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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

In the decade of the sixties, colleges and universities across the
country witnessed a general rise in student protest and student unrest.

Though much of the activism was concerned with social and political prob-
lems, according to a 1969 Gallup Poll (Robinson and Shoenfeld, 1971: 5, 15 B),
at least 42% of 1030 youths in 55 colleges believed that student protestors
biggest complaint was concemed directly with university problems and policies.
Students camplained about the irrelevance of many of their educational endeav-
ors., They challenged and questioned the validity of their educational exper-
iences to the modern world and its problems. They decried the depersonaliza-
tion they experienced as a number known only to a computer and resented their
isolation from and powerlessness in the decision-making process. Protestors
subsequently cried out for student power to correct these "evils' and a few,
in fact; did temporarily assume control of the administrations of several
universities by force.

From the literature it seemed that many educators in seeking to under-
stand this phenomena have related it to the problem of alienation; they have
viewed student unrest as a reaction to an underlying problem of student al-
ienation. Thus, many concerned educators have acknowledged the need of greater
understanding of alienation and have been searching for a possible solution for

it.



The Problem

The purpose of this study was to investigate the problem of student
alienation in higher education. This investigation was focused on three cen-
tral questions: what is alienation; how did it come about in higher educa-

tion; how can it be reduced?

Importance of the study. Since alienation is such an abstract term,

ane which implies different meanings when used in different senses, it seemed
important to define it, to establish a definite meaning of the term for use

in this study. By first defining this term and then by relating this defini-
tion to the organizational structure of higher education, a greater understand-
ing of the problem of alienation was facilitated and a perspective from which
to evaluate institutions of higher education was presented.

To understand how a problem came about is important not only for the
sake of finding a solution for it but also for preventing its reoccurrance in
the future. Thus; to meet these needs, the rise of alienation within institu-
tions of higher education during the past decade and a half was traced and the
possible factors which contributed to this condition were analyzed.

Alienation as defined and analyzed in this report was presented as an
undesirable ccmdition-. The proposal of some possible means of reducing the
problem was therefore impor'tant; not only from the viewpoint of student unrest
but also fram the perspective of the quality of life within institutions of
higher education.

- Limitations of the study. The limitations of this study arising from

the nature of the problem and from the nature of the research were as follows:

1. Because alienation is an abstract term it was necessary to assume a
definition of it and a frame of reference from which to examine it. This



was intended as a means of approaching an abstract temm. It is acknow-
ledged that this did not negate or deny other definitions or other points
of view,

2. Almost all of what was written in educational literature left the term
alienation undefined. It was therefore assumed that the term did corre-
spond to the general phenomenon defined in this study.

3. The study of alienation as defined in this report focused on the "ob-

jective situation'' of alienation, on the institutional factors which might
elicit alienation as opposed to the 'subjective situation'' of the individ-
ual person,

4, This study was based strictly on library research, therefore, what was
concluded was derived from a theoretical basis,

5. The temm '"higher education'” was used in general. It is acknowledged

that not all schools became alienating, but as the literature presented

it, there was a trend toward alienation in higher education. It was this
~general trend in higher education which was discussed.

0. Alienation was presented as a complex problem. It is therefore ac-
knowledged that no single solution will absolutely ''cure' it. Thus, stu-
dent participation was proposed as a possible means of reducing aliena-
tion. '



Chapter 2
ALTENATION: A PERSPECTIVE FOR HIGHER EDUCATICN

In recent years amidst cries of student protestors for 'student power'
and for "relevance'" in education, there has been a new application for the
meaning of "alienation." That ambiguous term which has been used to decry
the condition of the laboring industrial man as well as to philosophically
define man's existence on earth is now being applied to students in their
educational experience,

It was the purpose of this chapter to examine the phenomenon of al-
ienation and to study its relationship to the orgamnizational structure of
higher education. By first defining alienation and then by attempting to
understand it within an organizational context, this chapter should provide
a new perspective for evaluating or reorganizing institutions of higher ed-

ucation.,

Frame of Reference

From the literature on alienation it became evident that there was
~great diversity in the meanings of the term and even in the senses in which
it was used. Keniston (1965), in his detailed description of alienated youth,
claimed that there are two traditions of studying alienation: as a personal
problem and as a social problem. Epperson (1966), in preparing a long-range
study of alienation in a commmity college, likewise maintained that aliena-
tion is a function of the character a person brings to a situation and of the
nature of the enviromment itself. Thus in studying alienation one could focus

on the person himself, on the psychological or philosophical factors in his



makeup which he brings to the situation. One could investigate, for example,
why one man in a certain situation would be alienated while another man in
that same situation would not be. In focusing on the person one could also
look at the characteristics he possessed after he became alienated, as does
Keniston.

On the other side of the coin, one could explore alienation as the re-
sult of some social arrangement. One could look at the organization of the
environment and try to determine what factors are inherently alienating. Both
Warner and Hansen (1970), who as counselors researched alienation in educa-
tion, and Minear (1969), while admitting the personal factors and internal
workings involved in alienation, urged an examination of the problems arising
from the structure of the social system itself. This emphasis on the qual-
ities of the objective situation of alienation was the orientation of this
study, While it seems obvious that each particular case of alienation is the
result of the interaction of the person and the situation, it seemed reason-
able to focus one's attention on the latter if, as Etzioni (1968:870) said:

Most of the alienation, however; seems to result from sources
which are reducible, most directly from socio-cultural patterns
which can be made much more responsive to basic human needs than
they are, . .

Before one can reduce these alienating socio-cultural patterns, one
must know what they are. Alienation is a feeling, If that feeling is not
based on an objective situation one must deal with the person. But if that
feeling is in response to some objective situation, an organizational or so-
cial structure which embodies the very thing the person feels or which by its

nature tends to give rise to alienation and perpetuate it, one can change the

structure.



Alienation
To analyze what it means to say of someone that 'he is alienated"
is primarily to observe how those who have introduced the term into
contempoary discussion have used it (Schacht, 1970:LXI).

Alienation has already been introduced as a feeling. But in this dis-
cussion it was assumed that this feeling does correspond to reality. So, for
example, if a person experiences himself as powerless it is because in fact he
is powerless,

What then is alienation? Trying to comprehend and define this word is
like trying to define love. One may have experienced it and reflected upon
its many aspects, but any one definition that could be conjured up would seem
to fall short of truly expressing what it is. So rather than a single explan-

ation, various aspects of the "syndrome' of alienation have been examined with

the hope that a fuller picture of the meaning would be attained.

As powerlessness. Fromm (1964:69) claimed that man in the state of

alienation ", . .does not experience himself as the active bearer of his own
powers and richness, but as an impoverished 'thing' dependent upon powers out-
side of himself." "A person is powerless when he is an object controlled and
manipulated by other persons or by an impersonal system. . .and when he cannot
assert himself as a subject to change or modify this domination" (Blawmer,
1964:16). Blauner, who conducted a sociological study of the relationship be-
tween technology, social structure and the personal experiences of factory
workers, continued saying that like an object a person reacts rather than
acts, is directed and dominated rather than self-directing. Thus the alienated
person wquld be unable to direct his own behavior, to seek his own goals or

rewards, or to make his own decisions. He would not be free to decide what he



wanted to do and then do what he decided nor would he have the power to alter
this dominating situation.

As meaninglessness., In such a powerless situation where man finds

himself acting and doing what someone or something else dictates, where he
could not define his own goals but had to accept the external goals handed
down to him, man would tend to see his own behavior as meaningless., '. . .
[H]is individual acts seem to have no relation to a broader life program'
(Blaumer, 1964:32), Since his goals are set by someone else and do not belong
to him they are unrelated to him. Their meaning is extrinsic to him and since
he has not chosen to accept them but rather since they have been imposed on
him he finds them and his subsequent actions to fulfill them meaningless. In
such a situation he would be functioning as an object and as such his actions
would have no significance for himself.

As isolation. The person who feels no sense of belonging to or iden-

tity with an organization or group and its goals would experience the aliena-
tion of isolation. As an isolated person he would lack membership in the in-
stitutiqnal or organizational commmity and would feel separate and apart from
i o

If the person also found himself in the powerless and meaningless sit-
uations described above; functioning as an object at the "mercy" of someone
else's goals, someone wham he is powerless to influence or relate to, then he
would also find himself completely isolated from and lacking connection with
that person. This isolation fram the person or organization which directs him

is another facet of alienation.



As self-estrangement. Finding himself powerless in a meaningless and

isolated situation in which he still functions, a person may find that a

large part of his being, of his life and activity is estranged from what is
real and meaningful to him. Speaking of this condition among factory workers,
Blauner (1964:26) stated, '"Self-estrangement refers to the fact that the worker
may became alienated from his imner self in the activity of work, particularly
when an individual lacks control over the work process and has a sense of pur-
poseful detachment rather than an immediate involvement or engrossment in the
job tasks." In a very real sense he is out of touch with himself for many of
his actions are not his own (Fromm, 1964). In this sense the alienated self-
estranged person fits easily into Fromm's "marketing orientation." '"Clearly,
his sense of his own value always depends on factors extraneous to himself,

on the fickle judgment of the market, which decides about his values as it
decides about the value of commodities' (Fromm, 1964:81). He is Riesman's
""other-directed' person who in his alienated state has lost contact with his
"fundamental self."

This self-estrangement has several consequences which become part of
the alienation syndrome. When a person is not immediately involved with what
he is doi_ng, when he is working towards somebody else's goals and not his own,
the situation may be boring and monotonous to him. Blaumer elaborated on this
by saying that:

Self-estrangement is experienced as a heightened awareness of
time; as a split between present activity and future considera-
tion. Non-alienated activity consists of immersion in the present;
it is involvement. Alienated activity is not free, spontaneous
activity but is campulsive and driven by necessity. In non-
alienating activity the rewards are in the activity itself; in

alienated states they are largely extrinsic to the activity which
has become primarily a means to an end (1964:29).



To clarify this one only has to think of the ''clock-watching'" factory
worker or the ''diploma-minded" college student to get Blaumer's point. Both
seem to exemplify the type of uninvolving, unsatisfying fumnctioning which
typifies the self-estranged individual.

‘Alienation. There are many aspects of alienation which have not been
presented. Even what has been written only begins to hint at the complexity
which the word embodies. But, if E. Shaffer's (1970) statement that a method
of social science is to impose thought on reality to abstract an ordered view
of phenomenon is true, then perhaps the goal of presenting a working under-

standing of alienation has been accamplished.

Alienation and Organizaticnal Structure

After examining alienation, the next step was to discern what in an
organizational structure might be alienating.

How does an organization render a person powerless? Both Etzioni
(1968) and Aiken (1966) looked to the decision-making process for an answer,
The former asked how much and what part of the decision-making is shared
with lower ranking men. The latter, who studied various aspects of aliena-
tion at 16 welfare agencies, examined two aspects of the temm 'Centraliza-
tion" to seek the answeﬂ Centralization includes the degree to which staff
members participate in setting goals and policies of the entire organization
(the degree of participation in decision-making). It also includes the extent
to which members are assigned tasks and then provided the freedom to implement
them without interruption from their supervisors (Aiken, 1966:498).

The findings of a number of studies suggest that highly centralized
organizations - those with little autonomy over individually assigned
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tasks and little participation in agency-wide decisions - are likely

to have high rates of work alienation (Aiken, 1966:498).
If the powers of participating in decision-making and of substantially con-
trolling the worker's own tasks are withheld this would seem to render the in-
dividual powerless within the organization. It was not surprising then that
there was high alienation among such highly centralized organizations. The
powerlessness of the individual was not only a feeling but a fact.

Aiken found similar results in studying the degree of alienation as-
sociated with what he termed "Formalization." Formalization is the degree of
work standardization and the amount of deviation that is allowed from stand-
ards, In organizations with a high degree of Formalization, with numerous
rules defining jobs and specifying what is to be done and the enforcement of
those rules, Aiken also found a high degree of work alienation. Once again
it seemed that the powerlessness actually experienced in a rigidly codified
and monitored organization was associated with a high level of alienation.

Studies in the sphere of higher education provided examples of how
an organization can promote the condition of meaninglessness. Warner and
Hansen (1970) referred to the culturally defined goals which a school imposes
on its students. They claimed that for many students these goals appeared to
have no relation to what is relevant to their lives and are therefore meaning-
less. R. Shaffer (1967), fram his experience as Dean of Students at Indiana
University, echoed this view stating that many students complain that the
college experience, especially curriculum, is irrelevant to the concerns
which are important to them. He continued saying that the conflict stems
fram conflicting views of the educatianal process. The students who enter
the educational system encounter goals and processes set down and defined by
educators, which for many students are very different from what they
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themselves would define. Depending on how different the educators' goals are
fran their own the students will experience a relative degree of meaningless-
ness.

A look at the bureaucratic structure of an organization can give some
estimate of the degree of isolation a person within the structure actually
experiences. If, as in a highly centralized structure, the person is excluded
from the decision-making process, he is in fact isolated from those involved
in the process. If there are no channels through which he can voice his
opinions or if those channels are only hollow token gestures, then he is umn-
able to really commumicate with significant others in the structure. This in-
ability to relate to them renders the individual isolated from them. This lack
of connection with them and inability to influence or even communicate with
them does seem to really leave the individual isolated from those 'in power."
It was interesting to note the lack of cohesion that Aiken and Hage (1966)
found among staff members themselves in highly centralized organizations.

This seemed to imply a degree of isolation from co-workers as well as from
those "in power' among alienated staff members.

What of self-estrangement? Can an organization through its structure
give rise to this also? Blaimer stated:

Self-estrangement is absent in two main situations: When the work
activity, satisfying such felt needs as those for control, meaning
and social comnection, is inherently fulfilling in itself; or when
the work activity is highly integrated into the totality of an in-
dividual's social commitments (1964:26).
The converse of ﬂliS; presenting a situation in which self-estrangement
would be present, seemed to answer this question. While an organization can-
not directly make a person self-estranged, as it can make him powerless, it

can be arranged in such a way as to make self-estrangement a likely



12

possibility. If it fails to meet the needs which Blaumer mentioned, thereby
leaving the work activity unfulfilling, it sows a fertile seedbed for self-
estrangement. Without any control, meaning, or comnection the person is
functioning not as a subject but as an object on behalf of someone else. When
the activity is unrelated to what is real and meaningful to him, when it is
completely separate from the individual's social commitments, again the in-
dividual is functioning in a self-estranged mamner. The organization which
creates a situation in which the person's activities are really not his own
may very likely give rise to self-estrangement as part of the "alienation

syndrame, '

A Perspective for Higher Education

"To the extent that personal social malaise is the result of some-
thing called alienation, any effort towards understanding it seems justified"
(Harkins, 1965:78). It is with this view in mind that institutions of higher
education should take a good lock at their organizational structures. E. Shaffer
(1970) warned, however, that institutions can assume a reality of their own if
the awareness of their human authorship is lost. This is perhaps true of many
organizations which are reluctant to change and which take their own structures
for granted as ends in themselves. But if an organization cares about its
members and truly wishes to meet their needs, then it must be willing to as-
sess its structures and to evaluate the impact they have on its members.

With all the talk of student alienation and the cry for relevance it
seemed obvious that many students' needs are not being met. If the university
really cares about its students it should be concerned not only with aiding
the individual in solving his perscnal problems but with evaluating and per-

haps restructuring its own organization so that it does not by its nature
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create or elicit an alienating situation.

What then, were some of f.he_ guidelines which could be gleaned from
this study?

Though each aspect of the alienation syndrome (powerlessness, meaning-
lessness, isolation, self-estrangement) is different, it is obvious they they
all interrelate. From an organizational point of view, then, it seemed rea-
sanable to agree with Clark (1959), that there is an isolable feature in all
of them: man's lack of means (power) to eliminate or change the alienating
circumstances, Clark said, for example, that those who feel that their ac-
tions are meaningless would make them meaningful if they could. In other
words, those who are alienated because of the organization are also powerless
to alter their situation because of the organization. The key, then seemed to
be power or control.

"Studies. . .have shown that students who feel they have some control
or say in events that affect them will not became alienated but will be full
participants in the school structure" (Warner and Hanson, 1970:447), They did
emphasize, hnwever; not full student control but student participation. R.
Shaffer (1967:261] also advocated ". . .extensive student involvement in
university policy formation and decision-making as a means of reducing aliena-
tion from the educational commmity and the consequent feeling of the irrelev-
ance of the traditional educational experience." It seemed important to men-
tion here that just mere tokenism or student participation without amy real
influence over outcomes may not be sufficient to ward off alienation., Clark
[1_959]; studying the relationship between alienation and power, participation
and knowledge, found that merely participating in or obtaining knowledge about

an organization would not lessen alienation. The relationship between power
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and alienation was much more direct (Clark, 1959:851). What this seemed to
say was that merely discussing with students while actually ignoring them or
failing to take into account what they say would not greatly reduce their
state of powerlessness, hence alienation,

Besides reducing the student's state of powerlessness, what were some
other results of "student control?"' For one thing it would allow the student
to work with counselors, teachers and administrators to determine, understand
and act on their needs. They would have an opportunity to express their own
wants and expectations rather than just have the administrators tell them what
students want. With whatever influence they had, students could then work in
conjunction with counselors, faculty and administrators to establish goals
which would aim at meeting their real needs and priorities. They could work
together to formulate a broadened concept of higher education experiences and
options necessary for those who reject the traditional educational process
(Dobbins, 1970). In short, their education, as a process of moving towards
goals which they helped establish, could really be meaningful and relevant to
them. Both Heath (1970) and White (1967), in opposing authoritarian teachers
and domination in the classroom, seemed to agree that this same type of student
involvement on a lower organizational level, the classroom, is necessary and bene-
ficial also.

The same student involvement which gives the students control and
meaning would also give them a genuine comnection with the university and its
staff. Being included is the opposite of being isolated. By working together
and comunicating with the staff the students could feel a part of the organ-
ization because they would, in fact, be a vital part.

In providing the students the control, meaning and connection that

have been outlined above; the organization would also decrease the possibility
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of self-estrangement among students. If the student is working towards his
own goals through activities which are relevant and meaningful to him then he
is not acting as an object functioning for someone else, As a person who can
influence the direction and course of his education, the student's activites
can be fulfilling and integrated into his self. If he is not working solely
to fulfill someone else's goals or to meet someone else's expectations for
him then he can grow as a whole person.

In summary, the organization, by providng a certain degree of student
control, can greatly reduce the alienating organizational conditions of
powerlessness, meaninglessness, isolation and self-estrangement. While "All
power to the students' was not urged, an evaluation of the organizational
structures of higher education was encouraged with the perspective that a
certain amount of student participation and control can help to alleviate an

alienating situation.



Chapter 3

THE RISE OF ALIENATION IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

How does an organizational structure become alienating? Perhaps a
look at history can provide some insight.

Prior to the industrial revolution there was relatively little of what
could be termed "work alienation." There was no mass production, no huge im-
persanal factories and there were few bureaucratic organizations handing down
dictates to the workers on exactly what they should do and how they should do
it. Rather, man felt more commected with his work, took pride in it and found
it intrinsically meaningful.

It was the onset of technology with its new "more efficient" ways of
doing things that brought about the organizational and technological struc-
tures which elicited the sense and actuality of worker alienation and the re-
sulting philosophical and sociological studies of it.

It was interesting to note that in the educational index there was no
listing of the category "alienation' prior to 1966. Certainly umiversities
had been less than perfect for quite a while and there had been books and
studies written on student alienation prior to that year, so why did discus-
sion of alienation became so voluminous within the years following that date?
Had there been something akin to an “'educational revolution" which too had
changed structures rendering them more alienating?

Though there were some aspects of this notion which appeared true, the
rise of alienation within institutions of higher education seemed too complex

to ejqnlajn so simply. Through discussion in this chapter an attempt was made
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to analyze some of the possible factors which contributed to the upsurge of
alienation; to provide a more concrete picture of alienation in higher educa-

tion than was presented in the first more theoretical chapter.

Organizational Factors

As mentioned above, there were some aspects of the "educational revo-
lution'" notion which did appear tenable. Technology played an obviously im-
portant role in the "industrial revolution." In looking at the history of
education during the past decade and a half, technology seemed to have in-
directly had a major influence in that realm as well., Heath (1970), in his
discussion on student alienation based on his previous experiences with stu-
dents and teachers throughout the country and on his research on student
development, saw the advent of Sputnik as having a major impact on education.
The drive to improve education sparked by the Russian satellite in 1957
brought about tremendous improvements in educational facilities. Schools ex-
panded their pupil personnel services, 'modernized" their curriculums, fea-
tured enrichment courses and advanced placement and fostered an expanding ed-
ucational technology (Heath, 1970). The more material improvements and ed-
ucational innovations a school could provide, the better it was thought to be.
Subsequently, the quest for excellence seemed to require an enlargement of in-
stitutions of education. Large schools, with their potentials for a more com-
prehensive educational e@erience; providing more diversity and more special-
ized courses, were thought to be the way to "excellence.'" This "excellence,"
however, was defined by narrow academic considerations which ". . .may have
inprqved the academic preparation of some students, but may also have narrowed
their sense of ccmpetence; limited their self-esteem and made increasing num-

bers of them closed to subsequent intellectual growth™ (Heath, 1970:527).
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Emphasis on the growth of a student as a whole person, "human excellence,"
was eclipsed.

Heath, based on his study of student development, claimed that there
was little evidence that the alleged benefits of large schools made any no-
ticeable contribution to amy educational outcome.

...[Tlhe crucial educational determinants of a student's

development are the humanistic climate or atmosphere of

the school, the student's sense of participant involve-

ment and the student's identification with the purposes of

the faculty (Heath, 1970:526).
These determinants, he said, were not necessarily fostered by an enlargement
of the system and were possibly stifled by it. Heath urged educators not to
build larger schools without assessing the effects they have on their students.
This point of view was very much in harmony with the alienation perspective
proposed in the second chapter which urged an evaluation of the impact of or-
~ganizational structure on the members of the institution.

What were some of the effects of the enlargement of schools?
Mullenberg (1970), in his study of the causes and cures of alienation, claimed
that the smaller colleges of the past provided an identity to youth. Stu-
dents;‘ he said, felt recognized and accepted as individuals and considered
themselves part of the institution. The growth in size of many institutions,
hmever; led to impersonality within schools and a corresponding loss of stat-
ure for individuals within them. As only one person among an increasingly
larger number of people, the student began to eitperienc:e a greater feeling of
anonymity as well as a decreasing sense of involvement with and relation to
the university., Heath (19703 observed an inverse relationship between the
school's size and the determinants of student development which have been men-
tio_ned'. He said that the larger the school, the more it was characterized by



impersonality and bureaucracy, less student involvement with activities and
less student identification with the academic purposes of the faculty. As the
schéol grew the extracurricular activities did not grow proportionately. Con-
sequently, there were relatively fewer students involved with school activities
or leading them and therefore fewer students who felt an identification with
or a real membership in a large school. Likewise, as classroom enrollments
grew, there was less personal contact with faculty members which decreased the
possibility of students really knowing the faculty or identifying with their
purposes. 1

The general trend, as schools increased in size, seemed to be toward
a more impersonal structural organization which left the student feeling sepa-
rate and isolated from the institution and lacking an identification with it.
Though students had not previously participated in the decision-making pro-
cess, as a result of the increased bureaucracy which a large organizational
structure necessitated, the student found himself even farther away from the
nameless and faceless 'they" who handed down decisions to him. Looking at the
results of an enlarged educational system from the "alienation' perspective,
it appeared that schools which grew without any consideration or compensation
for these effects of size were also fostering the alienating conditions of

isolation.

Conflicting Views

As had been mentioned before, the rise of student alienation cannot

1Clark and Trow (1966) substantially backed up Heath's analysis of the
impact of size on the organizational structure and of the structure's impact
on students. Clark and Trow went on to say that the effects of size can be
changed by changing the nature of the prganization of substructures. ~—
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be explained simply. The previous analysis of certain organizational factors
did not render a complete picture of it, There seemed to be an interaction of
other factors in addition to and including these organizational ones, which
resulted in the increase of student alienation.

One factor which appeared to be significant was the various conflict-
ing views of the educational process. R. Shaffer (1967:261) in his analysis
of student dissatisfaction claimed that:

Educators traditionally have defined the role of the university as
teaching, research and public service with emphasis upon teaching
at the college level. They see the dominant teaching task as con-
tributing to the academic growth and intellectual development of the
individual. '
The post-Sputnikian push for academic excellence and progress, particularly
in research, seemed to reinforce this notion. R. Shaffer continued, however,
that contrary to this:
.- . .students feel that their own personal maturation, the es-
tablishment of an identity and the development of a philosophy
of life vis-a-vis the chaotic world are their most important
problems (1967:261).
So, for these students:-
. . .the characteristics of traditional higher education, such
as grades, courses, majors and subject-centered study, not only
are meaningless but actually detrimental to their primary purpose
of an education (R. Shaffer, 1967:262).
While this view was probably true to a point, it seemed to be an over-
_generalization in light of several studies on the various types of student
sub-cultures, only some of which were interested in these goals,

The road to diversity. Though the processes of selective recruitment

and self-selection (schools' admitting the "right" students; students'
selecting the "school for them) tend toward placing a certain type of student
into a certain type of sdwa. there are other factors which have led to a
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diversity of student types within a umiversity. Both Clark and Trow (1966)

and Mayhew (1966), fram his study of institutional factors and the learning
enviroment at 19 colleges, cited size as a factor contributing to sub-
cultural complexity. The larger the institution was, the more likely it would
contain all four student sub-cultures: the collegiate, which emphasized social
life and sports, and was resistant to the serious academic demands of the fac-
ulty; the vocational, which was interested in obtaining a diploma for job pur-
poses and which found the academic demands irrelevant to their future jobs,
thus irrelevant to them; the academic, which did accept the intellectual values
and goals of the faculty and identified with them; and the non-conformist, which
was involved with ideas but could not accept the traditional academic orienta-

tion of the university.

The non-conformist sub-culture. From the definition of this group, it

seemed to be the one most likely to be involved with the student's view of the
educational process that R. Shaffer cited.? Like R. Shaffer, many other authors
in describing the students who reject traditional education as irrelevant to
the needs of today and who see the authoritarian teaching of the university as
failing to answer the new questions, have generalized these qualities to a
wide range of students. Again, it seemed that these descriptions also best
applied to the non-conformist group.

This non-conformist group was part of a generation made aware of the
present social needs and injustices of racial discrimination, of the cruel-
ties of an undeclared war and the absurdities of an unresponsive government,

of the technological garbage which polluted their environment. Through the

ZSince the lines between these groups are fluid, members of other sub-
cultures may also be involved with these ideas.
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immediacy of television these problems were brought home in living color.
With the unsurpassed material security which afforded them a relative freedom
from concern of survival needs (Halleck, 1968), these students began to chal-
lenge the educational status quo. As the students who did not accept the
traditional answers within the traditional framework, some of these students
began to demand new roles, not only for themselves in the process of higher
education; but for the institutions themselves as power centers to correct

the evils of society (R. Shaffer, 1967:262).3

The vocational sub-culture. Size, which has already been cited as a

factor spawning a diversity of student sub-cultures, seemed to have had an-
other important effect, The studies of both Ciark and Trow (1966) and of
Mayhew (1966) noted that the larger the institution, the more it seemed to en-
courage the vocational sub-culture., There were various other interrelated
factors which also seemed to facilitate this trend. Societal views of the
necessity of education led many students to seek a college diploma as a nec-
essary prerequisite to obtain any good job. As the schools enlarged more and
more of these vocationally minded students could find a place within the uni-
versity. As the need for a college diploma did become more urgent for the job
market, more and more of these students were seeking college admission, press-

ing the already expanded university to grow more. Clark and Trow (1966) cited

SThe distinction that Halleck (1968) and Keniston, in various works,
made between those who responded to this situation in an active way, "activ-
ists," and those who responded in a more passive, withdrawing way, "'alienated"
(not the same "alienated" as defined in this study), should be made though not
elaborated here, The point is that there was a group which rejected traditional
educational goals, values and systems for the reasons stated. The questions
how and why each group responded as it did were beyond the scope of this study.
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the responsiveness of the public colleges to this demand for growth as a sig-
nificant factor in the "Triumph of Vocationalism.'

Thus, there was an increasingly larger number of students who were in-
terested in a college degree primarily to increase their salability on the job
market. Much of their intellectual academic training was therefore irrelevant
to them since it had no direct application to their future jobs. Many con-
sidered their four years of training as necessary "time-serving'' before they

went out into the '"real world."

Relation to Alienation

How did all this relate to the study of alienation? It was the com-
bination of all these factors which helped contribute to the rise of aliena-
tion. On one hand; institutions were enlarging themselves and emphasizing the
traditional goals of academic excellence which were acceptable to and desired
by the academic sub-culture. On the other hand, however, there were groups of
students emerging with different goals and different aspirations. That same
enlarging process, along with societal pressures, was also bringing in and fos-
tering a large group of vocationally oriented students which was not really
interested in the academically oriented goals of the institution. Simultane-
ously, the non-conformist sub-culture was growing in the university. For
these students; many of whom valued "human excellence' above "academic excell-
ence,' the traditional ivory tower educational experience, with its emphasis
an course work and grades, was no longer sufficient, no longer relevant.

The university, which traditionally excluded students from decision-
making, did not respond to the changing needs and desires of the students it
was to serve. It maintained the strictly intellectual orientation which was

desired only by the academic sub-culture. Consequently, it appeared more and
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more arbitrary and archaic to the other groups each new school year (DeCecco,
1970, ". . .[T]he seeming unresponsiveness of curriculum and personnel to
student requests for change, relevance and participation have resulted in a
disturbing degree of student mistrust and bitterness' (Commission on Univer-
sity Governance, 1970). By treating all students as if they were the same and
by not making allowances for their differences, the university not only de-
personalized the students even more but it also gave rise in many to the feel-
ing of meaninglessness in their education and to the realization of their
powerlessness to do anything about it.

In sumary, the university which grew without any consideration or
compensation for the effects of size on its students contributed to the al-
ienating condition of isolation, If the university also neglected to take
into account the differences which new student populations brought to it, then
it also contributed to the condition of meaninglessness and to the students'
realization of their powerlessness. Failing to meet students' needs for con-
nection, meaning and cmtrol; the university also helped elicit the condition
of self-estrangement which, as defined in Chapter 2, arises in situations such
as this, The picture of alienation as defined in this study was therefore

complete,



Chapter 4

STUDENT PARTICIPATION VERSUS ALIENATION

In the preceeding chapter it was described how the umiversity, through
the ramifications of its tremendous growth and through its lack of organiza-
tional respansiveness, had given rise to an alienating situation. Obviously,

a university cannot revert to the past to cambat this. It camnot close the
doo_r to all new students until it dwindles down to its previous size, It can-
not simply expel all those students who have different concepts of what educa-
tion should be and do. It also cammot continue to ignore the problems which
have elicited so much student unrest and which will continue to do so until
these problems are met,

The perspective outlined in the second chapter provided an optimistic
way of addressing the problem of alienation in higher education., It maintained
that if an organization gave rise to alienation through its structure, the
structure could be changed to render it less alienating, thus alleviating the
situation. The second chapter also proposed that providing a certain degree of
student participation and control in the decision-making process would be a way
of altering present structures which would do just that. Some student control
would help to lessen the conditions of powerlessness, meaninglessness, isolation
and self-estrangement. To incorporate students into the decision-making process,
howevm'; is no easy task.r

Chapter 4 focused on student participation as a means of reducing
alienation. A more detailed rationale for why student participation is a pos-
sible 'sqluticm was presented. '_Ihe pros and cons of ''student power," with

which any university considering student participation as an alternative to
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alienation must deal were examined. Finally, student participation was defined
in a way that would facilitate the reduction of alienation if it were imple-

mented.

Participation: an Answer to Alienation

Behind many demands for student control was the underlying sense that
power should be in the hands of those whom it affects, that those whom the de-
cisions affect should have some say in their determination. Rather than in
the hands of students, this control was largely in the hands of bureaucratic
administrators, the nameless, faceless ''they'" from whom the students were iso-
lated. Their decisions affected many students but rarely ever touched their
own lives, Warner and Hansen (1970:447) in response to this alienating situa-
tion of powerlessness said, "The crucial issue is the inclusion of students in
planning and development. If we are to solve the problem of alienation among
the young then we must provide them with situations -in which they can experi-
ence some control of their own destinies." Eisner (1969) also saw the need for
some mechanism through which students could not only make their opinions known
but also make their own decisions in matters which affected them. As stated in
the second chapter, this participation in the decision-making process would
help decrease the student's sense of powerlessness because he would, in fact;
have some control of the decisions which affected him,

The other implications of student contrql, its relation to isolation and
meaninglessness, which also were mentioned in that chapter, have even greater
significance in light of the way alienation developed in higher education.

As the university grew, students began to feel more isolated and ano-
nymous and less involved with or related to the university. As part of the

decision-making process, however, they could realize that a student could have
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an impact on the umiversity. Students' cpinions did matter because they would
see these opinions reflected in the decision-making process. Working with the
faculty and administration, the students would have an opportunity to get to
know them and in that way also come to a sense of belonging to and identifying
with the university commmity., Treated as legitimate members of the decision-
making process, the students would be acknowledged as persons with valuable
ideas, who could make a contribution and who would mean more to the university
than just an I.D., number, All these affirmations of the students as vital and
necessary parts of the college commumity would help to decrease their sense of
isolation in the university.

The unresponsiveness of the growing university to meet the changing
needs and wants of its students left many students with a feeling of meaning-
lessness in their educational experiences. 'Participating in the making of de-
cisions,'" however, "is the way individuals and groups keep institutions re-
sponsive to their changing needs and interests, . . .[I]t helps the dissatis-
fied voice of their own complaints and expectations, hear those of others and
negotiate changes which reconcile old and new demands™ (DeCecco, 1970). As
part of the decision-making process, not only would students have an opportun-
ity to voice their opinions, but they would be in a position to implement them
as well, Together with the faculty and administration they could work out
policies and goals and programs which would aim at meeting the diverse needs
of the diverse student population as well as maintaining educational stand-
ards. Through this cooperative effort, the students' demands for relevance
and meaning could become realities.

Thus, as was indicated in the second chapter, student participation

has much potential as a means of reducing alienation and also as a way of
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revitalizing institutions of higher education and keeping them responsive.

Attitudes, Pros and Cons

If student participation had been a well accepted solution and one
that could be easily applied then the reduction of alienation through increased
student power would have been a relatively simple matter. This, however, was
not the case. The literature revealed much variation in the meaning understood
by "student participation'' as well as in the attitudes toward it. Though there
were many arguments in favor of student participation in addition to what has
already been presented here, there were also many good arguments against it
which must be acknowledged and dealt with in any tentative application of stu-

dent participation.

Attitudes toward student participation. Hekhuis (1967), in a study

conducted at Michigan State University, found that 'participation' meant dif-
ferent things to different groups. Students tended to regard participation as
the sharing of authority with faculty and administration, while the faculty
and administration viewed student participation as advising or recommending.
There were differences also in the level of participation in which these groups
thought students should be involved. According to Main (1969), there were
three levels in which students could be involved: student affairs in which
students alone were primarily affected, such as dom regulations, etc; joint
affairs which concerned all members of the umiversity at a general level, such
as cultural programs and parking; and joint affairs which dealt with educa-
tional policy, such as curriculum and temure. Various studies revealed where
each group thought students should be on these continuums and how it viewed
"student participation.’

Of all the groups within higher education, the trustees presented the
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greatest resistance to student participation. It was the consensus of the
trustees of ten universities that students should not be represented on the

governing boards (College and University Business, 1969). Harnett (1969),

investigating the attitudes of trustees, found that trustees generally favored
a hierarchal system in which decisions were made at the top and passed down.
Even in such student-centered areas as the choice of a commencement speaker
only 20% would give a major role to the student.
The faculty was found to be the next most conservative group.
Researchers agree (Milton, 1968; Wilson and Gaff, 1969) that,
whereas most faculty members believe that students should for-
mulate social relations and make their ideas heard in other
areas, they would give the student little or no formal control
over the curriculum, degree requirements and faculty evaluation
(Robinson and Shoenfeld, 1970:1, 15B).
Faculty members were reluctant to extend student authority into areas they
had traditionally controlled., This was a very important factor in that in-
creased student participation could only be effective to the extent that it
was welcomed by the faculty since the changes sought by the students had to be
approved by the faculty (Aceto, 1967).
The administration, on the other hand, would allow more student par-

ticipation than the faculty (Milton, 1968). An article in College Management

(1969), reporting on the views of 212 deans, claimed that about half of the
deans indicated that the current voting power of the students was too low.
61% also believed that student members of governing boards were as responsible
as regular members,

The students, as might be expected, were the ones most in favor of in-
creased student participation, A 1969 Gallup Poll (Rcobinson and Shoenfeld,
1970:5, 15B) of 1030 youths in 55 colleges reported that 81% believed that

students should have a greater influence over the academic realm of college
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life. The resolution on student power adopted in 1967 by the 20th Congress of
the National Student Association stated that all regulations which applied
only to students should be controlled by students exclusively, while adminis-
trative and educational problems (policies, course requirements, the hiring
and firing of faculty) should be under joint faculty, administrative and
student control (Lewy and Rothman, 1970). Since 1967 more and more students
have echoed these same ideas.

In any kind of organizational change it is important to know the at-
titudes of those involved with the change and how their attitudes might af-
fect the change. Though the trustees vocalized the strongest resistance to
student participation, the faculty, by virtue of its greater influence in the
ordinary decision-making process, presented the greatest obstacle in bringing
about increased student participation. Thus, it is the faculty especially
which must be convinced that the assets of student participation outweigh
the liabilities, that the reduction of alienation which would result is worth

having to share some power.

Arguments against student participation. Those who opposed student

participation for reasons other than tradition or fear presented some
thoughtful arguments against it.

Students, said J. Shaffer (1970), citing frequent arguments against
student participation and then refuting them, were thought to be unsophisti-
cated about the policy process itself. They lacked the skills of diplomacy
and had very little experience as policy makers. They had either an incom-
plete or an inaccurate concept of who had power and how the university was

organized and operated. In other words, students were considered ill
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prepared to assume the responsibilities of decision-making. Subsequently,
students were sometimes treated in a condescending mamner by those with whom
they participated.

Another argument cited by Shaffer and espoused by others was the
problem of the student's transiency. Lewy and Rothman (1970) reasoned that
students did not have to live with the policies they enacted for any length
of time, thus they had no real stake in the decisions that they made. These
opponents of student participation also claimed that because of the short
amount of time that students spent in the university, they were in no position
to evaluate the legislation enacted by their predecessors. Eckert (1970),
from another point of view, saw students' short terms of service as permitting
them little beyond gaining a general orientation of a committee's role or
current problems,

Student apathy was another problem cited by Lewy and Rothman (1970).
Students were often apathetic about voting and if their elected leaders as-
sumed the responsibility in the policy making of the university, the implica-
tions of this apathy would be greatly magnified. Leaders in crucial areas
could be elected on the basis of popularity, rather than qualifications, by a
limited number of voters.

Student's lack of time, reported J. Shaffer (1970), was another dif-
ficulty of student participation. Students were students first and policy
makers second. Their academic responsibilities, especially around examina-
tion time, and their absence from campus during vacations limited their ef-
forts as policy makers.

The other arguments opposing student participation were focused more

on the perceived nature of the '"system," rather than on the attributes or
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lack of attributes of the students, Spurr (1970), Lewy and Rothman (1970)
and Morris (1969) rejected what they called the "democratic model' as an in-
appropriate model for the university.

The university's special mission requires the authority of the

teacher and the commmication of knowledge is impossible without

hierarchy and discipline., The different roles which professors

and students play in the university are built into the essence

of the institution (Lewy and Rothman, 1970:28).
Thus, they did not consider the members of the umiversity commmity equal in
status. Since they thought that decisions should be made on the basis of
competence, and since students were not considered equal in ccmpetence; they
concluded that students should be excluded from academic decision-making,
They felt that the only participation that students should be allowed was on
an advisory basis. This, they thought, would be sufficient.

Though this list of arguments against student participation was not

exhaustive, it did represent some of the major views that were found in the

literature against student participation.

Arguments for student participation. The rationale for student par-

ticipation as a means of reducing alienation has been well established. Giv-
ing students some control of the decisions which affected them would render
the students less powerless. It would keep the university more responsive to
its students needs thus making students' educational experiences more mean-
ingful. It would acknowledge and include students as vital members of the
decision-making process lessening the students isolation. All these factors
would work to decrease their self-estrangement. There were other arguments
in favor of student participation, however, which not only reinforced what has
been said but also provided answers to many of the arguments against student
participation.
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Many have affirmed student participation as beneficial to the univer-
sity. Marchese (1969) expressed a strong plea for involving students in
governance as a means of improving the range and quality of advice to decis-
ion makers while enlarging and enriching the input into the planning process.
Even Spurr (1970:37), who opposed the democratic model, admitted that "stu-
dents can bring to academic decisions a freshness of opinion, an uninhibited
critical appraisal and an evaluation of the academic institutions of the major-
ity who constitute its chief clients and indeed its only reason for being."
The Oregon State Board of Higher Education (1969) agreed with this line of
thinking, claiming that in some matters wisdom was not the monopoly of any sin-
gle element. The faculty and administration, the Board said, could gain much
from the opportunity to sense the character of student concerns and the nature
of student views. The Board proposed that students should be involved in the
formulation of institutional policies, rules and regulations since they had
"much to contribute to the deliberate process in many areas affecting their
academic lives'" (1969:9). The Board reasoned further that the students' com-
mitments to the resulting policies, rules and regulations would be more mean-
ingful if the students had participated in their fornulation. Finally, Brunson
(1969:171) claimed that "Student involvement in the governance of the umiver-
sity makes a great deal of sense if the institution is viewed as a commmity."
Though the university has been referred to as a "commmity of scholars,” she
continued, relatively few institutions have regarded the student, who has much
to contribute to it, as an active citizen. Brumson called for the revitaliza-
tion of the college commmity and saw student involvement as a necessary pre-
requisite. It would seem that the university itself had much to gain from in-
cluding the student in its decision-making process.
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The students too would benefit from the policy making experience.
Nicholas (1970:86) stated, "There is no better model of learning for a student
than the direct and meaningful experience of working with an adult who wants
to and does learn from him." He also thought that the mutual exploration of
values, methods and performances would promote a feeling of responsibility
for and understanding of policies growing out of these discussions. Marchese
(1969) as well as the Oregon State Board (1969) agreed that joint participa-
tion of students, faculty and administration would offer unique learning exper-
ience for all concerned.

Many of those who advocated student participation in university
decision-making acknowledged the genuine problems involved and offered various
solutions for them.

The lack of skill, experience and knowledge which J. Shaffer (1970)
attributed to students presented a very real problem but not an insurmountable
one. The answer which he proposed would not only help solve the difficulty in
terms of student participation but it would also provide additional educational
experience for the student. J. Shaffer proposed that student naivete should be
met by offering a regular academic course dealing with the university policy
process. In preparing the student to became an effective member of the policy
process this course would also help to sharpen the student's perceptions, to
develop his necessary skills and to inform him of needed background information
and possible policy alternatives involved in the decision-making process.

Though Brunson (1969:170) would also admit the students' youth and
lack of experience, in contrast to those who treated students condescendingly,
she asserted that many students were surprisingly mature. ''Their maturity be-

comes apparent when they are given meaningful responsibility and involvement."
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Hodgkinson (1968) also believed that students were competent to participate
meaningfully in academic governance. This campetence and maturity would allow
them to utilize well the course experience which Shaffer proposed and to con-
tribute meaningfully in the process.

Those who talked of student transiency were dealing with an cbvious
fact. Most students do remain on campus for only four years. The question
that was significant, however, was whether or not this really was a problem,
Both Martin (1967) and Brunson (1969) claimed that it was not. According to
them, mobility was a mark of the times. There was no guarantee that anyocne
in either the faculty or the administration would be at one school for more
than four years. If their ability to contribute to the administrative process
was not questioned, then there was no reason why the students' ability should
be questioned on that basis either. If faculty could make a contribution in
a short period of time, then so could students.

From another viewpoint the students' transiency could perhaps be seen
as an asset. Since new students were not invqlved in all the previous decision-
making, since they were free from old loyalties and associations, they could
see and evaluate previous legislation from a more cbjective standpoint. They
could offer the perspective that only someone from outside the system could
provide.

As for the problem of the students' having only enough time to gain a
general orientation to the decision-making process; the course proposed by
Shaffer, along with any other institutional aids that the umiversity could
establish, would help to reduce if not eliminate this liability.

The problem of student apathy was a more difficult one to deal with,

one that would take a greater amoumt of time to overcome. J .- Shaffer (1970)



36

pointed out that students will vote and will enforce the responsiveness of
their elected leaders only when self-interest demands it, Students, he said,
were so used to viewing their student governments as "Mickey Mouse' organiza-
tions dealing only with trivia, and to seeing the actions of its student gov-
ernments so often overruled by the administration that they have lost faith
and interest in them. Before this apathy can be overcome, students must real-
ize that they have an important stake in the decisions of those who represent
them and that they as voters do have the ability to influence those decisions,
This, Shaffer said, can only be accomplished when student leaders are invested
with real power in significant areas of student life. When students realize
the impact that their leaders can have on their lives, their self-interests
would demand greater interest and participation to keep their leaders respon-
sive to their needs and wants.

To remedy the problem of students' lack of time because of scholastic
responsibilities, both Smith and Reitz (1970) and J. Shaffer (1970) recommended
that universities grant academic credit for participation in the policy process.
Considering the general view that such participation is in itself a highly edu-
cational experience, this recommendation did not seem unreasonable.

Much of what has already been stated in terms of student potential for
meaningful contribution can be used to refute the rejection of the "democratic
model" in favor of the traditional hierarchal system. No one would deny that
the faculty and administration by virtue of their advanced study and experience
have certain competencies which exceed those of students. These competencies
should be used well in the decision-making process., However, as the report of
the Study Commission on University Governance established at Berkely said:

There is no group on campus -- administration, faculty members,
students or any sub-group -- that has a monopoly on the wisdom
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needed for serious deliberation on questions that affect the common
welfare. Only when the entire coomunity is able to interact in an
open manner can we be relatively sure that all the implications of

a proposed policy have been explored and that all alternatives have
been considered. Searching dialogue is needed to enlarge the range
of criteria used in formulating issues and making decisions, and to
eliminate both the sense and the reality of unilateral imposition of
decisions that has so often characterized this campus (Brunson, 1969:
172).

Participation: advice or control. The various attitudes toward and

the pros and cons of student participation have been discnjssed; but the ques-
tion of where student participation should actually lie along the continuum from
passive acceptance of decisions to complete control remained unanswered. . The
following discussion examined that question.

According to the alienation perspective proposed in the second chapter,
mere participation without any real influence over outcome, without power,
might not be sufficient to lessen alienation. In addition to the reference of
Clark (1959) cited in that chapter, an analysis of Etzioni (1968) provided
further insight into the reasons behind that statement.

Etzioni claimed that to determine to what extent a social system or
organization is responsive to its members' needs, the differences between ap-
pearances and underlying realities should be taken into account. He claimed
that if both the appearance and the reality of the underlying structure were
responsive to basic needs then the organization was authentic and non-
alienating, If both the appearance and the underlying structure were unre-
sponsive to these needs then the organization was obviously alienating. But
if only the appearance of responsiveness was maintained when the underlying
structure was unresponsive, if the appearance of participation was actually
covering an underlying exclusion, then the organization was inauthentic (Etzioni
1968:880) . This condition presented a more subtle, less obvious but nonethe-

less alienating situation,
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Student participation without any real power could easily fall into
this last category of inauthenticity. If the facade of student involvement in
the form of advising or recommending were maintained while the students' ideas
were actually not considered, then this inauthentic and alienating situation
would be fact, Without any power to directly influence the outcome of a de-
cision, students could seem to be really participating while in fact they
could be ignored as they had been right along., It is for these reasons that
some degree of power, some means of directly influencing the decision-making
process should be implied in the term student participation if the reduction
of alienation is desired.

As for the question of in what areas should students be allowed to par-
ticipate, the answer has already been implied. Power should be in the hands of
those whom it affects., For student participation to decrease alienation, it
must be extended to more than superficial areas. To experience a real sense of
control in their lives within the university system, students must be allowed
to have some say in the issues that are really important to them. Concessions
to the traditional spheres of influence of the faculty and administration mem-
bers of a committee could be used to maintain the faculty's traditional pre-
rogative in that area. But the student must be included. The student must be
able to have some real impact on the decision-making process or student par-

ticipation will not answer the problem of alienation.

Sumary. Both the attitudes toward and the definitions of student
participation varied within the group under consideration. Although the trus-
tees were found to be the group most resistant to student participation, the
faculty, because of its more direct relation to the student in the decision-

making process, presented the biggest obstacle to greater student involvement,
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There were a number of arguments both practical and theoretical presented
against student participation. These were answered either by specific measures
designed to eliminate or reduce each particular problem, or by general argu-
ments affirming the need and the benefits of student participation.

Finally, the questions of what degree of student participation is nec-
essary and in what areas should it be extended were answered. Student partic-
ipation must include some means of really influencing decision-making and must
be extended to significant areas of the students' lives if it is to lessen

alienation.

Implementing Student Participation

From all that has been said about the necessity of the umniversity's
meeting the needs of its members, it seemed reasonable to agree with Hallberg
(1969) that governmental form should grow out of the needs and purposes ex-
pressed by those governed. Each university must evaluate the impact its struc-
tures have on its members and determine how they can be changed to better meet
its members needs and to alleviate the problem of alienation.

In terms of implementing participation through some model of governance
certain ideas should be kept in mind.

The Camnission on University Governance (1970:16) stated., ”.- . . that
there is reason to doubt whether anything approaching a majority of undergrad-
uates truly desire the drain of time and energy implicit in regular participa-
tion in departmental governance. . ." While this seemed very realistic, it
still seemed necessary, as DeCecco (1970) indicated, that students should have
the opportunity to participate in decision-making where they felt their vital
interests were at stake. In other words, it seemed necessary that there be

some group of students who were willing to put out the time and the effort, and



40

who did have some decision-making power to whom the generally apathetic group
could appeal when their needs demanded it. Through this representative group,
students could thus make their needs known to those elected to represent them
and to facilitate the meeting of their needs.

That last sentence included two important assumptions: that student
decision makers should represent their constituents and that they should ef-
fect the satisfaction of their needs. These seemed to be important factors if
student participation were to lessen alienation and they raised the problem of
just how to organize student involvement in decision making.

One possible means of effecting such representation would be to work
through the departments as a means of "lower level" grass roots participation.
There are many decisions which can be made on the departmental level. Students
could be elected in each department to work with faculty and administration in
formulating departmental policy and in making departmental decisions. These
students, elected from peers with common interests and problems, would be able
to represent their constituents since they would be acquainted with their
common needs and would be in a better position to associate more frequently
with these students. As representatives of a definite group of students, they
would be accountable to that group. If the department also provided some means
of getting its students together to discuss ideas on an informal basis as well
as on the formal policy making one, this would also help its students to feel
more of an identification with the department and less isolated from it as well
as to make their ideas known to their representatives.

There are many decisions within a university, however, which cut across
departmental lines. This would seem to necessitate some sort of general ''college

council", some broader decision making body-. If the students' representatives
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for this body were also elected from each department rather than from the stu-
dent population at large, then the same type of representation of ''like minded
peers' would be facilitated, Again, the necessity of informal student involve-
ment seems obvious to assure that all student voices could be heard, but it
would seem that departmental representation would in itself help to make '"stu-
dent representation' more valid.

While departmental representation may be the solution for one wniversity
it should be restated that each model for student participation in university
~ governance should grow fram the particular needs and structures of each school.
No matter what structure is evolved, what seems to be important is the process
of students working together with the faculty and administration. Hopefully,
the structure would provide a means of student participation by which students
as well as faculty and administration, would really be included as trusted; Te-
spected, and potent members of the decision-making process who would help keep
the university responsive to its members' need and thereby help to decrease the

problem of alienation.



Chapter 5
SUMMARY

This report contained answers to the three questions posed in the
first chapter: what is alienatiém; how did it come about in higher education;
what is a possible solution for it?

Alienation was defined as a feeling of powerlessness, meaninglessness,
isolation and self-estrangement. It was assumed that the feeling did corre-
spond with reality.

The relationship between alienation and the organizational structure of
an institution led to the perspective that if the structure was in itself al-
ienating, it could be changed to alter or to eliminate its alienating aspects.
Some degree of student participation and control was proposed as a means of
changing structure which would do just that.

fhe rise of alienation within institutions of higher education was
traced in this report. The advent of Sputnik led to an enlargement of institu-
tions of higher education with emphasis on academic excellence and to the sub-
sequent isolation of students within them. The enlargement also led to a di-
versification of student sub-cultures., The universities with their emphasis
on academic excellence were unresponsive to the new and changing needs of their
diverse populations. As a result, more and more students began to view their
educational experiences as meaningless and irrelevant and began to realize
their powerlessness to change the situation. These conditions prepared a fer-
tile seedbed for the fourth aspect of alienation, self-estrangement, thus ren-
dering a complete picture of alienation, as defined in this study, in higher

education,



43

Student participation was proposed as a means of alleviating the prob-
lems of alienation, Through participation the students would have some control
over the decisions which affected their lives, thus decreasing their state of
powerlessness. In the process of participating, the students would also get to
know the faculty and administration, have a genuine connection with them and
come to a sense of belonging to the university. Being included is the opposite
of being isolated. As an accepted part of the decision-making process, acknow-
leged as persons who really have something to contribute, students would be
involved with the university, would have some identification with it and thus
would be less isolated. Finally, student participation, as a means of render-
ing the university more responsive to the needs of its members, would help to
make the experience of higher education more meaningful to the students., Stu-
dents together with the administration and the faculty, could work together to
make the demand for relevance a reality.

It was acknowledged, however, that the implementation of student par-
ticipation was not an easy task and was not favored by all members of higher
education. The faculty, whose cooperation was necessary for effective student
participation, presented the greatest obstacle to increased student involve-
ment.

The various pros and cons of student participation were also discussed.
Though there were many thoughtful and realistic arguments against student power,
these were answered either by specific measures or by general arguments affirm-
ing the need and benefits of student participation.

Finally it was concluded that student participation must include some
degree of power, same means of really influencing the decision-making process

or it would not be an effective means of reducing alienation.
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In applying the idea of student participation no one model can by pro-
posed, no one set of guidelines can be validly offered for all universities.
Each university must assess its own needs and its own structures. Each uni-
versity must evaluate the impact its structures have on its students and deter-
mine how they can be changed to better meet the students' needs and to decrease

the problem of student alienation.
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Student alienation is a problem which concerns faculties, administra-
tions and students throughout the nation. This undesirable condition has af-
fected many students and concerned educators are searching for a better under-
standing of the problem and for a solution to it. This study, in seeking these
same goals, attempted to answer the questions: what is alienation; how did it
come about in higher education; what is a possible solution for it?

Alienation was defined as a feeling of powerlessness, meaninglessness,
isolation and self-estrangement. It was assumed that the feeling did corre-
spond with reality.

The relationship between alienation and the organizational structure of
an institution led to the perspective that if the structure was in itself al-
ienating, it could be changed to alter or to eliminate its alienating aspects.
Some degree of student participation and cantrol was proposed as a means of
changing structure which would do just that.

The rise of alienation within institutions of higher education was
traced in this report. The advent of Sputnik led to an enlargement of institu-
tions of higher education with emphasis on academic excellence and to the sub-
sequent isolation of students within them. The enlargement also led to a di-
versification of student sub-cultures. The universities with their emphasis
an academic excellence were unresponsive to the new and changing needs of their
diverse populations. As a result, more and more students began to view their
educational experiences as meaningless and irrelevant and began to realize
their powerlessness to change the situation. These conditions prepared a fer-
tile seedbed for the fourth aspect of alienation, self-estrangement, thus ren-
dering a complete picture of alienation, as defined in this study, in higher
education.



Student participation was proposed as a means of alleviating the prob-
lems of alienation. Through participation the students would have some control
over the decisions which affected their lives, thus decreasing their state of
powerlessness. In the process of participating, the students would also get to
know the faculty and administration, have a genuine connection with them and
come to a sense of belonging to the university. Being included is the opposite
of being isolated. As an accepted part of the decision-making process, acknow-
leged as persons who really have something to contribute, students would be
involved with the university, would have some identification with it and thus
would be less isolated. Finally, student participation, as a means of render-
ing the wniversity more responsive to the needs of its members, would help to
make the experience of higher education more meaningful to the students. Stu-
dents together with the administration and the faculty, could work together to
make the demand for relevance a reality.

It was acknowledged, however, that the implementation of student par-
ticipation was not an easy task and was not favored by all members of higher
education. The faculty, whose cooperation was necessary for effective student
participation, presented the greatest obstacle to increased student involve-
ment,

The various pros and cons of student participation were also discussed.
Though there were many thoughtful and realistic arguments against student power,
these were answered either by specific measures or by general arguments affimm-
ing the need and benefits of student participation.

Finally it was concluded that student participation must include some
degree of power, some means of really influencing the decision-making process

or it would not be an effective means of reducing alienation.



In applying the idea of student participation no one model can by pro-
posed, no one set of guidelines can be validly offered for all umiversities.
Each university must assess its own needs and its own structures. Each uni-
versity must evaluate the impact its structures have on its students and deter-
mine how they can be changed to better meet the students' needs and to decrease

the problem of student alienation.



