain domi-
ciliary requlrements, seems to be legally establlshed (Hanson 1975,
pp. 19-23; Bornstein 1972, p. 356). However, since the Vlandis vs.
Klein decision by the United States Supreme Court in 1973, students
. now have the possibility of makmg a case 'to overcome out-of-state

. status, A pres‘il tion of out-of-state status can now be rebutted and .-
colleges must éstablish protesses for hearmg such appeals. These cases .

-and other admissions barriers to gaiging residency in the several states

have been extensively and ably dibcussed by Bornstein (1972), Car- -

bone. (1973), Chronister and Martin (1975), and Hanson -(1975).
Partly because of the Vlandis vs. Klein decision, the need to in-
crease student enrollment, and newer consortium arrangements, there

_is some hope that student interstate migration might begin to increase

(Carbone, Fall 1973; Shulman 1974). Wlisconsin and anesota, for

example, have developed an exchange program whereby residents of -

_either staté’ can attend public colleges in the neighboring state at

res1dent student rates. If one state assumes a greater share of the ex-,.

Y

it seems likely that
. 'students hate gained more status and legitimacy in. their. other po--
" litical* pursuits® (such as lobbyirig or bargammb) partly because they v
. are now enfranchised citize : :

“Another issue; . only tangl)‘ ntlally related to the student as cmzen, :
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- 'the opportunity to'mave out of one's community is, in part, can-

change, he other state will’ rexmburse from the state treasury (Gar-
"bone, Fall 1973, p, 270). '

The point. is that policies and p1‘act1ces that decrease the optlons

for students also decrease. the potential influence that students might -
- wield: The. issue. of residency for tuition. purposes represents a point.
at which the “student as full citizen” conflicts with what has been .
established as a “compelling state interest.” For students who attend.
~local colleges, résidency status for the purpose of voting in local. elec-’

tions is not a problem It may be that the influence galned by having

celled by the problem of establishing a voting residence in the new

- college town. At the same-time, the influence lost by those who do

<

not have the opportunrty to leave their home community or state may

) A
. Be. cancelled by the 1nﬂuence gamed ue to clear rlghts to vote in
local elections.

On balance, it seems that students have galned an 1mportant source

“of influence with the enactment of the 26th Amendment. At the same
time, ,significant - barriers remain and]may . always remain to . full :

- crtlzenshlp status for college students.

. What are" the 1mphcatlons of this new adult stasus for student in- -

- want ‘to do and how they ‘wish to live? Or are students still con--

Like the voting franchise, the reducuon in; age of ma]orlty to 18
has also served to enhance the’status of college students as adults.

fluence? Have students been given more freedom to choose what they

strained by parents or college officials who 'stand in loco parentis?
This section ‘draws heavily on The Lowered: Age of Majority: Its
Impact on Higher Education (Hanson 1975). The .reader is urged to
peruse this monograph, ‘which -is devoted almost excluswely to the
legal ram1£1fatlons of this topic, S :

‘

One result of the concept of adulthood at 18 is to 1nd1rectly en-

.courage the use of legal processes: by students. Many -colleges are..

" fend themselves against charges brought by other students or the insti-

gearing’ up through their student. legal aid staffs in anticipation of
even greater use of the courts as students seek to press. charges or de-

tution. Roor-and-board contracts, suits for property damage and dis-

ruption, suits against the college for failure to deliver the academic

© services promised and suits involving’ the use of student funds for

~while potentially more free to use legal processes to exert influence, -
* may glso haye to assume the responsibilities of acting as 1ndependent'_

. A
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act1v1ty fees or to support certain organlzatlons are .some of the areas
in which htlgatlon is expected to occur (Fields 1973; p.-3). Students,

adult cmzens They may experlence even less protection from the

4



-~

consequences of 'their'oWn actions by parents, by college ‘authorities,
and by the local state law enforcement officials. L
* Another potential, effect is°to "free the student from many of the )

- linggring ties to parents. Practices such as notifying parents of grades, -
* health problems, or disciplinary actions may be carefully reexammed .

For instance;, at Ohio State, University, parents will no longer -be
nétified when a student receives an academic warning, is  placed on

" probatidn, or is dismissed. This change ‘was made pursuant to a new w

Ohio law lowering the age of/majority to 18 (CHE Feb. 1], 1974 P
2). - N .

Passage of the Educatlonal Amendment of 1974 known as the

"'Buckley Amendment,”  appears to further protect ‘the rights and - -

pnvacy £ college students. Th1s amendment includes resirictions on )

- access to'student files by persons other than the student and requires

"written consent by the student for release of mformatlon SubSectlon

(d of the ameridment provides that: .
. e ior the purposes of this section, .whenever a student has attained
-eighteen’ years of age or is attending an institution of post-secondary
education, the permission or consent required of and the rights .accorded
to parents of the student shall thereafter only be required of and accorded o
" “to the sffent (quoted in Hanson 1975 P. 36). L

Lowered age- -of-majority laws appear to affect the freedom of the
college “student to .enter 1qto contractual relationships, such as- dormi-

tory contracts or promissory notes for loans, and to seek medical treat- - -

ment without parental cosigning or consent. Despite the apparent -

“legal ‘mandate ' supplied by reduCed age-of ma]orlty laws in many

states, Hanson (1975 pp. 33- 37) ‘found that in. practice few institutions

" have ad]usted ‘their policies in response to these laws. He.reports that
. “there seergs to be no clear relationship between the legal age of
. majority and institutional pelicies regarding parental notification op

grades, discipline or psychological problems” (Hanson 1975, p. 35).
Hanson’s conclusions are based on a relatively informal question- .

“naire and interview survey of deans of students at 100 randomly

chosen colleges and universities. He reports. an overall response rate
of 72 percent. One problem with Hanson’s survey is that it was cross-
sectional rather than.longitadinal in, design. He appears simply to
compare the policies and pract1ces of colleges in states with lowered
age of majority to colleges in states with a higher age of. majority, at-

‘a given point. in time. With sich a design it is not really possible to’

assess the impact or change from one point in time to another of

' majority laws- upon campus pohc1es and practices. Clearly, further '

ERI!

emplrical work needs to be done in thls area.
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"'Fin'ancially, too, students are: seeking emancipation from parental .

control. The new age-of-majority laws have given students a basis for - -

challenging the requirement that their family must contribute touthe
costs of a college educatioh before they can qualify for financial aid.
Financial aid officers find that larger percentages of students are now

. declaring themselves independént_ and selfsupporting’ (Fields 1974,
- 'p. 3; Hanson1975; p. 17), Hanson expects that -the new age-of--

majority laws will ‘provide some impetus to challenging the constitu-
tionality ‘of the presumption that students are “dependent,” based on -
.certain questionable criteria used in many federal grant and loan pro-
grams (Hanson 1975, p. 17). It was reported that a study done by

- Boyd and Fenske in Illinois showed that parents’ portion of student -

support hag declined from 60 percent in 1967-68 to 39" percent in -
1973-74 (Boyd and Fenske, June 1975). They attributed this trend
to.a student desire for financial emancipation -and the growing avail-

" ability of student financial aid funds from all levels of government.

(CHE, April 7, 1975, p. 6;-CHE, November 18, 1974, p. 1). . .

The option to- become ﬁnancial],){-ipdepend‘ent frem one’s family
'is dotible-édged. Those who are “freed” will have the responsibility
to seek funds througlt other channels. Institutional sources of aid may
be severely strained and students may encounter other constraints.

. Nevertheless, the point here is that.more students will have the power_

to decide for themselves how to finance their education. They may
also be more free to make choices of particular colleges or particular

. prograins of :study, unencumbered by the threat of 'fiin,ding with-~

ERIC
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influence over things that matter to them. e

A final area of concern is that of required residence hall living and
related _parietal rules. It appears that rules requiring particul';ff cate-
gories of students or even all students tq live in dormitories are in-
creasingly under attack. After reviewing a number of landmark legal
cases in this area, Hanson concludes: -, :

-drawal by disapproving parents. This, indeed, is a soltce of student

- It appears that courts will not sanction ) regulatimmch -are simply
intended to “fill the dorms,” because the result is to make one group ‘of
students bear a disproportionate burden of financial expense and re- -
strictions in personal liberty to reside in:accommodations to effect’ a +
' benefit for all students, present and future. Second, the mere assertion
of educational benefits, or that living requirements are. motivated td give
edlicational Lenefits, scems unlikely to ‘be’ persuasive unless the institu-
tion can ?E;nmate such benefits, Finally, even if the institution ‘can
show evidlence of education-related motivations in enacting sich a re-
quirement, the courts are likely to examine the actual operation ‘of -the
regulations to- determine if there is such’ an educatiohal benefit (Hanson
1975, p. 31y. - : " ' s
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Agaln, Hanson (1975 p, 30) suggests that the loWeted age of majonty'

wxll likely mﬁuence future cases in the area of required dormitory liv- =

- ing: Recently, six| students at Stony Brook filed suit in federal court
sto. overthrow regulatmns that require all freshmen under 2] 1o live

- on’ campqs They also challenged mandatory ‘meal” plans “on -the.

_grounds that they were arbitrary and unconstltuhonal since 18-year- .. -

- olds are consldered adults: under Net, York State laws (CHE May ‘
12,1975, p.R). » : . '
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Fmally, regardlng{rules related to llvmg in resldence halls, Hanson
(1975, pp. 34-35) finds little relationship between majority laws and

the restrictiveness - of rules ‘about visitation by members of . the op-
~ posite sex, cut‘fews and pbssesslon of alcoholic beverages In general :
- ~over the years dormntory life has become more and more. liberalized;
*. but ‘the reduction in age of ‘majority does not, necessarlly require

V : comparable changes m the living arrangements provided by educa-
. uonal institutions.’ Rules prohlbttmg the use of alcoholic beverages-

in dormltorles for educatlonal reasons are not voided simply because.

a- pattlcular state permlts 18 year-olds to possess alcoholtc beverages
(Hanson 1975, p, 85). ’ '

In conclusnon, the" new st;atus of students as adults, for some pur—.

- poses, seems to add a legal and a polmcal 1mpetus to trends already

' underway in_the dlrectlon of student emancipation from parental or .
'college momtormg ‘and control, It appears also.that adult status will . -

consequences. of; their actions. Sub]ect only to the particular needs of
ar college. to promote an environment. condpcnve to. learning, students

_ effectively. increase students’ range of. choice and: responsibility for the

are being treated more and more like. adults, Whilé this. trend may -
- be only partly related to the majority laws, it is clearly an 1mportant ‘

emergmg source of student 1nﬂuence

s
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The sources of '1nﬂuence ‘examined here are only beg1nn1ng 10,

emerge and there is room for further growth in all of the areas {is-

cussed More students could be: directly involved:.or supportlve at

* more institutions in more - states if there were a higher level of fund:
' 1ng and more continuous o:;t. For example, organized state lobby- :

ing activity occurs only in 28 statés. Collectiye bargalnlng and student

. 1nvolvement is only in its mfancy The full impact of the age-of:

majorit laws may yetfrefn \xce much - more w1despread student,\.‘
jority

emancipation from parental and college monltorlng rand control. .
Another possibility is that the scope of influence may increase, that

" is, students may use ‘these sources of influence to'gain a broader array

of ends, “For example, student institutior3 have grown' from co-

‘operative bookstores to vast networks of cooperative enterprises and
have ‘become "nelghborhood corporations” or “student, conglomer- |

ates.” And lobbying staffs are expandlng as students seek more
comprehensive coverage of issues and bills that thave less, obvious

TN
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. identification” with student interests. It is worth 'noting that. the ex-".

pansion of student interests may be met with 1ncreas1ng resistance and.

could jeopardize the eﬁectlveness of student sources : ‘of 1nﬂuence in-

_ the long run.

ERIC

-Since 1970 student 1nterest has focused mox% ‘on_issues that -di-
rectly affect students as students. Issues 1nclude the cost of an educa-
tlon-—ﬂnanc1al a1d low, tuition, tax breaks on student . consumer
products, the ‘cost of holising and .other goods and %ervices, and
transportation costs. They also relate to the quality of education it-
self-—-student/faculty ratios, evaluation of teaching, and program and
faculty retrenchment. ‘Another interest- is student freedom—the desire
for -increased optlons, and freedor®® from parental- and college con-
trol of student lives. Fiffally, students have been concerned with
maintaining apd further 1nst1tut10na11z1ng their role in the gov-
ernance of colleges and universities. This concern ranges from pro--

-tecting the mandatory act1v1ty fee to seating inoi‘e students on the -

board of trustees . .

The o ly exceptlon to these sttident-related concerns is' the stu-
dent-financed PIRG grouips. These groups have taken up a broader.
slate of issues and concerns, such as env1ronmental despoliation,

consumer protection, an‘ctvﬂ liberties in public 1nst1tut10ns Many

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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_of these concerns are: followed up by programs deslgned to 1nst1tute
‘ .dlrect social reforms. The’ PIRG groups’ appear to be the only‘
o ' source of. influence reviewed here that represents a continuity of
interest stemlng from the social act1v1st concerns of. the- latd 1960's. .
~ This study supports the v1ew that the various sources of 1nﬁuence
. aré . interconnected anfi often used slmultaneously o teinforce each -
~ other. For- example, it.is not uncommon to fin ‘students doing "
A leglslanve ‘lobbying to gét a collective bargarmng aw’ amended so ©
' “that students can maintain or increase their role in} campus. govem
ance. The likelihood of student Success.in these plitical processes_
is enhanced because they~ represent’ a votrng constitiency and in:
many cases are considered legal adults At the sanje time' students ,
<might seek relief through the Coutts- to avoid the immediate problem' T
of a faculty strike, or they mlght stage® an "old-style" demonStratlon.f e
“to dramatize their position with respect to tuition i'eﬂates if their edu-.
cation is interrupted. Tids variety of action. illustrates the inter-
_connectédness of the sources: of-influence and ‘strategies for dealing
-at ‘the same time with short-range needs (often defensrvely) and |

' long-range interests. ; _
S . Although ‘the’ use of the ]udl(:lal system has not. been a central?: T
focus. of this study, a number of examples of student use of the  **. °
coutts have been grven Court orders and injunctions have been - - B

" souglit and successfully obtained to protect student interests. that
_were under immediate. attack (for instance, in the case of faculty .
strikes or- inordinately disruptive protest: ‘by’ othgr groups. of stu-
v dents) The courts are also being used to interpret the meaning of
“thé 26th Amendment and the age-of-ma]orlty laws in terms. of the
constitutionality of 1dcal college or community rules -and regulatlons :
_This 1ncludes areas such as. establishing residency for voting or tui- -
. tion purposes, dormitory_regulations, financial, aid needs determina-
" tion, and othér parietals. It seems likely that students -also will in-
- creasingly use legal  processes for contract dlsputes, -damage - suits,
and other attempts at immediate redress, or for 1nterpretatlons of '
exlstmg local, state, and federal laws. . - : .
N It seems clear that “old-style”- -student protest is here to. stay. But
. now it is being used more selectlvely, more rationally, and more con;
" structively. - Students have no illusions abgut being . politically effec-
“tive if they use this. mode of influence excluslvglya Rather, it seem’s
.that they wish to symbollze dramatize, and publlcue “their concerns
and perhaps to remind those who have forgotten that the impulse
» -to’use more prlmxtlve polmcal means is still alive. and potentially
damagmg and d1srupt}ve But students Yfﬂl probably use more; .
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soplustlcated channels of influence as long as they are a vnable
alternatlve . N~

At least four. general barriers or. threats ta student mﬂuence have
.been 1denttﬁed from the literature, First, conﬂlct .of interests océur

mth a wide variety of pb werful group& tlle faculty, local busmesses,,_ o

admmtstrators and, inevitably, members of the state legislature. The
upshot is often an attempt to undercut the financial basis for st
dent influence by attackmg the mandatory student activity fee, 'Stu-
dents have had to, contmuously,defend ‘their rlght to tax themselves
to maintain a voice at' all levels of decision .making. Becausé this

“taxation” process mcludes some. cooperatton and collaboratlon w‘lth
the colleges, this may be the Achilles’ heel 'of student influence, To
* be sure, the courts have helped students maintain control. of student
fees- and have prevented state encroachment where constitutional ‘
issués were at stake (for example, the equal protectton; clause of
the 14th Amendment). - . ‘

Another barrier or” limit to student mﬂuence ‘occurs when the
legitimate interests of the college as.an, educational institution are -
 asserted. he colirts have repeatedly ‘upheld the. right of - college’
oﬂicxals t0 maintain an ‘environment conducive to learning. In prac-

. tice this means that rights -and . choices students might enjoy as
: cmzens in the wnder society may be circumscribed within the college
‘itself, College are not popular democracies simply because 18-year-
olds can vote, Even though alcohol can be consume .by students
> in the community ‘it may not be permitted in the dorms. Also,
.some communities and states require certain tests of bona’ fide resi-
~ dency before students can enjoy the benefits of state or community
suppott. N : .

Another problem for. students is that. exnstmg laws do not fit the
model of student invBlvement. Statutory changes and perhaps “labor
law modifications must occur before student participation in collec-
_tive bargaining can’be accommodated. These changes may be slow
‘to arrive and restrictive when accomplished. :

Finally, student political apathy or . preoccupation with academlc,
social, and career pursuits may make it difficult to rally student sup-
port, to encourage student. patronage of student .institutions, or
to get student votes where they are needed. As student -bodies be- -
come more and more heterogeneous in: age, social class, experience;
family and work comrnitments, and goals, the array of 'distinctively
Sstudent intef¥sts may. diminish and make it more difficult to generate
‘student interest and support. . et i

~ The general concluston of thIS study- 1s that students have de-s
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veloped a number of newly emergmg sources of influence. These
sources, while potentially quite effective, have et wnth a number -
" of barriers, both on and off. the college campus. The sources of
influence_seem to have taken two routes: students organizing sep-
arately or students participating in already_existing structures and
. _ processes. ‘The evolution of sources of influence seems to be toward
- more student extra-institutional political activity where students may
' have an advantage at this time. In an important chapter on “Organ~
ized Student Power,” Epstem concludes :
’
-_In principle and in prac!lcc, students are lesi dlsadvantaged in the
state’s broader political arena than they are in the university's internal
govemmg structure.  ‘They have the same right to pqrtncnpate as any
other citizens; and, although they constitute only a large minority of -
. the. whole commumty, thelr numbers are greater than those of . other
~educational interest groups.. They. may be capable of gettmg the atten-
. ~ tion of politicians ordinarily- pressured by smaller, more intense groups.
T In the larger political world students cannot be dismissed because they
) . lack the professional qualifications of faculty”.and &dm:mstralkwe staffs.

, The decisions of governors and 1eglslatures, or even of regents, ptesumably - -
*do not t:qulre Suchi - quallf:catlogs"(Epstem 1974 pp. 221-212)

Students seem to have recogmzed the truth f this statement. Thelr o
. _extra-institutional political activity has been used - directly to gain
- specific ends (like more financial aid appropnatlons) but, perhaps
"mote importantly, - indirectly to gain influence sthrough permanent , _
~ and legitigmate partlapatlon in the ongomg institutional dec1slon- Lot
o xgakmg cesses. o = T : B
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