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ABSTRACT
This study analyzed the inception and implémentation

of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student activity

fee). This analysis was accomplished by (1) identifying
the critical incidents that led to the inception and pas-

sage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, and (2) re-

viewing the implementation procedures that related to the
student activity fund used by the student government asso-
ciations at the nine universities in the State University
System of Florida. The review of the literature included
(1) students and the contemporary university system: an
overview of their effect on the formation of institutional
policy and (2) student lobbying.

The research methods utilized to study Chapter

74-312(3), Laws of Florida, included (1) the focused inter-

view and (2) the critical incident technique. Three Inter-
view Schedules were designed and administered to forty-one
participants. The following conclusions were reached:

1. The activities of student lobbyists and student
governments' reduced authority for the allocation of the
student activity fee led to the drafting of the original
activity fee legislation.

2. The political strategy of daisy-chaining or bill

ii
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riding the language of the activity fee bill insured the
bill's passage on the last day of the 1974 legislative
session.

3. Procedures used by the student governments to
implement the activity fee bill during the fiscal year
1975-76 were generally consistent at the nine state univer-
sities.

4. The recommended changes or additionis to Chapter

74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student activity fee) ranged

from no change in the statute to separating the activity

fund into two separate and distinct budget entities.

iii
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student activity

fee), was one of a series of six statutory amendments passed
in Florida that dealt with the establishment of tuition,
room and board, fees, and activity fund at the public uni-
versities. The first Florida statute that referred to
tuition and board was passed in 1905, under Chapter 5381,

Section 24, Laws of Florida. Section 24 of Chapter 5381

established statutory authority for the development of
tuition and board for institutions of higher learning. The
section reads:

In case of the admission of students to either
the said university or college from other states,
the same may be admitted by and with the con-
sent and upon the certificate to the Board of
Control upon such terms as to tuition, board,
etc., as the said board may from time to time
establish.l

From 1905 to 1953 there were no statutory amendments

passed that affected the terms of tuition and board estab-

lished by Chapter 5381, Section 24, Laws of Florida. The

first statutory reference to a student activity fund was

passed in 1953 and is found in Chapter 28315, Laws of

lraws of Florida, Chapter 5381, Section 24 (1905).

1l

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2
Florida, House Bill No. 807. Chapter 28315, Laws of
Florida, reads as follows:

All funds received by the university of
Florida, the Florida state university and the
Florida agricultural and mechanical univer-
sity from whatever source received and for
whatever purpose shall be deposited in the
state treasury . . . the following funds shall
be exempt from the provisions of this section:

a. Student Deposits.

b. Student Activity Funds.

c. Scholarship Funds.

d. Loan Funds.

e. Deposit Funds.

f. Contractor's Bid Deposits.

g. Campus Concession.

h. Federal Point IV Program.

i. Athletic Fees.

j. All funds received from gifts,
grants, . . .

Prior to 1959 tuition and board were established by
the Board of Control. In 1959, Chapter 239, Florida
Statutes,2 was amended to include a section that provided
for approval by the Florida legislature for the registra-
tion, tuition, and course fees recommended by the Board of
Control. The section reads as follows:

The Board of Control shall each biennium

recommend to the legislature the types and
amounts of registration fees, tuition fees,
and course fees which shall be charged and
collected from all students as provided in

§239.02, in the respective state universi-
ties . . . the legislature shall consider

lraws of Florida, Chapter 28315 (1953).

2The Laws of Floridg were renumbered by the Florida
legislature in 1956. All sections that dealt with insti-
tutions of higher learning prior to 1956 were incorporated
into Chapter 239, Florida Statutes.
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3

the recommendations and shall approve, alter,
amend or change in any manner it determines

to the best interest of the state the types of
said fees.l

Chaptei 240, Florida Statutes,2 was amended in 1965
to include the language and intent of Chapter 5381, Sec-

tion 24, Laws of Florida. Section 240.0511, Florida

Statutes, states the following:

The Board of Regents3 is invested with full
power and authority to make all rules and
requlations governing admissions of students
into the state university system.4 Such rules
and regulations shall include, but not be
limited to educational requisites, amount of
registration fees, tuition fees, activity fees,
board, etc., as the said board may from time

lpiorida Statutes, Section 239.002 (1959).

2rhe Florida Statutes were renumbered in conjunction
with the reorganization of the Board of Control by the
Florida legislature. Chapter 239, Florida Statutes, was
changed to Chapter 240, Florida Statutes.

3In 1964, the Board of Control was renamed the Board
of Regents by the Florida legislature. The Board of Regents
is the official governing board of the state universities
and is under the general supervision of the State Board
of Education. Comprehensive Development Plan (CODE), Office
of the Florida Board of Regents, December 1969, p. 3.

4The state University System of Florida consists of
nine universities, whose rules, regulations, and policies
are established by the Board of Regents. The nine universi-
ties maintain main campuses at the following locations in
Florida: University of Florida at Gainesville, Florida State
University and Florida Agricultural and Mechanical Univer-
sity at Tallahassee, University of South Florida at Tampa,
Florida Technological University at Orlando, Florida Atlan-
tic University at Boca Raton, University of West Florida at
Pensacola, University of North Florida at Jacksonville, and
Florida International University at Miami. Comprehensive
Development Plan (CODE), Office of the Florida Board of
Regents, December 1969, p. 15.
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to time deem necessary.l
Between 1965 and 1974 there were no statutory amend-

ments to Chapter 240. Florida Statutes, that directly or

indirectly dealt with tuition, room and board, fees, or the
activity fund. In 1974, the Florida legislature established
national precedence with the passage of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida (see Appendix R for text of Chapter

74-312[3], Laws of Florida). This section of the Laws of

Florida gave the student government association at the nine
state universities the responsibility and authority for the
allocation and expenditure of the student activity fund. 2

Prior to the passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida, the student activity fund was allocated by the
university administration at each institution in the State
University System (SUS). The allocation procedure generally
included a university-~wide budget committee cbmposed of
faculty, students, administration, and staff.

The student activity fund appropriations for 1976-77
ranged from a low of $322,3093 at the University of North

Florida, to a high of $2,591,8724 at the University of

lrlorida statutes, Section 240.0511 (1965).
2L,aws of Florida, Chapter 74-312(3) (1974).

33. R. Hirt to B. Michael Andreu, Controller, "1976-77
Budget Allocations--Activity and Service Fee" (memorandum),
University of North Florida, 2 July 1976.

4student Body of the University of Florida, "Recom-
mended Allocations--Activity and Service Fee, FY 1976-77,
Student Body Law No. 76-134" (memorandum), 26 April 1976.
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5
Florida. The implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws
of Florida (student activity fee), caused certain adminis-
trative, judicial, and procedural events and reactions:
1. The University of South Florida (USF) vice presi-
dent for student affairs and university development has
interpreted the recent ruling of the District Court of

Appeal of Florida (The University of South Florida Student

Government, an unincorporated association v. Frances V.

Trundle--see Appendix A for ruling of the District Court of
Appeal) to mean that "the university president can reallo-
cate from one account to any specific account in the budget
he chooses."l
2. The student government at the University of North
Florida questioned an over-projection in the fall enrollment
figures of their universitj which caused a student activity
fund budgetary shortfall of $44,964. The budget shortfall
forced student government to curtail some planned activities
for the spring gquarter 1976.2
3. The student government association at the Florida
International University rewrote the Health Clinic contract

for the university. This new contract provided increased

services to students and more effective allocation and

lEllen Hampton, "SG, USF Administration Split on
'Final Authority,'" Tampa Oracle, University of South Flori-
da student newspaper, 5 August 1976, p. 1.

235G Has Need for $44,964.19," Jacksonville Halyard,
University of North Florida student newspaper, 10 May 1976,
p. 1.
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6
expenditure of the student activity fee.l
4. The vice president for student affairs at the Uni-
versity of Florida stated that "our students have done a
superb job of working with the activity fee statute . . .
"here (University of Florida) the students have shown very
mature judgment with regard to the activity fund alloca-
tions."2
In 1976, the final amendment that dealt with the es-
tablishment of tuition, room and board, fees, and activity

fund at the public university, passed in Florida. Section

240.062, Florida Statutes, was amended to read:

Approval of fees by the legislature.--The types
and amounts of registration fees and tuition
fees, including all component fees thereof, shall
be submitted to the legislature for approval, at
least 30 days before the convening of each regu-
lar session. The legislature shall consider
such fees and may alter, amend, or change them
in any manner it deems to be in the best inter-
est of the state, and shall by concurrent reso-
lution approve thg fees as submitted by the
board as amended.

Section 240.062, Florida Statutes, requires the

Florida legislature to vote on any change in public univer-
sity fees recommended by the Board of Regents before the

change can take effect.

lugealtn Clinic Contract Questioned," Miami Good
Times, Florida International University student newspaper,
15 April 1976, p. 2.

2susan Taylor Martin, "Officials Question Student
Activity Fee Law," Tampa Tribune, 13 July 1976, p. 27.

3Florida Statutes, Section 240.062 (1976).
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Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this study was to analyze the inception

and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

(Deposit of funds received by institutions and agencies in
the State University System of Florida, student activity
fee).

The following structural questions were addressed by
this study:

1. Wwhat were the critical incidents that led to the

inception and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida?

2. What procedures are being used by the nine state
universities to implement Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida?

3. What changes should be made in Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida?

Significance of the Study

The significance of the study focuses on the unique

status of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student acti-

vity fee). This law, as passed by the Florida legislature

in 1974, was the first state statute in the United States

that specifically addressed the student government associa-

tion's responsibility for the allocation and expenditure

of a student activity fee at a public or private university.
This study was designed to (1) document the events and

people who had an effect on the inception and passage of

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, (2) delineate the
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8
procedures that were used by the nine state universities to

implement Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, and (3) iden-

tify the recommended changes in the law.
This documentation of the events and people who had an
effect on the inception and passage of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida, (1) would provide a comprehensive account-

ing of this unique state statute, and (2) would be of bene-
fit to other universities and states contemplating similar
legislation. The results of this study could serve as a
primary research document for an evaluative study that could
be conducted on the effects and merits of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida (student activity fee). The identification

of the recommended changes in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida, could provide valuable information to the Florida
Department of Education, the Florida legislature and the

Florida Board of Regents.

Conceptual Framework

The theoretical framework for this study is found in
three statements published between 1966 and 1970. The first
statement was published in 1966 and entitled "Statement on
Government of Colleges and Universities." This statement,
jointly formulated and issued by the American Association of
University Professors, the American Council on Education,
and the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges, addressed the issue of student participation and

authority:
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Ways should be found to permit significant stu-
dent participation and authority within the
limits of attainable effectiveness. The ob-
stacles to such participation and authority

are large and should not be minimized: inex-
perience, untested capacity, a transitory status
which means that present action does not carry
with it subsequent responsibility, and the
inescapable fact that the other components of
the institution are in a position of judgment
over the students. It is important to recoqg-
nize that students' needs are strongly related
to educational experience both formal and
informal. Students expect, and have a right

to expect, that the educational process will

be structured, that they will be stimulated

by it to become independent adults.

The second statement, published in 1967 and entitled
"Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of Students," was
drafted by representatives from the American Association
of University Professors, the Association of American Col~-
leges, the U. S. National Student Association, the National
Association of Student Personnel Administrators, and the Na-
ti mal Association of Women Deans and Counselors.? This
statement is based on the premise that students as members
of the academic community have a distinctive role which
qualifies them to share in the exercise of responsible

authority on campus; the exercise of that authority is part

lLouis Joughin, ed., American Freedom and Teaure: A
Handbook of the American Association of University Pro-
fessors (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1967),

p. 100.

2nJoint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of Students,"
American Association of University Professors Bulletin,
23 June 1967, p. 1.
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of their education.l Aas an important component of the total
educational process, the "Joint Statement" points out that
"the student body should have clearly defined means to par-
ticipate in the formation and application of institutional
- policy affecting academic and student affairs."2
The third statement, "Draft Statement of Student Par-

ticipation,"” was published in 1970 and prepared by Committee
T on College and University Government of the American
Association of University Professors, and states:

Students should have a voice, sometimes the pre-

dominant voice, in decisions which affect them,

and their opinions should be regqularly solicited

even in those_areas in which they hold a second-

ary interest.

Assumptions

The following assumptions are made with regard to this
study:

1. The Inceptors and Implementors interviewed pro-
vided information which was, to the best of their recol-
leétion, accurate

2. The Florida legislative committee reports,

State University System intra and inter-institutional

memoranda, and the student and regional newspaper articles

l1bid., p. 4.
21pid., p. 2.
3"Draft Statement of Student Participation in College

and University Government," American Association of Univer-
sity Presidents Bulletin 35 (Spring 1970): 33.
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utilized in the study provided accurate information.

Limitations

The following limitations are made with regard to
this study:

1. This study was concerned with those critical
incidents that had a bearing on the inception and passage

of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

2. This study was not a history of the political
legislation of the 1974 Florida legislative session

3. This study included the period from the drafting
and the introduction of the bill in April, 1974, through
the implementation of the first complete fiscal period,
which concluded on June 30, 1976

4. This study was not intended to evaluate the
merit, influence, or effectiveness of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida

5. The interview results were limited to personal
knowledge of the interviewee of the events surrounding
‘the inception, passage, and implementation of Chapter

74-312(3), Laws of Florida

6. The legislative committee reports utilized were

limited to the available published summaries of the commit-

tee activities for 1974.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions were used for the purpose
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of this study:

1. Student activity fee--as affirmed by the Laws of

Florida, the student activity fee is a component of the
registration and tuition fee with amounts approved by the
~Plorida legislature . . . the fee is paid into a student
activity fund at each state university, to be expended for
lawful purposes to benefit the student body in general1

2. Laws of Florida--a public document promulgaﬁed for

the purpose of informing the public of acts passed by one
session of the legislature of the state of Florida

3. Inceptor--an individual who was identified or
cited at least three times in one or ﬁdré of the following:
(1) a legislative committee report, (2) an SUS memorandum,
or (3) a state or student newépaper article. This identi-
fication or citation dealt specifically with the inception

and/or passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

4. Implementor--an individual who (1) had been desig-
nated by the president of one of the nine universities in
the State University System of Florida ﬁo assist, advise, or
supervise the allocation and expenditure of the student
activity fund of the officially elected student government
association, or (2) had been officially elected or appointed
to the position of president or chairperson of the officially

recognized student government association

liaws of Florida, Section 74-312(3).
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5. Critical incident--a verbal description of a

unique, observed situation or technique which can be used

to make inferences and judgments concerning the subject

under investigationl

6. Interview schedule--a guide which sets forth the

major areas of inquiry and provides criteria of relevance

for the interview data2

7. State University System (SUS) of Florida--consists

of the nine universities, whose rules, regulations, and

policies are established by the Florida Board of Regents.3

Summary

This chapter contains an introduction to the statutory
amendments passed in Florida that dealt with the public uni-
versities' tuition and fees; statement of the purpose; sig-
nificance of the study; a conceptual framework; assumpticns
and limitations; and definitions of terms used in the study.
The four remaining chapters in this study are as follows:

1. Chapter 2--Review of Related Literature

2. Chapter 3--Procedures

1jonn c. Flanagan, "The Critical Incident Technique,"
Psychological Bulletin 51 (July 1954): 355.

2Robert K. Merton, Marjorie Fiske, and Patricia L.
Kendall, The Focused Interview (Glencoe, IL: The Free
Press, 1956), p. 4.

3Comprehensive Development Plan (CODE), Office of the
Florida Board of Regents, December 1969, p. 15.
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3. Chapter 4--Data Presentation and Analysis
4. Chapter 5--Summary, Interpretive Conclusions, and

Recommendations.
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CHAPTER II1

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
This section summarizes literature related to the
inception, passage, and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida. The areas that are addressed in the

literature to be reviewed include: (1) students and the
contemporary university system: an overview of their effect
on the formation of institutional policy, and (2) student
lobbying. These two areas illustrate methods that univer-
sity students utilize to influence policies and decisions
made within institutions of higher education.

Students and the Contemporary University

System: An Overview of Their Effect on
the Formation of Institutional Policy

The 1967 "Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of
Students" states:

As constituents of the academic community stu-
dents should be free, individually and collec-
tively, to express their views on issues of insti-
tutional policy and on matters of general interest
to the student body. The student body should

have clearly defined means to participate in the
formation and application of institutional policy
affecting academic and student affairs.

lngoint Statement on Rights and Freedoms," p. 2.

15
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This section will provide an overview of the literature on
the effect of students in the formation of institutional
policy.

An early example of the effectiveness of students in
the formation of institutional policy is recorded in 1921 at
Barnard College. Student committees, without administrative
support and recognition, were formed for the purpose of
submitting reports and recommendations on curriculum,
instruction, and administrative policies of their college.
The primary product of the student committees at Barnard
College was a series of seventeen reports, distributed on
campus between 1922 and 1930.l

An example of the university student's effect on the
formation of institutional policy, with administrative sup=-
port and recognition, occurred at Antioch College in 1921.
Under the leadership of Dr. Arthur E. Morgan, the curriculum
was established around an individual, self-directed plan of
study with few class meetings and no required attendance.
The governing bédy at Antioch, the Community Council, was
initiated by a group of students in 1926. The composition
of the Commﬁnity Council was six students and three fdculty
or administrative staff members, elected by preferential

voting with weighted ballots of Students, faculty, and

1Leslie Patton, "Undergraduate Student Reports,"”
Journal of Higher Education 3 (June 1932): 285-293.
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administrative staff.l

The Community Council at Antioch was an organization
through which faculty, administrative staff, and students
planned and carried out "the kind of group life they deserved

2 The Community Council was a "laboratory in

to have."
democracy which made use of the group as a place to work out
and practice democratic methods.3 Among the objectives of
the Community Council were the following:

1. To teach the student body ethical attitudes in
human relationships

2. To make students habitually sensitive to the
welfare of the community as a whole

3. To give students the motivation for and practice
in creative participatioh in community life

4. To teach students the techniques of the democratic
method of self government.4

In 1927, in an attempt to provide students with an
opportunity to participate in university governance,

Muskingum College went through a major reorganization. It

was a small, conservative, church-controlled college with

lA. D. Henderson and Dorothy Hall, Antioch College:
Its Design for Liberal Education (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1946), pp. 41-53.

21pid., p. 145.
31bid., p. 151.
41bid., p. 152.
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many restrictive social policies.l In order to meet the
changing needs of its student body and to change its re-
strictive social policies, a general committee was formed.
This committee consisted of sixteen students, sixteen fac-
ulty, and six trustees whose main purpose was to recommend
changes in the social policies of the college.2

Another example of the university student's effect on
the formation of institutional policy is found in the area
of financial management of campus activities. In 1930,
Noble made the following comments:

There are innumerable ways in which students at
school can take part in the necessary work of
the institution and in assisting each other.
Administering and recording the financial trans-
actions of the associated student body is one
of the most important. Taxing the student
body for the purpose of successfully carrying
out activities for the general welfare of the
community of which the student is a part, the
necessity of making receipts and expenditures
balance, the equity of dealing fairly with all
types of activities, the importance of studying
financial statements in order to wisely plan
future procedure, are problems which students
will later meet in their public, business, and
private lives. Educators cannot afford to miss
this opportunity of helping students learn by
doing.3

Falvey notes that in 1931, at Stanford University,

lrrances E. Falvey, Student Participation in College
Administration (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1952), pp. 14-32.

21bid., p. 45.

3L. S. Noble, "Student Body Finance and Accounting,"
quoted in Frances E. Falvey, Student Participation in College
Administration (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1952), pp. 65-66.
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control of student organizations and their finances had

been centralized in the hands of the Executive Committee of

Associated Students.l

In 1939, Haggerty and Brumbaugh conducted a study on
the problems of the student personnel worker in accredited
institutions of higher education with information gathered

2

during 1937-38. In response to one of the questions in the

Haggerty-Brumbaugh study, "Are students members of any ad-
ministrative boards or committees?" 232, or 32 percent, of
the accredited institutions answered in the affirmative.3
The study further found that of the various activities and
functions reported to be controlled in some measure by
students, the following were mentioned most frequently:

athletics, student publications, general student

activities, social and recreational activities,

chapel and religious activities, convocations

and assemblies, and discipline. Student parti-

cipation is most generally provided for by the

appointment or election of student members to

institutional committees.4

Several factors have affected the scope of the

student's effect on the formation of institutional policy on
the university campus since World War II. The first was the

influx of World War II veterans. According to Williamson,

lralvey, Student Participation, p. 66.

2W J. Haggerty and A. J. Brumbaugh, "The Student in
College and University Administration," North Central Asso-
ciation Quarterly 14 (1939): 201-226.

31bid., p. 210.
41bid., p. 220.
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"veterans, who were older and more mature than the usual
undergraduate, demanded the sort of arbitration-negotiation
relationship to which they had been accustomed."l

The second factor was the establishment of the United
States National Student Association in 1946. This organi-
zation had successfully encouraged student interest in
campus, national, and international affairs. One of the
major objectives of the United States National Student
Association had been to develop substantive activities by
student government in the area of policy participation.?2

The third factor was related to the report of the
President's Commission on Higher Education, which was
released in 1947. The 1947 President's Commission is often
cited for its emphasis on leadership for democracy and the
contribution of student programs in college to this

objective.3

If our colleges and universities are to gradu-
ate individuals who have learned to be free,

they will have to concern themselves with the
development of self-discipline as a guide for

1g. 6. Williamson, "The Need for Consultation Between
Students and Administration," College and University 26
(April 1951): 326.

2Harry H. Lunn, Samuel B. Gould, and Ferrel Heady,
"To What Extent Can Administration Involve Faculty and
Student Participation and Still Be Efficient?" Current
Issues in Higher Education 24 (1959): 166-7.

3president's Commission on Higher Education, Higher
Education for American Democracy, Vol. 1l: Establishing the
Goals (Washlngton, DC: U. S. Government Printing Office,

1947), p. 103.
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conduct, of sensitivity to injustice and in-
equality, of insight into human motives and
aspirations . . . responsibility for the de-
velopment of these personal qualities cannot be
left as heretofore to some courses or a few
departments or scattered extra-curricular orga-
nizations; it must become part of every phase
of college life.l
To achieve such practice in democratic action, the
President's Commission stated that "revision of administra-
tive policies may be necessary to give students every
possible experience in democratic processes within the
college community.“2
The 1950s was a period of rising concern on the part
of the faculty, students, and administration toward the
student's role in college policy-making. Much of this
concern was the result of the United States National Stu-
dent Association, which communicated the concern of the
student for the quality of the curriculum, the level of
student performance, the need for substantive extra-
curricular activities, and the need to improve the intellec-
tual climate in residence halls.3
Gradual progress toward increasing student partici-
pation in the formation of institutional policy was shown

throughout the 1950s. The traditionally held objectives

for the inclusion of student government within an academic

l1biga., p. 105.
21bid., p. 107.

3Lunn et al., "To What Extent," p. 167.
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community, namely training for citizenship and social re-
sponsibility, remained the underlying rationale for in-
creased student participation.1

The Civil Rights movement of the 1960s brought new
meanings to the words "citizenship and social responsibil-
ity" for the American college student. Since the advent
of the Civil Rights movement, a concept of "the new student"
has emerged.2 Cutler, in his 1966 article on the new
student role in academic society, stated that "through the
lessons of Greensboro, Selma, Oxford, and Columbia, the new
student has learned to perceive himself as an agent of
social change."3

There has been a complexity of issues surrounding
student unrest in the 1960s. For example, some of the
issues were special educational programs for minority
groups, institutional student disciplinary practices, U. S.
Military policy, special admissions policies for minority

4

groups, and student participation in governance.-  As

11pid., p. 169.

2Janice Abel, “"The Impact of Student Participation in
University Governance as Perceived by Students" (Doctoral
dissertation, Indiana University, 1972), p. 8.

3Richard L. Cutler, "The New Role of the Student in
the Academic Society," Current Issues in Higher Education
(1966), pp. 154-55.

4A. E. Bayer and A. W. Astin, "Violence and Disrup-
tion on the U. S. Campus, 1968-69," Educational Record 50
(Fall 1969): 337-350.
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reported by Bayer and Astin, a survey of 427 institutions
of higher education indicated that greater student partici-
pation in decision-making was one of the most prevalent
of the specific issues on campuses that had violent pro-
tests and those that had non-violent disruptive protests.l
During the early 1970s, students on American campuses

gained more formal authority in decision-making on a wide
range of academic issues, which included:

admissions standards; the retention of students;

decisions as to curricula, the offering of

courses, methods of grading, process of appeal

on grades; a myriad of logistical questions and

the condition of the academic environment and

the evaluation of professors and courses.

Another example of the student's role in the 1970s

is illustrated by student membership on boards of trustees.
In 1972, according to the American Council on Education,
14 percent of America's colleges had students on their
governing boards; 58 percent of these did not allow students

to vote.3 More recently, students have been pressing for a

role on statewide boards of control, since state systems

l1pida., p. 349.

2John J. Corson, The Governance of Colleges and Uni-
versities--Modernizing Structure and Processes (New York:
McGraw-H11ll Book Company, 1960), p. 143.

3von the Campuses: 14% of Colleges Have Students as
Trustees," Chronicle of Higher Education, 13 November 1972,

p. 1.
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have resulted in more centralized decision-making.1

In the mid-1970s the emergence of faculty unions,
shifting controls of college governance, and tight fiscal
allocations for higher education have caused students to
find more effective methods of influence on the formation
of institutional policy.2 The effect of student lobbying
on local and national legislation is a method that is being

used by students to influence institutional policy.

Student Lobbying

A method that students are using in the mid-1970s to
affect policies and decisions made within institutions of
higher education is in the area of state and national student
lobbying.3 Student lobbying can be defined as the attempt
of college students to influence local, state, and national
lawmakers in legislative and policy-making decisions.4 The
lobbies are organized, supported, and operated by students

for student constituencies. They exist to monitor bills and

l"In the States: Nebraska Voters to Decide on Students
as Regents," Chronicle of Higher Education, 4 March 1974,

p. 6.

2g, s. Kellams, Sources of Student Influence, ERIC
Research Report No. 2 (Washington, DC: American Association
for Higher Education, 1975), p. 20.

3

Ibid., p. 25.

4Jay Klamon, Lobbying: A Guide for Students (Washington,
DC: United States National Student Association, 1975),

p. 7.
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voting records, set priorities for the bills to be passed,
keep in communication with legislators and their staffs,
develop and circulate position papers, maintain contact with
their constituents, and effect coalitions with other groups
whose interests may coincide with those of students.l
Prompted by the need for a national student voice,

the National Student Lobby was organized in 1971.2

This
organization is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization‘that
lobbies and testifies in Congress on student related issues.
Membership in the National Student Lobby is open to any
college or university in the United States upon payment of
an affiliation fee, which is based on the student enrollment
at the individual institution. Financing for this organiza-
tion comes from student government associations at several
hundred colleges around the country.3
During its first year of operation in 1971, the
National Student Lobby's membership included 136 colleges
in 37 states.? By 1973, this organization had some 220

colleges as fee paying members represented at the national

level by their individual student government officers.” The

libid., p. 8.
21pid., p. 9.
31pid., p. 11.

4Robert L. Jacobson, "Fatigue in the 70s has taken
over, say the Delegates of the Student Congress," Chronicle
of Higher Education, 28 August 1972, p. 4.

5Ibid., p. 4.
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priorities outlined by the National Student Lobby in 1971
dealt with the United States' involvement in the Vietnam

1 The National

war, civil rights, and other national issues.
Student Lobby's 1975 priorities were:

1. Obtaining full funding for the Basic Educational
Opportunity Grant

2. Insuring student participation in the adminis-
tration of student aid programs

3. Obtaining coverage for students and recent
Qraduates under Public Employment Programs

4., Guaranteeing that students would be classified
and receive the same allotment as "workers" in the event of
fuel allocation and wage/price controls. 2

In addition to its national lobbying efforts on
student-related issues, the National Student Lobby also
serves as a consultant to state lobbies on questions of
their organization and management. For example, this orga-
nization offers advice on such matters as student participa-
tion on state governing boards and student organization of
a voter registration drive.3 The National Student Lobby

also co-sponsors regional workshops on the following:

1. How to organize a student lobby

lNational Student Lobby, "The Student Lobby Annex
Handbook," Washington, DC, 1975, p. 8. (Mimeographed.)

21pid., p. 11.
31pbid., p. 11.
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2. How students can become more effective lobbyists
3. How to increase student participation in local

campus governance

4., How collective bargaining affects students. 1

State student lobbies are concerned with representing
student interests to boards of trustees and administrators
at the state level, state legislators, the governor, edu-
cation departments, and other executive agencies. They
also sponsor a number of services to students, which
include group cooperatives, travel programs, and student
insurance programs.2

In the United States, the first state student lobby

was formed in 1971 by students on the nine campuses of the

University of California. The Student Lobby of California
was founded in reaction to attempts by then Governor
Ronald Reagan and the California legislature to increase
student fees and to introduce bills aimed at controlling
student protests.3

Mr. George Murphy, Vice Chancellor and Dean of

Student Affairs, 4 University of California at San Diego,

1xlamon, Lobbying: A Guide, p. 10.

21bid., p. 14.

3Philip W. Semas, "Student Lobbyists Showing a New
Sophistication,” Chronicle of Higher Education, 12 March
1973, p. 5.

2Telephone interview with Mr. George Murphy, Vice
Chancellor and Dean of Student Affairs, University of
California at San Diego, 6 January 1977.
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in a telephone interview with this investigator, described
the student lobbying in California as the twelfth most
effective lobby in the state. As cited in a 1976 legisla-
tive survey, student lobbyists influenced California legis-
lators by their preparation, organization, and dedication.
The students' challenge, according to Murphy, came in 1972,
when then Governor Reagan, the California legislature, and
the public, called upon the students "to work within the
system." In Murphy's belief, "the purpose of the 1972
directive may have been to co-opt the credibility of the
student groups, but it is possible that the University of
California Student Lobby is now doing the co-opting of the

legislature."l

The Student Lobby of California has taken action on
more than one hundred legislative enactments that have
dealt with the University of California students with
respect to child care centers, financial aid to students,
housing regulations, and collective bargaining.2 The
Student Lobby of California's concern with legislation on
collective bargaining stems from its desire to prevent uni-
versity governance from being conducted without student
participation. The Student Lobby of California sought to

promote legislation that would permit students, as non-

lrpia.

2Larry Van Dyne, "Student Lobbyists Shift Emphasis,"
Chronicle of Higher Education, 15 October 1974, p. 4.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



29

voting members, to become third party participant/observers
at the faculty~administration negotiating tables.l

The Student Association of the State University of
New York began operations in 1972 and today has the 1arges£
staff of any state student lobby. The Student Association
of the State University of New York supports a professional
staff of eight full-time employees and an equal number of
interns. The Student Association of the State University of
New York is supported ky dues paid by member campuses and
revenue from consumer service programs (i.e. food and book
cooperatives). The bylaws of the Student Association of the
State University of New York, unlike those of the Student
Lobby of California, restrict legislative advocacy to those
issues which are related to higher education or which affect
the interests of State University of New York students. 2

Mr. Richard Gillman, Acting Associate Vice Chancellor
for University Affairs, the State University System of

New York,3

stated in a telephone interview that students, as
lobbyists and affected parties, have been particularly ef-
fective because of the professional, persuasive, sophisti-
cated, and concerned demeanor of the students involved in

the lobbying effort. Gillman said the Student Association

lrbid., p. 4.

2Klamon, Lobbying: A Guide, p. 2.

3Telephone interview with Mr. Richard Gillman, Acting
Associate Vice Chancellor for University Affairs, Central Ad-
ministration, State University of New York, 6 January 1977.
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of the State University of New York has created an excellent
commuﬁications network that has affected legislation and the
government of New York.

Florida's student lobby, the Florida Student Associa-
tion, resulted from the activities of concerned students in
the state of Florida. Students had successfully worked with
members of the Florida legislature, during the 1974 session,

to draft, lobby, and pass Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

(student activity fee).

The Florida Student Association is financed by the
nine state universities in the State University System of
Florida. Each university remits twenty cents per student
enrolled according to the fall enrollment figures.l During
the 1976 legislative session, the Florida Student Associa-
tion supported bills that were designed to put a student
on the Board of Regents, assure that any future changes in
the tuition of the State University System must receive
legislative approval before taking effect, and make a stu-
dent a third party participant/observer in collective bar-
gaining procedures.2

The areas reviewed in this chapter describe two
methods utilized by students to change policies and deci-

sions made within institutions of higher education. The

1Florida Association of Student Senates, 6 July 1976
Minutes, p. 1. (Mimeographed.)

21pid., p. 2.
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first section, students and the contempbrary university
system, reviewed internal activities used by students to
effect change in the university system. The second section,
student lobbying, reviewed external activities used by stu-
dents to effect change in policies and decisions made within

the contemporary university system.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES
The research methods utilized to study Chapter

74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student activity fee) were

(1) the focused research interview and (2) the critical
incident technique. The focused research interview was
initially developed to meet certain problems growing out of
communications research. In 1942, the Bureau of Applied
Social Research was conducting individual and group inter-
views in the studies of the social and psychological effects
of mass communication. A type of research interview grew
out of this experience, "which is perhaps characteristic

enough to merit a distinctive label--the focused research

interview."1

E.

Merton, Fiske, and Kendall describe the characteris-
tics of the focused research interview as follows:

"1. The persons interviewed are known to have
been involved in the particular situation

"2, The elements, patterns, process, and total
structure of the situations have been pro-
visionally analyzed by the investigator

lpobert K. Merton and Patricia L. Kendall, "The
Focused Interview," The American Journal of Sociology 51
(1946) : 552.

32
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"3. An interview guide is developed from the
provisional analysis by the investigator.
The interview guide sets forth the major
areas of inquiry and provides criteria of
relevance for the data obtained in the
interview

"4, The interview is focused on the subjective
experiences of persons involved in the
situation.vl

Herzog, in 1943, used the focused research interview
to deal with listener gratification provided by various
types of radio programs.2 During World War II, Herzog was
assigned by several United States war agencies to study the
social and psychological effects of specific efforts to
build troop morale. In the course of this work the focused
interview was progressively developed to a relatively
standardized form.3

Merton and Kendall stated:

In the beginning the primary, though not the
exclusive purpose of the focused research
interview was to provide some basis for inter-
preting statistically significant effects of
mass communications. But, in general, experi-
mental studies of effects and inquiries into
patterned definitions of social situations
might well profit bX the use of the focused
research interview.

The criteria for the effective research interview

lrobert K. Merton, Marjorie Fiske, and Patricia L.
Kendall, The Focused Interview (Glencoe, IL: The Free
Press, 1956), p. 3.

21pid., pp. 110-115.
31bid., pp. 132-135.
41bid., p. 5.
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are as follows:

"l. Range--the extent of relevant data provided
by the interview

"2. Specificity-~the interview should elicit
highly specific reports of the aspects of
the stimulus situation to which interviewees
have responded

"3. Personal context--the interview should bring
out the attributes and prior experience of
the interviewees which endow the situation
with distinctive meanings."

To facilitate the execution of an effective focused
research interview, Merton, Fiske, and Kendall recommend the
use of the structured. question. A structured question is
the type where "the investigator assumes almost complete

control of the interview . . . (and) suggests an order of
response which he assumes was experienced by the inter-
viewees. "2

The second research method, the critical incident
technique, is an outgrowth of the studies conducted by the
Aviation Psychology Program during World War II. This
program, which is part of the United States Army Air Force,
was established in the summer of 1941, to develop proce-
dures for the selection and classification of air crews.3
To obtain valid information regarding the critical require-

ments for success in a specific assignment, procedures

IMerton and Kendall, "The Focused Interview," p. 550.

2Merton et al., The Focused Interview, p. 16.

3John C. Flanagan, "The Critical Incident Technique,"
Psychological Bulletin 51 (July 1954): 328.
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were developed to "obtain first-hand reports, or reports
from objective records, of satisfactory or unsatisfactory
execution of the task assigned.“l

More formal studies using the critical incident
technique were conducted after World War II by the Ameri-
cah Institute for Research. In the spring of 1947, the
Institute had refined the procedure and officially named it
the critical incident technique.2 Most of the studies
conducted between 1947-51 had as their objective the deter-
mination of the critical requirements for a specific occu-
pational group or activity. One of the first studies using
the critical incident technique in education was carried
out by Smit in 1952. The purpose of Smit's study was to
determine the critical requirements for instruction of

general psychology courses. >

Flanagan, originator of the critical incident tech-
nique, states that the technique should include five steps:

1. Determination of the general aim of the activity

2. Development of plans and specifications for
documenting factual incidents regarding the activity

3. Collection of the data

4. Analysis of the data

l1pid., p. 329.

21pid., p. 329.

3Ibid., p. 355.
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5. Interpretation and reporting of the activity.l
Flanagan noted that:
The critical incident technique, rather than col-
lecting opinions, hunches, and estimates, obtains
a record of specific activities from those in the
best position to make the necessary observations.
A list of critical activities provides a sound
basis for making inferences as to requirements
of terms of aptitudes, training, and other charac-
teristics.?2
In 1956, Corbally, writing on the critical incident
technique and educational research, stated that "the
critical incident technique has much to offer research in
education . . . the technique offers an outstanding method
of studying a task in terms of the action of those engaged
in the task."3 1In another article published in 1956,
Mayvhew stated that "the critical incident technique appears
to have important possibilities in educational measurement.

Its significance lies chiefly in providing empirically

derived classifications of activities."4

Data Collection

Data collection for this study started in December,

lipbid., p. 355.
21bid., p. 356.
3John E. Corbally, Jr., "The Critical Incident Tech-

nique and Educational Research," Educational Research
Bulletin 35 (March 1956): 61.

4Lewis B. Mayhew, "The Critical Incident Technique in
Educational Evaluation," Journal of Educational Research 49
(April 1956): 598
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1976, and concluded March, 1977. Two preliminary phases of
data collection were undertaken by this investigator:
(1) reviewing the documents that related to the inception'

and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student

activity fee), and (2) the development and administration of
three Interview Schedules to the Inceptors and Implementors
who participated in the inception, passage, and implementa-

tion of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

Documents Reviewed

The following documents were reviewed by this investi-
gator to (1) establish the preliminary qualifications for
a participant to be included in this study and (2) gather
information that would be used to develop the Interview
Schedules.

l. Articles and editorials in selected state news-

papers (Florida Times-Union, Tampa Times, Tampa Tribune

Times, Jacksonville Journal, and the Tallahassee Democrat),

and five student newspapers (Florida Flambeau, the Florida

State University; Oracle, the University of South Florida;
Halyard, the University of North Florida; Future, the
Florida Technological University; and the Good Times/

Internationale, Florida International University)

2. Memoranda that specifically addressed the incep-
tion, passage, and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida.
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Development of the
Classification Sheet

This investigator developed a classification sheet
that was used to sort the information found in the documents
that were reviewed. The areas in the classification sheet
were as follows:

1. Title and date of the article

2. Name of the publication

3. Subject of the article

a. Budget allocations
b. University administration involvement in
budget hearings
c. Student control of the activity fee budget
d. Activity fee hearings
e. Other categories
4. Florida legislature
a. Introduction and sponsor of the legislation
b. Companion legislation
c. Other categories
5. Florida legislative committee reports
a. Analyst summary of the bill
b. Committee amendments
c. Committee summary
d. Committee vote
e. Other categories
6. Governor's involvement

7. Other categories
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Development of the Interview Schedules

The Interview Schedules (see Appendices D, E, and F)
were designed by this investigator to provide information
on the following structural guestions:

1. What were the critical incidents that led to the

inception and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

(student activity fee)?

2. What procedures are being used by the nine state
universities to implement Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida (student activity fee)?

3. What changes should be made in Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida (student activity fee)?

Members of the Inceptor group weré involved in this
study from 2 April 1974 through 25 June 1974. The In-
ceptors' responses to questions in this section are classi-
fied as personal recall. After reviewing the news articles
and the senate committee reports, this investigator divided
data collection into two categories:

1. 2 April 1974 through 24 April 1974. Covering
the period prior to and including the inception of a change
in the allocation procedures of the student activity fee

2. 25 April 1974 through 25 June 1974. Committee
hearings, lobbying activities, house and senate floor

discussions, and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of

Florida.
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The following rationales were used by this investiga-
tor to develop the questions in the Inceptors' Interview
Schedule. The rationale for the questions in section one
was as follows:

1. What persons or events made you aware of a need

to change the allocation procedure of the student activity

fee?

This question was designed to determine the critical
incidents that surrounded the inception of the student

activity fee legislation

2. What events transpired between these two dates

(introduction and passage) that relate specifically to the

student activity fee?

This question was developed to delineate clearly the
events and critical incidents that transpired between the
introduction of the legislation, 24 April 1974, and the
passage of the legislation, 25 June 1974

3. What other pro and con issues were raised about the

student activity fee legislation prior to its passage?

The intent of this question was to get at the issues
that were raised about the allocation procedures of the
student activity fee. The investigator was concerned with
those issues raised during the hearings and after the passage

of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida.

The participants in the Implementor group (chief
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student personnel officer or designee and the student govern-
ment chairperson or president) were involved with the im-

plementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, from

1 July 1975 through 30 June 1976.

The rationale used by this investigator to develop the
questions in the Implementors' Interview Schedules--section
one and section two. The rationale for the questions in
section one was as follows:

l(a). How has the passage and implementation of

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, addressed this charge?

The 1947 President's Commission on Higher Education
put great emphasis on the development of leadership for
a democracy.l The legislative intent of Section 240.001,

Florida Statutes, charges the Board of Regents with "the

fullest realization of a democracy . . . teach and develop
lawful methods of change."2 The rationale in the papers
and reports prepared and presented to the state newspapers
and the legislative committees by students who lobbied on
behalf of the passage of Chapter 74-312(3) was that passage
of the legislation would address the legislative intent of

Section 240.001, Florida Statutes. This question was

developed to determine the extent to which Chapter 74-312(3),

1Pres:Ldent 's Commission on Higher Education, Higher
Education for American Democracy, Vol. 1l: Establishing the
Goals (Washington, DC: U. S. Government Printing Office,

1947), p. 103.
2

Florida Statutes, Section 240.001.
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Laws of Florida, addressed the legislative intent of Section

240.001, Florida Statutes.

1(b). What opportunities are available to students

on this campus which fulfill this charge?

This question was included to illustrate the oppor-
tunities on each campus which address the intent of

Section 240.001, Florida Statutes

2(a). What allocation and expenditure procedures

are employed?

This question was designed to determine the procedures
employed by the student government association for the
allocation and expenditure of the student activity fee

2(b). What responsibility does the chief student

personnel officer or his/her staff assume with regard to

the allocation and expenditure procedures?

An argument that was repeated in the news documents
cited in the procedure section of this study involved admin-
istrative input and control over the allocation and expendi-
ture of the student activity fund. This question was
designed to determine the role that the chief student per-
sonnel officer or designee assumes with regard to the alloca-
tion and expenditure procedures of the student activity fund.

The rationale for the questions in section two was as
follows:

l1(a). What effect has student government's responsi-

bility for and authority over the student activity fund had
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on student voter participation?

An issue raised during the hearings on the activity
fee legislation was that student voter participation was
directly proportionate to the influence student government
had over student monies. This question was designed to
determine the effect of student government's responsibility
for the allocation and expenditure of the student activity
fund on student voter participation

1(b) . What other influences may affect the student

voter participation?

In August, 1976, two state of Florida legislators sug-
gested an audit be conducted on student governments' expendi-
ture of the student activity fund. The suggestion was based
on the budgetary decisions of the summer student senate at
the University of South Florida. This question was designed
to determine the effect of an audit on student government's
responsibility for the allocation and expenditure of the
student activity fund

2(b). Should other forms of accountability be

required?

This question was designed to pinpoint other areas of
accountability which might be required of student government
in addition to an audit.

The following rationale was used to develop the final
question asked of all the participants in this study.

1l and 3. In your opinion, what should these additions
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or changes be (in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida)?
This question was designed to determine from the per-
sons involved in the inception, passage, or implementation

of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, the additions or

changes that should, in their opinion, be made in the law.

The Interview Schedule consisted of three parts:

1. The Introduction (see Appendix G): A statement
which described the intent of this research and requested
that the interview participants familiarize themselves
with the materials contained in the Interview Schedule
prior to the formal interview

2. The Definition of Terms (see Appendix G): The
terms used in the interview questions as defined in relation
to this study

3. The Interview Questions (see Appendices D, E, and
F) : The questions developed by this investigator to gather
information and critical incidents on the inception, passage,

and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida.

Interview Participants

The criteria which influenced the selection of the
interview participants (see Appendix H) were the following:

1. The criteria for selection of Inceptors included
notation, at least three times, in a legislative committee

report, state and student newspaper article that related to
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the student activity fee legislation, or State University
System memoranda

2. Criteria for selection of Implementors'involved:

a. Designation by the president or vice-president
to assist, advise, or supervise the allocation and expendi-
ture of the student activity fund by the officially elected
student government association
b. An individual who has been officially elected

or appointed to the position of president or chairperson of
the officially recognized student government association.

Twelve Inceptors and twenty-nine Implementors (see
Appendix H) were asked to participate in the formal inter-
views and to respond to the questions in the Interview
Schedules. The Inceptors included two state senators, two
staff members of the Florida Department of Education, two
administrators of the State University System, three stu-
dents, and three former student government officers. The
Implementors included nine chief student personnel officers
or designees, five support student personnel officials, nine
student government presidents or chairpersons in the State
University System of Florida, and six other student govern-
ment officers.

The participants' approval and scheduling of the
interviews was as follows:

Initial correspondence with the interview participants

took place during the third week of December, 1976. A letter
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(see Appendix I) requesting their participation in this
study{ and citing the support and endorsement of the Com-
missioner of Education, state of Florida, and the Director
of Student Services for the State University System of
Florida, was included with the initial correspondence.

One week after the letters were mailed, the investi-
gator telephoned the interview participants to confirm their
cooperation in this study. During the telephone conversa-
tion, the investigator polled the interview participants
about the dates and times that would be convenient for the
interview.

Two days following the initial telephone conversation,
a packet was sent to all the consenting interview partici-
pants. The packet contained two enclosures: (1) a copy of
the endorsement letter from the Commissioner of Education
and/or the Director of Student Services in the State Univer-
sity System, and (2) a copy of the interview procedures.

To those persons who participated in the study, the
investigator sent a letter confirming the appointment and a

copy of Section One of the Interview Schedule.

Presentation of Data

The results of the data collected from the three
Interview Schedules, which were designed to answer the
three structural questions listed in chapter one will be
presented in three sections in chapter four. The first

section, "Inceptors' Responses to Section One of the
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Inceptors' Interview Schedule," will present data in narra-
tive, tabular, and figure format. The second section,
"Implementors' Responses to the First Four Questions in the
Implementors' Interview Schedule," will present the data in
a tabular format. The third and final section, "Inceptors'
and Implementors' Responses to Additions or Changes in

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida," will'bresent the data

in a narrative and tabular format.
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CHAPTER IV

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

The present chapter will answer the three structural
questions listed in chapter one. Data in this chapter were
collected from the three Interview Schedules, forty-one
personal interviews, State University System memoranda,
state and regional newspaper articles, and legislative
committee reports. Data will be presented in three sec-
tions: (1) Inceptors' Responses to Section One of the In-
ceptors' Interview Schedule, (2) Implementors' Responses to
Section One of the Implementors' Interview Schedule, and
(3) Inceptors' and Implementors' Responses to additions or

changes in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student

activity fee).

Inceptors' Responses to Section One of the
Inceptors' Interview Schedule

This section will answer the first structural question
listed in chapter one: What were the critical incidents that
led to the inception and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws
of Florida (student activity fee)? The first question in
the Inceptors' Interview Schedule sought to determine the
events or persons which made the Inceptor aware of a need
to change the allocation of the activity fee.

48
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The twelve Inceptors identified a number of persons or
events that made them aware of the need for a change in the
allocation procedures of the activity fee. Table 1 shows the
twelve Inceptors' responses concerning the persons or events
that made them aware of a need to change the allocation pro4

cedures of the activity fee.

TABLE 1

INCEPTORS' RESPONSES2? CONCERNING THE PERSONS OR
EVENTS THAT MADE THEM AWARE OF A NEED TO
CHANGE THE ALLOCATION OF THE ACTIVITY FEE

Response Inceptors (n=12) Percent

Previous participation in

student government . . . 5 42
Current participation in

student government . . . 5 42
Student lobbyists . . . . . 9 75

State University System stu-
dent governments' reduced
authority for the alloca-
tion of the student activity
feeb . . . ... .. .. 7 58

Charige in administrative
policies with regard to
the allocation of the

student activity fee . . 4 33
Senator's personal bias . . 2 17
Not aware of a need . . . . 2 17

@Multiple responses permitted.

bpor an example of this reduced authority see
Appendix J--Case Study, The Florida State University.
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As the responses‘in table 1 indicate, student lobby-
ists' and student governments' reduced authority for the
allocation of the student activity fee were most frequently
stated by the Inceptors as the persons or events that made
them aware of the need to change the allocation of the
activity fee.

The second and third questions included in the In-
ceptors' Interview Schedule (see Appendix D) asked the twelve
Inceptors to recall two specific pieces of information. The
first specific piece of information related to the events
that transpired between the introduction and passage of

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida. The second piece of

information related to the pro and con issues presented
during the testimony on Senate Bill 1004 (student activity
fee bill). The responses to these two questions will be
presented in narrative, tabular, and figure format.

The introduction of Senate Bill 1004 (see Appendix O)
was the first in a series of events mentioned by six of
the Inceptors that transpired between the introduction and

passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida (student ac-

tivity fee).l The next events, according to six of the
Inceptors, were the hearings and testimony on Senate Bill
1004 scheduled by the Senate Education and the Senate Ways
and Means Committees. On 13 May 1974, the staff analysis

of Senate Bill 1004 stated the following:

lIntroduced as Senate Bill 1004 on 24 April 1974.
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The basic issue involved concerns the authority
of the various student governments at the state
universities, and their desire to have control
over the expenditure of the activity and service
portion of the student's paid fees. This bill
provides a mechanism whereby the student govern-
ments can spend the receipts of the proceeds from
these fees in a fund, subject to the veto of the
university president, which may be overridden
by a two-thi{ds vote of the student government
association.

4

As reported by six of the Inceptors, during.the month
of May, 1974, the Senate Education and the Senate Ways and
Means Committees, respectively held hearings and received
testimony on Senate Bill 1004 (student activity fee).

Table 2 shows the pro and con issues that were identified
by the twelve Inceptors as being presented before these
two senate committees.

As the data in table 2 show, there were eight pro and
six con issues that were given in testimony before the
Senate Education and the Senate Ways and Means Committees
that related specifically to Senate Bill 1004.

Figure 1 illustrates the progression of Senate Bill
1004 from its introduction in the senate to passage by both
the house and the senate.

According to eight of the Inceptors, testimony before
the Senate Ways and Means Committee caused the committee to
deadlock on the bill. The chairman of the committee sug-

gested that Senator Jack Gordon, sponsor of Senate Bill 1004,

lriorida legislature--Senate Committee on Education
SB 1004, 13 May 1974.
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TABLE 2

PRO AND CON ISSUES RELATED TO SENATE BILL 1004 (STUDENT ACTIVITY FEE)
REPORTED BY THE TWELVE INCEPTORS AS PRESENTED IN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE SENATE EDUCATION AND THE SENATE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEES

Issue Pro Con

Students and student government know student priorities
better than anyone else in the university . . . . . . . . . X

Students are too inexperienced, immature, and transient
to control the student activity fund . . . . . .. . . . . . X

Students are not capable of controlling student activity
funds that pay salaries of career service employees . . . . X

The current activity fee allocation process is synonymous
to taxation without representation . . . . . e e e e e e e X

Student voter participation is directly proportionate to
th2 control student government has over the activity fee.
As control decreases so does the student voter participa-
L7 ) < PR X

Since only 15% of the student body votes during a student
elaction, the student government is not representative of
its total constituency . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 .. ... X

Tha political nature of student government leads to
instability . . . . . . . . . 0 e e e e e e e e e e e e X

Tha2re is a need for student representation through a res-
ponsible student government with real and not symbolic
responsibility and authority . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. X

No final authority has been removed from the president of
the university for the president still has final veto
authority over the activity fund budget . . . . . ... X

Student input into the activity fee process is adequate
and a law would only mean lengthy court battles . . . . . . X

With the State University System enrollment padding? that

was before the House Appropriations Committee, it appeared

that the administrators at the state universities were not
managing their own shops efficiently . . . . . . . . . ... X

As administrative authority over the activity fee has in-
crzased, administrative overhead and salaries have increased
anl student programming activities have decreased .

4

This bill would single out a university budget entity and
give statutory authority for its responsibllity to the
various student governments . . . . . e e . e e e X

If students are not permitted responsible representation for
their funds through student government, the next logical
step would be to form student unions . . . . . .. . . . ... X

23uring the 1974 Florida legislative session, publicity was released
that iealt with alleged enrollment padding at the state universities of
Floriia. The alleged enrollment padding involved students who would pay
a flat fee for full-time enrollment and enroll for more than fifteen hours
(fift=2en hours was the figure used to calculate the full-time equivalent
student). One of the outcomes of the enrollment padding controversy was
a legislative resolution which supported the Board of Regents recommended
chang2 to a per credit hour fee structure.
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and Chancellor-designate E. T. York, Florida Board of Re-
gents, settle on a compromise for the bill. As figure 1
shows, the "York-Gordon" compromise which was offered to
the full committee included two additionall amendments to
Senate Bill 1004 (student activity fee). The first amend-

ment deleted the word "not" and added the phrase or portion

thereof to the bill. The amended section read:

the president may nmet reallocate the funds to
any-other-purpesel the health service, inter-
collegiate athletics or current bond obliga-
tions . . . provided, that the president of
the university may veto any line item or por-
tion thereof within the budget as determined
by the student government association.

Senate Bill 1004 unanimously passed out of the Senate Ways
and Means Committee and as figure 1 shows was sent to the
Rules and Calendar Committee of the senate.

The next event, according to six of the Inceptors,

and as illustrated in figure 1, was the placement of Senate

lrhe original seven amendments of the Senate Education

Committee included (1) correct spelling of the word universi-
ties, (2) insert the phrase legislative body after the term
student government association, (3) underline all new lang-
uage, (4) insert after students in line 23 the term except
for intercollegiate athletics, (5) delete the two thirds
override and insert in line 28 give the university president

. final veto authority over a line-item, (6) on line 21 strike
the comma, and all of line 22 and on line 23 insert "govern-
ment association," and (7) insert in each place after the
word activity the phrase and service.

2Language that is marked-threugh indicates deleted
language. Language that is underlined indicates the addition
of new language. This is done in accordance with section
11.07, Florida Statutes.

3senate Bill 1004, as amended by the Senate Ways and
Means Committee on 23 May 1974.
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Bill 1004 on the Special Order Calendar of the senate. A
bill must be placed on the Special Order Calendar if it is
to be heard by the full senate or house. According to eight
of the Inceptors, when it appeared that Senate Bill 1004
might not get on the Special Order éalendar an alternative
strategy was employed.

The alternative strategy, daisy-chaining or bill
riding (see figure 1), was suggested by Senator Robert
Graham, who supported the bill through both senate commit-
tees. The bill that was selected by Senator Graham was
House Bill 2892--Credit Cards (see Appendix P). This bill
dealt with the State University System entering into agree-
ments and accepting credit card payments as compensation for
goods, services, tuition, and fees.

According to nine of the Inceptors, House Bill 2892
(credit card) came ﬁp for a vote before the full senate.
According to the Journal of the Senate, Senators Gordon,
Graham, and Sykes moved to daisy-chain or bill ride House
Bill 2892 to include the provisions of Senate Bill 1004
(student activity fee).l On a motion by Senator Gordon,
House Bill 2892, as amended, was read for a third time,
passed unanimously, and certified to the house.

Nine of the Inceptors indicated that on the last day -
of the 1974 session, 30 May 1974, House Bill 2892 as amended

by the senate (see Appendix Q) was passed by the house,

ljournal of the Senate, 29 May 1974, p. 1120.
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certified to the senate, and ordered enrolled after engross-
ment. The engrossed bill was then sent to Governor

Reubin 0'D. Askew, who on the last day to veto a bill from
tﬁe 1974 legislative session, signed into law House Bill 2892

(credit cards and student activity fee).l

In order to summarize the findings presented in this
section, this investigétor combined the results of the narra-
tive, tabular, and figure presentations into table 3.

Table 3 shows the primary factors that acted on the incep-

tion and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida.

TABLE 3

PRIMARY FACTORS THAT ACTED ON THE INCEPTION
AND PASSAGE OF CHAPTER 74-312(3), LAWS
OF FLORIDA

Inceptors
Factors n=12 Percent

Student lobbyists . . . . . . . . . 9 75
Student governments' reduced au-

thority for allocation of

the activity fee . . . . . « . . 7 58
"York-Gordon" compromise . . . . . 8 66
Employment of political strategy of

daisy-chaining or bill riding . 8 " 66
Last day's activities of the

Florida legislature . . . . . . 9 75

l"Student Fees Bill Signed by Askew," Tallahassee
Florida Flambeau (student newspaper), 26 June 1974, p. 1l.
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1

There are four primary factors™ that acted on the

inception and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

(student activity fee). These factors are:

1. The activities of student lobbyists and student
governments' reduced authority for the allocatién of the
student activity fee led to the drafting of the original
activity fee legislation

2. The "York-Gordon" compromise, introduced during
the Senate Ways and Means Committee hearings, insured a
favorable vote of the committee on Senate Bill 1004
(student activity fee)

3. The political strategy of daisy-chaining or bill
riding guaranteed that Senate Bill 1004 would be heard by
the full senate and house during the regular 1974 legisla-
tive session

4. The consideration of the amended House Bill 2892
(credit card and student activity fee) on the last days of
the 1974 session increased the likelihood that the bill
would be heard and pass the full house and senate.

Each of these four factors fits the investigator's
definition of a critical incident presented in chapter three
in that each facilitated the inception and passage of the
activity fee legislation. These four factors answer the

first structural question in chapter one.

1Categories representing less than 50 percent of the
Inceptors' responses were eliminated from table 3.
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Implementors' Responses to the First Four
Questions in the Implementors’
Interxview Schedule

This section will answer the second structural ques-
tion listed on chapter one: What procedures are being used
by the nine universities to implement Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida? There were four questions included in

the Implementors' Interview Schedule that were designed to
answer the second structural question.

The first question that was discussed by the Imple-
mentors focused on the legislative intent of section 240.001,

Florida Statutes, and one of the areas of emphasis in the

1947 President's Commission on Higher Education. Both docu-
ments stressed the development of democracy through educa-
tional institutions.

Part 1 of the first question in the Implementors'
Interview Schedule asked the Implementors to describe how
the passage and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida,l has addressed the legislative intent of section
240.001. Table 4 shows the twenty-nine Implementors'
responses to this gquestion.

As table 4 shows, nineteen of the Implementors stated
that students who were directly involved in student govern-
ment have learned to assume responsibility for their deci-

sions as they relate to the allocation of the activity fee.

lIntroduced as Senate Bill 1004, incorporated into the
Laws of Florida in Chapter 74, section three.
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TABLE 4

IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES® TO THE LEGISLATIVE INTENT OF
SECTION 240.001, FLORIDA STATUTES, AS ADDRESSED
BY THE PASSAGE AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
CHAPTER 74-312(3), LAWS OF FLORIDA
(STUDENT ACTIVITY FEE)

Implementors
Responses n=29 Percent

Mandated a relationship between

the students and the university

administration . . . . . . . . 7 24
Improved student participation in

university decision-making . . 9 31
Students have learned to become

more effective lobbyists . . . 15 52
Students who are directly involved

in student government have

learned to assume responsibil-

ity for their decisions for the

allocation of the activity fee 19 66
Methods to fulfill the charge

existed prior to the pas-

sage of the law . . . . . . . 7 24
Never the intent of the law . . . 4 14
Passage of the law has nothing to

do with the intent of section

240.001, Florida Statutes . . 1 3

@Multiple responses permitted.

Accordihg to these nineteen Implementors, students have had
the opportunity to fulfill the legislative intent of

section 240.001, Florida Statutes, in the process of assuming

this responsibility.
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Table 5 shows the twenty-nine Implementors' responses
to part 2 of the first question in the Implementors' Inter-
view Schedule, which asked: What'opportunities are available
to students on this campus which fulfill this charge?
Table 5 illustrates that over 50 percent of the twenty-nine
Implementors stated that participation in student government
and service on university-wide committees were the most
frequent opportunities available to students to fulfill the

legislative intent of section 240.001, Florida Statutes.

The second question included in the Implementors'
Interview Schedule was designed to find out how the student
activity fee was implemented on each of the nine campuses.
Since the responses to this question might be classified as
an inventory or listing, the investigator requested that
only one Implementor from each university in each category
respond. Table 6 shows the procedures, as reported by
eighteen Implementors, that were used during the fiscal
period 1975-76 to implement the activity fund.

As table 6 shows, only four universities had published
activity fund guidelines. The Implementors attributed this
to the fact that the activity fee had only been implemented,
according to the provisions of the law, for one fiscal
period and some of the universities were still in the pro-
cess of developing guidelines.

Table 6 also illustrates that at eight of the state

universities the initial budget requests were considered
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TABLE 5

IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES2 TO THE OPPORTUNITIES
AVAILABLE TO STUDENTS THAT FULFILL THE
CHARGE OF SECTION 240.001,
FLORIDA STATUTES

Implementors
Responses n=29 Percent

Service on university-wide

committees . .« . ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o . 15 52
Participation in the university

governance ProCessS . « s o+ « o o 5 17
Service on search and screen

committees . . « ¢ + o o o o o o 2 7
Membership on departmental student

advisory committees . . . . . . 5 17
Participation in student

government . . . ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ . 16 55
Participation in residence hall

GOVEIrNANCE « ©« + + « o s o s o+ & 5 17
Membership in fraternal

societies . . . . . . s o ¢ . & 7 24
Membership in clubs and other

student organizations . . . . . 9 31
Participation in state and

national student lobby

organizations . . . .+ « o ¢ o 8 28

@Multiple responses permitted.

by a committee composed entirely of students, but at one of
the universities, a university-wide budget committee held
open hearings. This university-wide budget committee was

composed of faculty, career service, and students, as
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TABLE 6

PROCEDURES USED BY THE NINE STATE UNIVERSITY STUDENT GOVERNMENTS
TO IMPLEMENT THE ACTIVITY FEE FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1975-1976
AS REPORTED BY THE TWO CATEGORIES OF IMPLEMENTORS

Implementors
Responses n=18 Percent®

Published activity fee guidelines . . . . . . . . . 8 44
Receipt of university enrollment projections

from the university comptroller . . . . . . . . . 18 100
Advertise the availability of the activity fees . . 10 55
Agencies under the activity fee submit applications

for these funds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 18 100
Student CommitteeP holds open hearings . . . . . . 16 89
University-wide budget committee® holds open

hearings . . . . e e e e e e e s 2 11
Committee recommends budget to student senate . . . 13 100
Student government senates review, alter, and/or

approve the budget . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 100
Student govermment president or chairpefson reviews,

approves, vetoes, and/or signs off on the

activity fee budget . e e e . e e e e e e e 16 89
Chief student personnel officer or designee reviews

the activity fee budget . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 89
Vice president for administrative affairs reviews

and signs off on the activity fee budget . . .. . 2 11
Vice president for academic affairs reviews and

signs off on the activity fee budget . . . . . .. 4 22
Vice'president for student affairs reviews, vetoes,

and/or signs off on the activity fee budget . . 2 11
University president reviews, vetoes, and/or s1gns

off on the activity fee budget . . . . e e e e 16 89

SMutually exclusive categories

brhe nine universities employ different names for their student
government activity fee committees; for this table and the following

discussion the term student committee will represent the nine designated
activity fee committees.

CThe university-wide budget committee is composed of faculty, career
service, and student representatives.

dCommittee in this response repnresents hoth the student committee
and the university wide budget committee.
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mandated by the university's constitution.

Another procedure reported by the Implementors was
that eight of the university presidents review, veto,
and/or sign off on the activity fee budget, but at one of
the universities the president had delegated this authority
to the vice president for student affairs. Two of the
Implementors stated the procedure was established at this
university because of the president's commitment to a strong
student affairs division headed by the vice president for
student affairs.

The purpose of the second part of question 2 was to

- determine the responsibility of the chief student personnel
officer or designee as it relates to the allocation and ex-
penditure of the activity fee. Table 7 shows the eighteen
Implementors' responses to this question. Sixteen of the
Implementors felt that reviewing the approved budget of the
student government and assuming an advisory role were the
most frequent responsibilities that the chief student per-
sonnel officer or his/her designee assumed with regard to
the allocation and expenditure of the activity fee.

The third question asked of the twenty-nine Imple-
mentors was: What effect has student governments' responsi-
bility for and authority over the activity fee had on
student voter participation? Table 8 shows the twenty-nine
Implementors' responses to this question.

As table 8 data show, fourteen of the Implementors
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TABLE 7

IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES2 TO THE RESPONSIBILITY THE
CHIEF STUDENT PERSONNEL OFFICER OR DESIGNEE
HAS FOR THE ALLOCATION AND EXPENDITURE
OF THE STUDENT ACTIVITY FEE

Implementors .
Responses n=18 Percent

Chief student personnel offi-
cer reviews the budget ap-
proved by the student
government . . ¢« . ¢ ¢ o & o o s . 16 89

Chief student personnel officer
or designee signs off on the
activity fee budget approved
by the student government . . . . 12 66

Chief student personnel officer
or designee's role is advisory . . 16 89

Chief student personnel officer
or designee is an ex-officio
member of the student committee® . 8 44

Chief student personnel officer is
a voting member of the student
government association or
council . . . 4 4 e 4 e o o o o 2 11

Chief student personnel officer or
designee has signatory authority
over the activity fee
expenditures . .« « o ¢ o« o o o o 8 44

Chief student personnel officer or
designee is not involved in
the process . . ¢« ¢« ¢ o o « o o & 2 11

@Multiple responses permitted.

bstudent committees represents the common name for
the activity fund committee at the nine universities.,
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TABLE 8

IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES2 TO THE EFFECT THAT STUDENT
GOVERNMENTS' RESPONSIBILITY FOR AND AUTHORITY
OVER THE ACTIVITY FEE HAS HAD ON
STUDENT VOTER PARTICIPATIOND

Implementors
Responses n=29 Percent

Student voter participation

has increased steadily since

the passage and implementa-

tion of this bill . . . . . . . . 10 34
Just beginning to affect stu-

dent voter participation. . . . . 8 28
No direct effect . « ¢« . « ¢ ¢« « .+ & 14 48
No student government prior to

the passage of the law. . . . . . 3 10

Multiple responses permitted.

bThe issue of student voter participation was selected
for study by this investigator because it was the most fre-
quent issue presented during the senate testimony on the ac-
tivity fee legislation. To determine the effect that the
activity fee legislation has on student voter participation
research must be developed that would hold constant the
intervening variables.
stated that student governments' responsibility for and
authority over the activity fee has had no effect on student
voter participation.

Table 9 shows the other influences that affect
student voter participation at the state universities.
Table 9 shows the largest single influence on student voter

participation, as reported by twenty Implementors, was the
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TABLE 9
IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES2 TO THE OTHER INFLUENCES

THAT AFFECT STUDENT VOTER PARTICIPATION
AT THE STATE UNIVERSITIES

Implementors
Responses n=29 . Percent

Issues of the student election . . . 13 45
Personalities of the student

candidates . . . . ¢ ¢« ¢ o o o 9 31
Demographic characteristics of

the student population . . . . . 20 69
Physical lay-out of the campus . . . 8 28
Upper division university . . . . . 9 31
Media coverage of the election . . . 4 14
Florida Blue K€y «. « « « « o« o o o & 2 7
Fraternity or sorority vote . . . . 5 17

aMultiple responses permitted.

demographic.composition of the student population. Some of
the characteristics were: age, number of hours employed,
marital status, resident, commuter, full-time, part-time
student.

The fourth question to which the Implementors were
asked to respond dealt with two state of Florida legisla-
tors' request for an audit of student governments' expendi-
tures of the activity fee system-wide. Table 10 indicates

the twentv-nine Implementors' responses to this question.
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TABLE 10

IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES? TO THE EFFECT AN AUDIT WOULD
HAVE ON STUDENT GOVERNMENTS' RESPONSIBILITY AND
AUTHORITY OVER THE ALLOCATION AND EXPENDITURE
OF THE ACTIVITY FEE

Implementors
Responses n=29 Percent

No effect on student govern-
ment L ] L ] L ] L] [ ] L] - L ] [ ] » L ] L] L] L] 9 3 1

Establish a clear accounting of
how the activity fund is
being-expended . .. . « ¢+ .+ .« . . 6 21

Establish that student govern-
ment is expending the activity
fund with fiscal propriety . . . 18 62

Document the need for more effi-
cient student government
and university record keeping
Procedures . . « « o o o o o o 7 24

Require that student government
put the activity fund guide-
lines into writing . . . . . . . 10 34

aMultiple responses permitted.

As table 10 shows, eighteen Implementors reported that an
audit would establish that the student governments were
expending the activity fund with fiscal propriety.

Table 11 shows the other forms of accountability that
the twenty-nine Implementors stated should be required of
the student governments. The data in table 11 indicate that
eight of the Implementors supported the development of

procedures that would give student government authority
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TABLE 11
IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES? TO THE OTHER FORMS OF

ACCOUNTABILITY THAT SHOULD BE REQUIRED
OF STUDENT GOVERNMENT

Implementors
Responses n=29 Percent

Categorical allocations (i.e. OPS,
0OCO, Expense, Salary) instead
of the current lump sum allo-
cations .« o« o« ¢ ¢« o o o o o o 3 10

Student referendum to determine
whether or not the student
population wants to continue
paying the activity fee . . . . 6 21

Procedures that would give student
government authority to monitor
and audit activity fee
ACCOUNES ¢ o o o o o o o o o o & 8 28

Student government officers (i.e.
president or chairperson and
treasurer) should have signa=-
tory authority over all activity
fee expenditures . . . . . . . . 7 24

Employment of a full-time student
government accountant . . . . . 2 7

Extensive regulations that would
cover all expenditures of the
activity fee . . . .« ¢ o o . . 4 14

No other forms of accountaiblity . 7 24

@Multiple responses permitted.

to monitor and audit all activity fee accounts. Seven of
the Implementors stated that there should be no other forms

of accountability. An additional seven Implementors stated

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



69
that the student government president or chairperson and
the treasurer should have signatory authority over all
actiVity fee expenditures.
As illustrated in table 6, eleven procedures were
employed in the implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws

of Florida, thus the second structural question asked in

chapter one has been answered.

Inceptors' and Implementors' Responses, Additions,
or Changes in Chapter 74-312(3),
Laws of Florida

This section will answer the third structural question
listed in chapter one: What changes should be made in

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida? To answer this question

the investigator's last question in the three Interview
Schedules asked all forty-one respondents (Inceptors and
Implementors) for their opinion on additions or changes that

might be made in Chapter 74~312(3), Laws of Florida (student

activity fee).

Table 12 shows the forty-one respondents' opinions
on the additions or changes in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida. As the data in table 12 indicate, there are seven-
teen additions or changes that the forty-one respondents
recommended. The most frequent change, as recommended by
twenty of the respondents, suggested deleting the ad-
missions clause from the current statute. The deleted

section of the law would read:
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TABLE 12

INCEPTORS' AND IMPLEMENTORS' RESPONSES2 TO THE ADDITIONS
OR CHANGES IN CHAPTER 74-312(3), LAWS OF FLORIDA

Additions or Changes

Interviewees
n=41

Delete from Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida the phrase '"but not to the
benefit of activities for which an admission fee is charge to students
except for intercollegiate athletics . . . . e e e .

Clarification as to whether or not the student activity fee is considered
state funds . . . . . L L i e e i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Clarify the ambiguity between holding the president of the university respon-
sible for the total operation of the university and the fact that Chapter
74-312(3), Laws of Florida gives statutory authority for one of the university
budget entities to the various student governments . e e e e e e e e e e

Clarify the use of the student activity fee to underwrite individual student
expenditures for out-of-state trips to conferences and conventions o .

There should be no change in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida .

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida should be changed so that the activity
fee and service fee segments of the activity fund are separate and distinct. ,

A statement should be added to the current law that would require the univ-
ersity administration and the student government to enter into binding ar-
bitration in the event of an unsigned activity fee budget e e e e

A procedure should be developed that would guarantee that any funds vetoed by

the president and not allocated to the health service, intercollegiate athletics,

or bond of indebtedness, should revert to the student government for their
reallocation . . . e e e e

The law should be amended to read the president of the university can veto and
reallocate the activity fund to any area he thinks best for the total univ-

ersity . . . . .

20

16

15

15
14

0L
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TABLE 12--continued

Interviewees
Additions or Changes n=41

The law should be amended to state that the Florida Board of Regents shall

adopt rules to regulate the activity fee process. The Board of Regents

manual should indicate that each university will adopt its own rules for

the activity fee process . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ i i i h e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 6

A gradual inflationary clause should be incorporated into the Florida

Board of Regents rules and regulations that would stipulate that as

tuition changes, the amount of the per credit hour for the activity

fee will change proportionally . . . « + ¢« ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ e 0 e 0 e e e e e e e e 6

Rules and regulations should be established jointly by the staff of the
Florida Board of Regents, the members of the State Council of Student
Body Presidents, and members of the Florida Association of Student
Senates that would clarify the ambiguity in the law . e e e .

Student governments should be given a charter by the state of Florida
legislature which would give them the same legal status as a munici-
pality or community . . . . . . . . . o 0 o 0 0 e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1

Regulations should be developed that would equitably deal with the branch
campuses and educational centers within the State University System . . . ... 1

Insert in the current law the word service after every reference to the
phrase student activity fee . . . . « « . . 0 0 0 v v 0 0 b 0 d e e e e e e 1

Student government should be allowed to use the activity fund as seed
money to generate funds for certain student entertainment . . . . . . . . ... 1

The president of the university should be allowed to reallocate the funds
to health services, intercollegiate athletics, current bond obligations,
Or career service 1ines . . .« ¢ + ¢ ¢ ¢ v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1

2multiple responses were permitted so the categories are not mutually exclusive

L
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« « « student body in general, including but not
limited to student publications and grants to
duly recognized student organizations, the mem-
bership of which is open to all students at the
university without regard to race, sex, or reli-
gion, but-net-teo-the-benefit-of-esetivities-for
which-an-admissten-fee-is-charged-to-studenes,
except-for-intereoiieqgiate-athietiessl

The rationale used by the twenty respondents for
deleting the admissions charge from the current statute
focused on the spiraling costs for campus entertainment. It
was the opinion of these respondents that the deletion of
the admissions charge clause would allow local campus option
to charge a nominal admission fee which would counterbalance
the spiraling costs of campus entertainment.

The second most frequently recommended change focused
on the need for a clarification as to whether or not the
student activity fee is considered state funds and conse-
quently under the purview of the expenditure guidelines for
all state funds. Sixteen respondents stated that the con-
fusion stems from the 1974 attorney general of Florida's
opinion and the 1976 opinion of an assistant attorney
general.

In 1975 the attorney general of Florida stated that

"in the classical sense the activity fund is not state funds

(pursuant to Section 240.095, Florida Statutes), and there-

fore the activity fund could be used to maintain a student

lraws of Florida, Chapter 74-312(3), 1974.
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lobby."l Early in 1976, the student government at the
University of South Florida asked an assistant attorney
general of Florida if they could use the activity fund to
secure the services of an attorney. The assistant attorney
general told the student government repreéentatives that
state funds could not be used to secure the services of an
attorney.

As illustrated in table 12, there were seventeen
additions or changes that the forty-one respondents recom-

mended for Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida. The data

contained in table 12 answer the third structural question

listed in chapter one.

lRobert L. Shevin, "Use of Student Activity Fees for
Lobbying Purposes,"” AGO 075-193 (memorandum), 13 June 1975.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, INTERPRETIVE CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to analyze the inception

and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida

(Deposit of funds received by institutions and agencies in
the State University System of Florida--student activity
fee). This analysis was accomplished by (1) identifying

the critical incidents that led to the inception and péssage

of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, and (2) reviewing the

implementation’procedures used by the student government
associations at the nine state universities in the State
University System of Florida.

The literature reviewed showed that the student within
the university system has been able to influence policy for-
mation by expressing opinions on the college calendar in the
1920s to the 1970s when university students participated as
voting members on Boards of Trustees. The literature also
described student lobbying as a method used by students in
the mid-1970s to change policy formation within institutions
of higher education.

Data were obtained through the use of three Interview

Schedules, which were administered to three groups of

74
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respondents. The first group of respondents was identified
as Inceptors. An Inceptor was an individual who was identi-
fied or cited in relation to the activity fee bill at least
three times in one or more of the following: (1) a legisla-
tive committee report, (2) a State University System memo-
randum, or (3) a regional or university student newspaper
article. The second group of respondents was identified as
Implementois. The Implementors were subdivided into two
categories, which were defined as (1) an individual in the
State University System of Florida who had been designated
by the president of the university to assist, advise, or
supervise the allocation and expenditure of the activity fee
of the offiéially elected student government, or (2) an
individual who had been officially elected or appointed to
the position of president or chairperson of the officially
elected student government at one of the nine state univer-
sities. There were twelve Inceptors and twenty-nine Imple-

mentors who consented to participate in this study.

Interpretive Conclusions

An inquiry into the genesis of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws

of Florida, suggests several conclusions which address the

three structural questions cited in chapter one. These
questions preceded from the concern about the important
factors leading to the enactment of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws

of Florida, about the procedures in use by the nine state
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university student governments to implement this law, and
about the need for policy analysis of potential changes in
and alternatives to this law. In the process of describing
the development of this legislation, this investigator con-
cluded that the particular conditions of the legislative
context shaped the purpose for, objectives of, and methods
by which this law was developed. The content of this law
has been treated earlier in this study, but the manner in
which the content was shaped by the legislative process is

now to be addressed.

Structural Question One

The first structural question cited in chapter one
addressed the critical incidents that led to the inception

and passage of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida. Based on

the findings of this study, it was concluded that the criti-
cal incidents should be considered in the context of the
legislative process. One way of interpreting the impact of
the legislative process upon the development of the law is
to view the process as essentially in a gamelike decision
structure. Accordingly, this investigator developed'five
decision types which characterize the legislative process
and describe the development of the activity fee legislation.
The five decision types are: (1) entry and exit, (2) ade-
quacy of information, (3) voﬁing mechanisms, (4) potential

rounds, and (5) trade-offs.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



77

The first of these decision types is entry and exit.
The criteria which underlie this decision type determine who
will become the players associated with a given piece of
legislation. Unléss a person is recognized as having
standing in the legislative process, the playing of the game
itself is not possible. In applying this decision type to
the resuits of this study, this investigator determined that
the major players were the student lobbyists, legislators,
legislative staff, and State University System administra-
tors. Each of these players was recognized in that he or
she had a right to participate in the development of the
legislation.

The second of the five decision types characterized
in the legislative process is in the adequacy of information.
A person may achieve standing as a player in a game, but
without adequate information it is unlikely that the indi-
vidual will become a successful player. It is therefore
important that information be acquired, shaped, and communi-
cated successfully in the legislative context. In applying
this decision type to the results of this study, informa-
tion about the problem to which Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida, was responsive flowed from different sources. One
source included the reported change in the authority of stu-

dent governments for the allocation of the activity fee
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within the State University System.l

The third of the five decision types is based in the
voting mechanism which deals with how decision points are
reached. Such mechanisms included formal voting, in assembly
or in committee; procedural activities such as adjournment;
calling or cancelling committee meetings; permitting legis-
lators to speak, and the skillful use of parliamentary rules
of order. These mechanisms also refer to the important in-
formal activities which frequently underlie the reaching of
decisions. These include informal caucuses, friendshiés,
constituent pressure, lobbying activities, personal encoun-
ters on tennis courts, at cocktail parties and in barrooms.
In this study, these voting mechanisms played a crucial role
in the development and passage of the law. Examples of the
voting mechanism include the daisy-chaining or bill riding
of the activity fee legislation on the non-controversial
credit card bill, and the delay of consideration of the
amended bill (credit card and activity fee) to the last day
of the 1974 legislative session.?

The fourth of the five decision types appears in po-
tential rounds which allows for an individual having been

unsuccessful in one area of a decision structure to have an

opportunity to be successful in another area of that

1a complete description of this source is found in
chapter four and appendix J of this study.

23 complete description of these voting mechanisms is
found in chapter four of this study.
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structure. In this study when the student lobbyists were
informed by the staff of the house education committee
that a student activity fee bill would not pass, the stu-
dents secured support and a sponsor for the legislation in
the senate.

The fifth of the decision types relates to trade-offs.
This decision type sets up the conditions for a variety of
forms of behavior which function as motives and incentives
for legislative activities. Such behavior includes exchange
of promises of reward and support, threats, and compromise.
An illustration of the trade-off decision type in this
study occurs in the "York-Gordon" com.promise.l In this
trade-off, the senate sponsor of the activity fee legisla-
tion agreed to amend the original legislation to secure a
favorable committee vote.

The preceding analysis of the legislative process as
a gamelike structure characterized by five major types of
decisions is intended to demonstrate the relationship be-
tween the process and substance in the inception and passage

of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida. This investigator

has concluded that a set of critical incidents led to the
inception and passage of this law. Some of these incidents
were predisposing as in the change in the authority of stu-

dent governments for the allocation of the activity fee

1A complete description of the "York-Gordon" compro-
mise is found in chapter four of this study.
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within the State University System of Florida and the acti-
vities of the student lobbyists. Others were directly pre-
cipitative, for example, the "York-Gordon" compromise, the
political strategy of daisy-chaining, and the consideration
of the activity fee bill on the last day of the 1974 legis-

lative session.

Structural Question Two

The second structural question cited in chapter one
addressed the procedures used by the nine state universities
to implement the law. To answer this question, this inves-
tigator asked eighteen of the Implementors to describe the
‘procedures that are used to implement the activity fee law
on their respective campuses. The procedures which the nine
state universities have designed to implement Chapter

74-312(3), Laws of Florida, are particular to each univer-

sity. However, upon a closer examination, this investigator
concluded that these distinctive procedures constitute
clear-cut processes. One of these is a budget building and
allocation process. Another is a review process. Still
another is an administrative process; finally there is con-
sidered in all these procedures and the interaction of the
procedures a political process. These procedures, therefore,
should not be looked at simply as tools for implementing
this law, but rather they should be considered expressions
of values whose significance to the educational process

should be evaluated. Shared governance, learning by doing,
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and ethical standards of conduct are shared values that are
demonstrated in these procedures.

| This investigator determined that the procedures that
constitute the budget building and allocation process
included (1) published activity fee guidelines, (2) issuance
of enrollment projections, (3) advertising the availability
of the activity funds, and (4) request for and receipt of
budget requests by agencies.

Those procedures which constitute the review process
included (1) student budget committee hearings, (2) student
government altering, reviewing, and approving the activity
fee budget, and (3) university administration review of the
student government approved activity fee budget.

Those procedures which constitute the administrative
process included (1) student governments' monitoring of
activity fee accounts, (2).student budget committee's review
of the activity fee expenditures, and (3) the university
president's veto authority of the activity fee budget.

Those procedures which constitute the political pro-
cess are the interactions that occur between (1) the student
government leadership, (2) student government senatés,

(3) agehcies funded by the activity fee, and (4) the univer-

sity administration.

Structural Question Three

The third structural question cited in chapter one
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addressed the changes, if any, which should be made in

Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida. Opinions about these

changes were solicited from the forty-one respondents in-
cluded in this study, with a number of changes suggested.
This investigator has concluded that these suggestions
should be viewed as hypotheses for policy analysis. 1In
assessing policy alternatives, it is important not only to
understand the source and content of the suggested change
but also to assess the potential consequences if the policy
proposal were to be adopted and implemented.

The changes recommended by the forty-one respondents
suggest issue convergence. This convergence occurs in the
authority the student government and the university presi-
dent have over the usage of the activity fee funds, ambi-
guity of authority over the activity fee funds, the division
of the activity fee budget entities, the special role of the
educational centers and branch campuses, and the admissions
clause.

A first area of issue convergence includes the author-
ity over the usage of the activity fee. One example of this
includes a request of the Florida Board of Regents to de-
velop procedures that would allow student government the
authority to audit all activity fee accounts and activity
funded agencies. A éecond example focuses on the authority
of the university president to veto and reallocate the acti-

vity fee to any area that he thinks is in the best interest
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of the university.

A second area of issue convergence occurs in the ambi-
guity of authority over the activity fee funds. Examples
of this include the classification of the activity fee as
state or non-state funds and the expenditure of the activity
fee not for the genera; welfare of the student body.

A third area of issue convergence relates to the dis-~
tinction of the activity fee and service budget entities.
Some of the respondents recommended that Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida, be amended to distinguish between these

two budget entities. It was also recommended that the acti-
Vity fee entity be allocated by the student governments and
the service fee entity be allocated by the university ad-
ministration.

A fourth area of issue convergence relates to the
special role of the educational centers and the branch
campuses in the State University System of Florida. It was
recommended by some of the respondents that the Board of
Regents develop provisions that would return the assessed
and collected activity fee to the educational centers and
branch campuses.

The fifth area of issue convergence focuses on the ad-
missions clause included in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida. Some of the respondents suggested that this clause
be deleted from the current law to allow for greater campus

autonomy and to compensate for the rising costs of activity
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fee sponsored events.

Recommendations for Further Research

The findings and conclusions of the study lead this
investigator to make the following recommendations for
further research:

1. A study should be undertaken that would evaluate
the effectiveness of the student governments to allocate and
expend the activity fee. The outcome of such a study
could provide information that would allow for an objective
assessment of the activity fee law.

2. Research should be undertaken that would describe
how student governments outside the state of Florida ad-
minister their activity fee. This study could include
junior and community colleges and public and private univer-
sities.

3. Research should be undertaken that would describe
the influence that student lobbyists, at the state and na-
tional level, have on legislation, issues, and policies that
affect institutions of higher education.

4. A research study should be developed that would
review the new methods and strategies of student participa-
tion within institutions of higher education. This study
could compare the effectiveness of the new student partici-
pation strategies and the strategies used by students in the

1950s and 1960s.
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5. A study should be undertaken that would assess the
needs of the students attending institutions of higher
education during the 1970s and thg effectiveness of student
governments to represent these needs.

6. Research should be undertaken that would examine
the legal relationships of student governments to the public
and private university. The question of university liabil-
ity for student government incurred obligations and con-
tracts was raised during the tort action in Trundle v.

Duncan.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF SOTUH FLORIDA STUDENT GOVERNMENT
V.
FRANCES V. TRUNDLE
336 SO. 24 488, FLA. 2nd. DIST. COURT APP.
1976
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NOT FINAL UNTIL TIME EXPIRES TO FILE REHEARING
PETITION AND, IF FILED, DETERMINED
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL
OF FLORIDA
SECOND DISTRICT
JULY TERM, A. D. 1976
THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH
FLORIDA STUDENT GOVERNMENT,
an unincorporated association,
Appellant,
CASE NO. 75-1741

Ve

FRANCES V. TRUNDLE,

N Nt N Nl N st ot Nal P Nt

Appellee.
Opinion filed July 23, 1976.

Interlocutory appeal from
the Circuit Court for
Hillsborough County:
James S. Moody, Judge.

H. Glenn Waddell of
Shackleford, Farrior,
Stallings & Evans, P.A.,
Tampa, for Appellant.
Arnold D. Levine of Levine,
Freedman & Hirsch, P.A.,
Tampa, for Appellee.

- GRIMES, Judge.

The appellee sustained a back injury while partici-
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pating in a self-defense class sponsored by Student Government

at the University of South Florida. Alleging negligence on
the part of her instructor, she brought suit against him,

the Board of Regents and "the University of South Florida
Student Government, an unincorporated association." Appellant
sought to effect service upon Student Government by serving
its president. Student Government filed a motion to quash
process and service of process. The motion was denied on

the premise that the 20,000 members of the Student Government
were properly served as a class under RCP 1.220. This is an
interlocutory appeal from the order of denial.

Much of the argument before fhis court has centered
upon whethgr an unincorporated association can be sued and
served as a separate entity. Student Government points out
that under the common law rule, the only way to obtain juris-
diction over an unincorporated association is to serve each
of its members. Johnston v. Albritton, Fla. 1931, 134 So. 563;
Walton-Okaloosa-Santa Rosa Medical Society v. Spires, PlaA.
App.ist, 1963, 153 So.24 325. Appellee argues that by virtue
of holding itself out to conduct activities such as the self-
defense class, the association is estopped from denying its
existence as a legal en’city. See Teubert v. Wisconsin Inter-
scholastic Athletic Association, Wis. 1959, 99 N.W.2d 100;
Clark v. Grand Lodge of érotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,

Mo. 1931, 43 S.W.2d 404; cf. Mercury Cab Owners' Association
v. Jones, Fla. 1955, 79 So0.2d 782. We find it unnecessary to

resolve this issue because we have concluded that the University
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of South Florida Student Government is an instrumentality of

the state.

tUnder Chapter 240, Florida Statutes, the Board of
Regents is charged with the responsibility of operating the
state's university system. Pursuant to Fla. Stat. §240.042(2) (a)
(1974) , the Board of Regents is empowered to establish rules
under which the state's university system shall be managed.
Student Government is authorized under Board of Regents Rule
6C-6.12 with the provise “"that ultimate authority for university
affairs rests with the administration of each university."
The president of the university maintains a veto over the
budgeted expenditures of Student Government from student
activity fees. Fla. Stat. §240.0951 (1974). While Student
Government is granted certain freedoms, the final authority
for its activities necessarily rests with the president of
the university.

Thus, it is that University of South Florida Student
Government is created and controlled by the State of Florida
and has no existence separate and apart from the state.1
Jurisdiction over the state cannot be acquired by service of
the president of Student Government. Therefore, the motion
to quash service should have been granted.

REVERSED.

HOBSON, A.C.J., and SCHEB, J., Concur.

1. Tactically, the question of whether Student Government is
an instrumentality of the state may be exceedingly im-
portant in this case because appellee's injury occurred
at a time when the state maintained sovereign immunity.
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The passage of Chapter 74-312(3), student activity fee, has
glven students in the SUS a new mechanism for intra-institutional
student participation. The allocation and expenditure pro-
visions of this chapter have given student government assoc-
iations in the SUS a vehicle to influence and effect fiscal
decisions within their institutionms.

From an historical standpoint this study will trace the events
and people who had an effect on the inception and passage of
Chapter 74-312(3). From a managerial perspective you plan to
collect procedural information that relates to the implementation
of the student activity fund by the nine student governments.

As I have stated in the past, as Commissioner of all public
education in the state of Florida (K-12, Community Colleges,

and the state universities), graduate research must have immediate
relevance. The inclusion in this study of possible changes in
Chapter 74-312(3) could provide valuable information to the
Department of Education, the legislature of Florida, and the
Florida Board of Regents.

(aph 0 LU

Raiph D. Turlington

Commissioner of Education

Florida Department of Education
Comments made in a personal interview with Joseph E. Kaplan
on his dissertation study of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida
{student activity fee).

Used by permission.
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1. The results of this study could be beneficial
to other universities and states contemplating
similar legislation. The Dean of Students at
the University of Miami contacted the office
of Student Affairs, Florida Board of Regents,
in November, 1976, in reference to implementation
of a student government allocated student activity
fee.

2. The results of this study could serve as a pri-
mary document for an evaluative study that could
be conducted on the merits of Chapter 74-312(3),
Iaws of Florida.

/’/,..—— -\
”/// - /;:;7
V4 / - P4
,,/4// Yy @4{%
ARiéhard \/ 4 T~

Director ©of Student Services

Florida Bo of Regents
Comments made in a personal interview with Joseph E. Kaplan
on his dissertation study, Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida.

Used by permission.
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Inceptors' Interview Schedule

My study, which is part of the doctoral program
progression at the Florida State University, is intended
to determine the factors which led to the inception,
passage, and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida--Deposit of Funds Received by Institutions and
Agencies in the State University System (student activity
fee). The ultimate goals of this study are: (1) to trace
the steps which were necessary to pass this legislation,
(2) to delineate the procedures used to implement the
student activity fee on each of the nine campuses in the
State University System of Florida, and (3) to determine
what changes are needed for Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida.

You have been chosen to participate in this study
because you have been cited in the preliminary research of
the legislative committee reports and articles in state and

student newspapers on Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida.

You are no doubt familiar with the incidents that were
associated with the drafting and passage of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida.
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Inceptors' Interview Questions

Section One:

(1) In 1974, prior to the passage of the statute that
dealt with the student activity fee, this fee was
allocated by the university administration after
consultation with students. What persons or events
made you aware of a need to change the allocation pro-
cedure of the student activity fee?

(2) General Bill S1004--Student Activity Fees, was intro-
duced on April 25, 1974, and referred to Education,
Ways and Means. On May 29, 1974, HB 2892 (Credit
Card) was amended to include the provisions of
51004 (student activity fees). To the best of your
recollection, what events transpired between these
two dates (introduction and passage) that relate
specifically to the student activity fee?

(3) During the 1974 committee hearings on the student
activity fee, several opposing issues were raised.
It was argued that student government was not repre-
sentative of the student population because of the
low student voter turnout. On the other hand it was
pointed out that student voter turnout was directly
proportionate to the power and authority that student
government has over the allocation of student monies.
What other pro and con issues were raised about the
student activity fee prior to its passage?

Section Two:

(1) It has been suggested by selected state of Florida
legislators and State University System administrators
that an addition to or change in the Board of Regents
policy or state statute be made in Chapter 74-312(3),
Laws of Florida (student activity fee). In your
opinion, what should these additions or changes be?
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Chief Student Personnel Administrators
of the State University System
Interview Schedule

My study, which is part of the doctoral program
progression at the Florida State University, is intended
to determine the factors which led to the inception,
passage, and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida--Deposit of Funds Received by Institutions and
Agencies in the State University System (student activity
fee). The ultimate goals of this study are: (1) to trace
the steps which were necessary to pass this legislation,
(2) to delineate the procedures used to implement the
student activity fee on each of the nine campuses in the
State University System of Florida, and (3) to determine
what changes are needed for Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida.

The reason that you have been chosen as one of the
resource persons for this study is because of your current
position as chief student personnel officer who advises,
assists, and supervises the student government's allocation
and expenditure of the student activity fee on your campus.
In this position you are aware of the procedures that are

used to implement the student activity fee on your campus.
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Chief Student Personnel Officers'
Interview Questions

Section One:

(1) Florida Statutes 240.001 charges the Board of Regents
with the following: "To provide the fullest possible
realization of democracy; teach principles of patrio-
tism, civil obligation, and respect for the law;
teach and develop lawful methods of change and improve-
ment in the existing political and social order."

a. Specifically on this campus, how has the passage
and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida, addressed this charge?

b. What opportunities are available to students on this
campus which fulfill this charge?

(2) As cited in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, "The
several state universities are authorized to collect
a student activity fee . . . the allocation and expendi-
ture of the student activity fund shall be determined
by the student government association at each univer-
sity." Allocation procedures could include campus-
wide committees, open budget hearings, public policy
documents. '

a. What allocation and expenditure procedures are
employed on this campus by the student government
to allocate and expend the student activity fee?

b. What responsibility does the chief student personnel

officer and his/her designee assume with regard
to the allocation and expenditure procedures?

Section Two:

(1) In 1974, a student body president in the State Uni-
versity System of Florida commented that "on-campus
(student) voter participation is directly proportionate
to the amount of influence student government has
over student monies."

a. What effect has student government's responsibility

for and authority over the student activity fee had
on student voter participation on this campus?
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b. What other influence may affect the student voter
participation on this campus?

(2) Two state of Florida legislators recommended an audit
be conducted of student government's allocations and
expenditure of the student activity fund.

a. How would an audit affect student government's
responsibility for and authority over the allo-
cation and expenditure of the student activity
fee on this campus?

b. Should other forms of accountability be required
of the student government in addition to an audit?

(3) It has been suggested by selected state of Florida
legislators and State University System administrators
that an addition or change in Board of Regents policy
or state statute be made in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws
of Florida (student activity fee). In your opinion,
what should these additions or changes be?
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Student Government
Chairperson or Presidents'
Interview Schedule

My study, which is part of the doctoral program
progression at the Florida State University, is intended
to determine the factors which led to the inception,
passage, and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida--Deposit of Funds Received by Institutions and
Agencies in the State University System (student activity
fee). The ultimate goals of this study are: (1) to trace
the steps which were necessary to pass this legislation,

(2) to delineate the procedures used tb implement the
student activity fee on each of the nine campuses in the
State University System of Florida, and (3) to determine
what changes are needed for Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida.

The reason that you have been chosen as one of the
resource persons for this study is because of your current
position as president or chairperson of your student govern-
ment. In this position you are not doubt familiar with the
procedures that are used on your campus to implement the

student activity fee.
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Student Government
Chairperson or Presidents'
Interview Schedule

Section One:

(1) Florida Statutes 240.001 charges the Board of Regents
with the following: "To provide the fullest possible
realization of democracy; teach principles of patrio-
tism, civil obligation, and respect for the law;
teach and develop lawful methods of change and im-
provement in the existing political and social order."

a. Specifically on this campus, how has the passage
and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida, addressed this charge?

b. What opportunities are available to students on
this campus, which fulfill this charge?

(2) As cited in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida, "The
several state universities are authorized to collect
a student activity fee . . . the allocation and expendi-
ture of the student activity fund shall be determined
by the student government association at each univer-
sity." Allocation procedures could include campus-
wide committees, open budget hearings, public
policy documents.

a. What allocation and expenditure procedures are
employed on this campus by the student government
to allocate and expend the student activity fee?

b. What responsibility does the chief student personnel

officer and his/her designee assume with regard
to the allocation and expenditure procedures?

Section Two:

(1) In 1974, a student body president in the State Univer-
sity System of Florida commented that "on-campus.
(student) voter participation is directly proportionate
to the amount of influence student government has over
student monies."

a. What effect has student government's responsibility

for and authority over the student activity fee had
on student voter participation on this campus?
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b. What other influence may affect the student
voter participation on this campus?

(2) Two state of Florida legislators recommended an audit
be conducted of student government's allocations and

expenditure of the student activity fund.

a. How would an audit affect student government's
responsibility for and authority over the alloca-
tion and expenditure of the student activity fee
on this campus?

b. Should other forms of accountability be required
of the student government in addition to an audit?

(3) It has been suggested by selected state of Florida
legislators and State University System administrators
that an addition or change in Board of Regents policy
or state statute be made in Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of
Florida (student activity fee). In your opinion,
what should these additions or changes be?
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Introduction

The purpose of this study is to describe the
inception, passage, and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida-~Deposit of Funds Received by Institutions

and Agencies in the State University System (student
activity fee). An Interview Schedule has been designed

to gather information from those who participated in the
inception, passage, or implementation of Chapter 74-312(3),

Laws of Florida.

Please read through all the materials contained in

the Interview Schedule prior to the formal interview.
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Definitions

1. Student activity fee-—-as affirmed by the Laws of
Florida is a component of the registration and tuition fee
with the amounts approved by the Florida legislature. The
student activity fee is paid into a student activity fund
at each state university, and it is to be expended for
lawful purposes to benefit that student body in general,
including but not limited to student publications and
grants to duly recognized student organizations . . . but
not to the benefit of activities for which an admission fee
is charged to students except for intercollegiate athletics.

2. State University System--consists of the nine uni-
versities whose rules, regulations, and policies are estab-
lished by the Board of Regents.

3. Laws of Florida--a public document promulgated

for the purpose of informing the public of Acts passed by
the legislature of the state of Florida.

4. Chief student personnel officer--the person on
each campus in the State University System of Florida who
assists, advises, and supervises the allocation and expendi-
ture of the student activity fee by the student government
association and is responsible to the president of the
university for the allocation and expenditure of the student

activity fee.
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Interview Procedure

1. After an appointment has been scheduled, Section
One of the Interview Schedule will be mailed to the parti-
cipants in the study. Section Two of the Interview
Schedule will be brought to the interview by the investi-
gator. The questions in Section Two require a spontaneous
response from the participants.

2. An interview will be scheduled with each partici-
pant during the months of January, February, or March, 1977.
If a convenient location for a personal interview cannot
be arranged, a telephone interview will be substituted.

A mail interview will be used for one of the participants
residing outside of the continental United States.

3. The participant will be asked questions set forth
in the Interview Schedule. Section One was previously for-
warded to the participant and questions in Section Two
will be presented by the investigator. There will be two
Interview Schedules. The first schedule will be for the
Inceptors and the second will be for the Implementors.

The participants in each group will be encouraged to
respond freely and will be assured that participants in
this study will not be identified on an indiwvidual basis,

but grouped as Inceptors or Implementors.
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Interview Participants

Section l--Inceptors
Sections 2 and 3--Implementors

Section 1

Persons involved in the inception of Chapter 74-312(3),
Laws of Florida (student activity fee)

1.

7.
8.

10.

ll.

12.

David Aronofsky, Education Consultant in Chile, South
America, former President of the Student Government
at Florida State University

Tom Furlong, Associate for Policy Analysis, Depart-
ment of Education

Phil Goldhagen, Director of Special Projects, former
Director of House Education Committee

Senator Jack Gordon

Senator Robert Graham

Richard Hulet, Director of Student Services, Board
of Regents, State University System

Ernie Litz, Staff, Department of Administration

Douglas Mannheimer, Law student at Florida State Uni-
versity, former member of the Student Government at
Florida State University

Jan Pietrzyk, Graduate of Florida State University,
former Vice President of the Student Government at
Florida State University

Apollo Visko, Director of the Florida Student Associa-
tion, former President of the Student Government
at Florida State University

E. T. York, Chancellor of the Board of Regents for
the State University System

Nance Guenther, former President of the Student Govern-
ment at Florida Atlantic University
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Section 2

Chief student personnel officer or designee at each of the
nine state universities (implementors)

l.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Mrs. A. L. Cooper, Dean of Student Affairs, Florida
Agricultural and Mechanical University, Tallahassee

Dr. Karl F. Ijams, Dean of Student Affairs, Florida
Atlantic University, Boca Raton

Ms. Gerri Frazier, Assistant Dean of Student Affairs,
Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton

Dr. Sandra J. Clark, Dean for Student Services, Florida
International University, Miami

Ms. Lillian Kopenhaver, Coordinator of Student Activi-
ties, Florida International University, Miami

Mrs. Louise Goldhagen, Acting Chief Student Affairs
Officer, Florida State University, Tallahassee

Dr. W. Rex Brown, Vice President for Student Affairs,
Florida Technological University, Orlando

Dr. William Brown, Associate Vice President for
Student Affairs, Florida Technological University,
Orlando

Dr. C. Arthur Sandeen, Vice President for Student Affairs,
University of Florida, Gainesville

Dr. Darwin Coy, Dean for Student Affairs, University
of North Florida, Jacksonville

Dr. Joseph Howell, Vice President for Student Affairs,
and University Development, University of South
Florida, Tampa

Dr. Charles Hewitt, Assistant Vice President for
Student Affairs, University of South Florida, Tampa

Mr. Dan Walbolt, Assistant Vice President for Student
Affairs, University of South Florida, Tampa .-

Dr. Linda Dye, Director of Student Affairs, University
of West Florida, Pensacola

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



113
Section 3

Student government presidents or chairpersons at each of
the nine state universities (implementors)

1. Ms. Sheryl Mobley, President, Student Government,
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University,
Tallahassee

2. Ms. Dorothy Walker, President, Student Government,

Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton

3. Mr. Joe Cafaro, Vice President, Student Government,
Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton

4. Mr. Tim Monaghan, Controller, Student Government,
Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton

5. Mr. Mark Griffiths, Annex Director of the Florida

Student Association, Florida Atlantic University,
Boca Raton

6. Mr. Jose Eiriz, Chairperson, Student Government,
Florida International University, Miami

7. Mr. Steve Powell, President, Student Government,
Florida State University, Tallahassee

8. Mr. Charles Hackney, Vice President, Student Govern~
ment, Florida State University, Tallahassee

9. Mr. Rick Walsh, President, Student Government, Florida
Technological University, Orlando

10. Mr. Dan Lobeck, President, Student Government, Univer-
sity of Florida, Gainesville

11. Ms. Mary Ann Waters, President, Student Government,
University of North Florida, Jacksonville

12. Mr. Joseph Smyth, Vice President, Student Government,
University of North Florida, Jacksonville

13. Ms. Yvonne Berry, President, Student Government, Uni-
versity of South Florida

14, Mr. William "Bucky" Thompson, President, Student Coun-
cil, the University of West Florida

15. Ms. Manette M, Magera, Vice President, Student
Council, the University of West Florida
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

RALPH D. TURLINGTON WM, CECIL GOLOEN

ASSOCIATE DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
COMMISSIONE A TALLAHASSEE 32304 FOR EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT

December 23, 1976

Dr. Philip Goldhagen

Special Projects Director
Florida Department of Education
347 Miles Johnson Buildin
Tallahessee, Florida 3230

Dear Phil,

I em writing to encourage your participation in the dissertation
study of Mr. Joseph E. Kaplan, a doctoral candidate in post-
secondary education, studying under Dr. Melvene D. Hardee at the
Florida State Univeraitz. His study is of the inception, passage,
and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida--Deposit
of Funds Received by Institutions and Agencies in the State
University System (student activity fee).

Mr. Kaplan would like to interview the lawmakers, legislative
staff, State University System administrators, and students who
were directly involved in the drafting and passage of Chapter
74-312(3), Laws of Florida.

Mr. Kaplan will be getting in touch with you in Jenuary, 1977,
to arrange a convenient time when he can conduct an interview
with you. It is my understanding thet the interview will re-
quire no more than one hour and that you will be sent some of
the questions in advance of the interview. I feel confident of
the professional manner in which the study will be conducted
and I hope that you will grant Mr. Kaplan an interview. The
study should be of interest and helpful.

Sincerely,

Ralph D. Turlington
Commissioner of Education

jdo
cc: Joseph E. Kaplan
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STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF FLORIDA
107 W. Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32304

December 5, 1975

Dr. Arthur Sandeen

Vice President for Student Affairs
University of Florida

121 Tigert Hall

Gainesville, Florida 33264

Dear Art:

I am writing the members of the Council of Student Affairs to encourage
your participation in the dissertation study of Mr. Joseph E. Kaplan, a
doctoral candidate in postsecondary education, studying under Dr. Melvene
D. Hardee at the Florida State University. Mr. Kaplan has asked for my
support of his dessertation study, an analysis of the inception, passage,
and implementation of Chapter 74-312(3), Laws of Florida--~Deposit of Funds
Received by Institutions and Agencies in the State University System
(student activity fee).

Mr. Kaplanm would like to interview the Chief Student Affairs officers at
each of the state universities and others who work most directly with the
student government and the student activity fee. I hope that you will
grant Mr. Kaplan an interview and offer him whatever assistance you can to
assure the success of his study. Mr. Kaplan will be getting in touch with
you in December to arrange a convenient time for your interview.

Sincerely,

b

Richird' E. Hulet

cc: Joseph E. Kaplan

Used by permission.
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In the process of researching the state and regional
newspapers, legislative committee reports, State University
System memoranda, and conducting interviews with the In-
ceptors, this investigator determined that the activities
that had transpired between the student government and the
administration at Florida State University were factors
in the inception of the student activity fee bill. The
following is a case study from the results obtained from
the aforementioned documents and Inceptors' interviews.

The first event reported by four of the Inceptors
focused on student governments' reduced authority for the
allocation of the student activity fee at Florida State
University. The activity fee breakdown per student at
florida State University for the fiscal years 1972-73 and

1973-74 appears in table 13.
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TABLE 13
ACTIVITY FEE ALLOCATION BREAKDOWN PER STUDENT

AT FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY FOR THE
FISCAL YEARS 1972-73 and 1973-74

Dollar Percent Dollar Percent

Category Amount of Total Amount of Total
Health Center . . . $ 15.00 43.5 $ 15.20 44.1
Union . . . . . . . 5.50 16.0 5.70 16.5

Activities and

Organizationsa. . 6.50 18.8 6.50 18.8
Athletics . . . . . 3.50 10.1 5.90 17.1
Publications . . . . 2.00 5.8 c o o o o
Reserve . . . . . . 2.00 5.8 1.20 3.5
Total . . . . . . $ 34.50P 100.0 $ 34.50 100.0

Qrhis category was allocated by the Student Government
Association at Florida State University.

brhe mandatory activity fee prior to the 1974 Florida
legislative session amounted to $34.50 for each full-time
student in the State University System. The amount allo-
cated to each category funded by the activity fee varied
from university to university within the state system.

SOURCE: Richard Johnson, "Student Budget Committee
Begins Trimming Fat to Stay Within University Allocations,"
Tallahassee Florida Flambeau (student newspaper), 7 March
1973, p. 1. Reprinted and notes added by permission.
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Two of the major changes in the activity fee alloca-
tion breakdown that occurred_between fiscal years 1972-73
and 1973-74 were in the categofies of publications and
athletics. As shown in table 13, the first change involyed
a 5.8 percent publications activity fee allocation for
the fiscal year 1972-73. However, in fiscal year 1973-74
no funds were allocated to this category. The zero allqca-
tion for publication was perceived by the Florida State Uni-
versity student newspaper as a reaction by the administra-

1 The second change

tion to their move towards independence.
was a 7 percent increase in the athletics category. Four
of the Inceptors attributed this change to (1) the attitude
of Florida State University's administration towards campus
athletics and (2) a move by the Florida State University
administration to diminish the student government associa-
tion's authority for the allocation of the activity fee.

The second event which was described by four of the

Inceptors occurred at Florida State University during the

1Richard Johnson, "Student Budget Committee Begins
Trimming Fat to Stay Within University Allocations," -
Tallahassee Florida Flambeau (student newspaper), 7 March
1973, p. 1.
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spring quarter, 1973. During this quarter Dr. Stephen
McClellan, Vice President for Student Affairs,}cut sixteen
organizations from funding by the student government asso-
ciation.l The rationale used by Vice President McClellan
for this reorganization was that "the sixteen organiza-
tions are oriented towards the academics, and the student
government association has shown fiscal irresponsibility

"2

"in under-budgeting academic activities. The administra-

tion proposed funding these sixteen organizations out of
the $§6.50 segment of the activity fee that was allocated by
the student government association.
A third event cited by four of the Inceptors involved

a series of three memoranda. The first memorandum, dated
August 6, 1973 (see Appendix K), from.Dr. Stanley Marshall,
president of Florida State University, to Executive Vice
President Bernard Sliger, stated:

As we proceed further with budget allocations

for the 1973-74 fiscal year, it becomes increas-

ingly clear that we need a central administrative

officer to assume responsibility for preparing

recommendations for the allocation of the activity

and service fee budgets. The Vice President for

Student Affairs is the most_logical person to
assume that responsibility.3

lcrare Raulerson, "SG Sets New Strategy Aimed at Halt-
ing Budget Shifts Proposed by VP McClellan," Tallahassee
Florida Flambeau (student newspaper), 23 May 1973, p. 1.

21bid., p. 1.

3Stanley Marshall to Vice President Sliger, "Need for
a Central Administrative Officer to Assume Responsibility for
Allocations of the Activity and Service Fee," 6 August 1973
(memorandum) .
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In response to the president's memorandum of
August 6, Vice President McClellan issued a second memoran-
dum on August 11, 1973 (see Appendix L) to President
Marshall.

The delegation of responsibility to the Vice
President for Student Affairs for recommending
allocations of the Activity and Service Funds
is received with great enthusiasm and with appre-
ciation of the increased responsibility. I
plan to assume full managerial responsibility
as of the date of your memorandum, August 6,
1973, in the following explicit ways:

a. Direct control over the Summer Quarter

1973 A and S fee revenue and the un-
allocated reserve

b. Comprehensive review of the A and S fund
needs

c. Exercise continuing management of the
distribution of all A and S funds.l

The third memorandum was distributed August 20, 1973,
and affirmed the administrative changes in the authority for
the activity fee allocations. The memorandum, which was
to the university budget committee at Florida State Uni-
versity (see Appendix M), stated that "President Marshall
had assigned central administrative authority for the
activity fee to Dr. Steve McClellan, thereby removing the

activity fee from the University Budget Committee's

1Stephen McClellan to President Stanley Marshall,
"Activity and Service Fee," 13 August 1973 (memorandum).

2N. Scott Kent to the University Budget Committee,

"Activity and Service Fee Funds," 20 August 1973 (memoran-
dum) .
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purview."l

According to four of the Inceptors, prior to the
issuance and implementation of the previously cited three
memoranda, the activity fee budget was reviewed by a uni-~
versity budget committee. This committee consisted of the
president of the student government association, advisory
groups from the faculty, and university administrators.

In September, 1973, the "radical revisions in the
system for allocating the activity fee were finalized. "2
Table 14 shows the difference bet&een the fiscal year 1972-73
actual activity fee breakdown, the per capita recommenda-
tions of the university budget committee, and the per capita
recommendations of the vice president for student affairs
for the fiscal year 1973-74 at Florida State University.

As indicated by table 14, the single largest dollar
reduction occurred in the category of Activities and Or-
ganizations, which was allocated by the student government
at Florida State University. The university administrative
explanation for this dollar reduction was based on the fact

that funds were needed for the newly created Student

1N. Scott Kent to the University Budget Committee,
"Activity and Service Fee Funds," 20 August 1973
(memorandum) .

2Clare Raulerson, "McClellan Charged with Fee Break-
down," Tallahassee Florida Flambeau (student newspaper)
25 September 1973, p. 1.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘uoissiwiad 1noypm paugiyosd uononpoldal Jeyung “Jaumo ybuAdoo ayj jo uolssiwiad yum paonpoiday

TABLE 14

ACTUAL ACTIVITY FEE BREAKDOWN FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-73 AND PER CAPITA ACTIVITY FEE
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1973-74 AT FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY

vt

Actual Activity Fee University Budget Vice President for
Breakdown: Fiscal Committee Recom- Student Affairs
Year 1972-73 mendations: Fiscal Recommendations:
Year 1973-74 Fiscal Year 1973-74
Dollar Percent Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
Amount of Total Amount of Total Amount of Total
Union . . « . . . . $ 5.70 16.5 $ 5.75 16.7 $ 4.55 13.1
Activities and
Organizations . 6.50 18.8 6.00 17.4 3.10 9.0
Student Acacemic
Programs® . . . . o . e o e . . . .« . . 1.20 3.5
Recreation . . . . e e o « o o « o o . o e 3.75 10.9
Health Center . . . 15.20 44.1 15.45 44.8 15.20 44.1
RESEIVE « o « = « « 1.20 3.5 .40 1.1 .80 2.3
Athletics . . . . . 5.90 17.1 5.90 17.1 5.90 17.1
Total . « « « . $34.50 100.0 . $34.50 100.0 $34.50 100.0

SOURCE: Stephen McClellan to Members of the Student Senate, "Procedures Attendant to
the Current Activity and Service Fee," 3 October 1973 (memorandum; see Appendix N).

2student Academic Programs was the new category that consisted of the sixteen organiza-
tions that Dr. McClellan had withdrawn from funding control by the student government
association.
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Academic Programs and University Recreation categories.1

As table 14 shows, the Florida State University student
government association's portion of the activity fee had
been reduced from $6.50 in the fiscal year 1972-73 to
$3.10 in the fiscal year 1973-74. Four of the Inceptors
attributed the reduction in the student government associa-
tion's portion of the activity fee to the new administrative
control over the funds. It was also noted that some of the
other state universities were experiencing changing bud-
getary influence over this portion of the activity fee.?
In 1971, the University of Florida student government allo-
cated $5.20, but in 1974 their portion of the activity fee
budget had been reduced to $4.00 out of the total $34.50
activity fee assessed to each full-time student.3 At the
same time the activity fee budgetary allocation to the
student government at the University of South Florida was
down from $6.50 in 1971 to $2.24 in 1974.%4 While the Uni-
versity of Florida, Florida State University, and the Uni-
versity of South Florida were having their portion of the
activity fee budget reduced, the other state universities

reported no such reductions. At Florida Technological

lpia., p. 1.

230hn Thomson, “#$Gs Losing Fiscal Influence,” Tallahas-
see Florida Flambeau (student newspaper), 3 May 1974, p. 1.

31bid., p. 1.
41bid., p. 1.
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University (Orlando) the student government reported that
" the eight member budget committee which included four stu-
dents membeis, handled the total allocation of the activity
fee.l The University of West Florida's (Pensacola) student
council appointed a joint faculty, administration, and stu-
dent finance committee which budgeted the entire $34.50
activity fee. The finance committee's recommendations were
uniformly accepted by the president at the University of
West Florida.2 The University of North Florida (Jackson-
villes, which had no student government prior to 1974, allo-
cated its activity fee through a general assembly which
included 74 student memberé. The administration at the Uni-
versity of North Florida did not look upon the activity fee
as student funds, but rather as the activity and service
portion of the overall budget picture.3 In 1974, the newly
formed student government association at Florida Interna-
tional University (Miami) allocated $3.00 of the activity
fee to fund the student organizations, social and cultural
events, and community service activities.? The single
largest allocation of the activity fee made by a student

government was at Florida Atlantic University (Boca Raton),

lrpida., p. 1.

230hn Thomson, "Reasoning Probed for Draining of SG
Powers," Tallahassee Florida Flambeau (student newspaper),
6 May 1974, p. »>.

31bid., p. 5.
41bid., p. 5.
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where the student government association allocated $12.50
out of the total $34.50 activity fee.l

The final event accofding to four of the Inceptors
occurred during the month of April, 1974, when the student
government association at Florida State University requested
that the student activities advisory council recommend an
increase in the student government association's funding
base from $3.10 to $4.10. It was at this meeting that
Robert Kimmel, an assistant to Vice President McClellan,
proposed that the student'government association's alloca-
tion be cut from $3.10 to $1.84 and that the difference be
put into a special category to provide guaranteed funding
for organizations présently receiving money from the student
government aséociation.2 When the student government asso-
ciation representatives‘asked Kimmel if the student govern-
ment would control this $1.26, his answer was that "he did
‘not know."3 |

According to four of the Inceptors, it was becoming
increasingly obvious to them that the authority for the

allocation of the activity fee was being removed from the

control of the student government associations in the State

lThomson, "SGs Losing Fiscal Influence," p. 1l.

2ngtudent Control of Budget is Slipping," Tallahas-
see Florida Flambeau (student newspaper), 15 April 1974,
p. 4.

31bid., p. 4.
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University System. These Inceptors stated that David
Aronofsky, president of the student government associa-
tion at Florida State University, in an attempt to rein-
state student government's control of the activity fee,
met with Chancellor Robert Mautz of the Florida Board of
Regents.

It was reported by four of the Inceptors that during
April, 1974, Douglas Mannheimer and Jan Pietrzyk, members
of the student government association at Florida State Uni-
versity, spoke with James Elens, a staff member in the House
Education Committee of the Florida legislature. Mannheimer
and Pietryzk wanted to find a member of the House Education
Committee who would be willing to sponsor legislation that
would give statutory authority for the allocation of the
activity fee to the various student governments at the state
universities. Elens informed Mannheimer and Pietrzyk that
he believed a bill of that nature would not pass in either
house and the deadline for f£iling a bill in the house for the
1974 session had already passed.

After the meeting with the Chancellor and Elens,
Aronofsky and Pietryzk were convinced that the only way to
correct the administrative control of the activity fee was

through an amendment to the Florida Statutes. Aronofsky

and Pietryzk decided to draft a piece of legislation before
they sought a senate sponsor for their legislation. Part

of the original draft of the legislation reads as follows:
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The respective student governments at each of
the universities in the state university system
shall receive a minimum of 30 percent of all ac-
tivity and service moneys collected by the
state university system, to administer as they
see fit, so long as said administration and ex-
penditures of said moneys do not in any way vio-
Tate the finance codes Of other statutes in the
state of Florida . . . This act shall not be
construed to mean that the presidents of each
of the universities, NOr any representatives of
the presidents, may instruct student governments
as to how they might spend such funds, so long
as such expenditures are legal. Nor shall this
. act be construed to _mean that any external en-
tity other than the “Florida legislature and
the governor of Florida, via statute, may wil-
lingly tamper with the student government struc-
ture of any of the campuses in the system.l

Aronofsky and Pietryzk then reviewed the Journal of
the Senate to find a senator who was introducing pro-student
legislation. Since it was determined that Senator Jack
Gordon was introducing a bill to place a student on the
Board of Regents during the 1974 legislative session,
Aronofsky decided that Gordon would be an appropriate person
to introduce the bill. After meeting with Senator Gordon
and getting his approval to introduce the bill, Guy
Speigelman, a member of the senator's staff, redrafted the
legislation. On April 24, 1974, Senate Bill 1004 was read
into the Journal of the Senate as follows:

SB 1004-~A bill to be entitled an Act relating

lrhe original draft of this legislation (see Appen-
dix O) was written by David Aronofsky and Jan Pietryzk.
Language that is underlined is done in accordance with
section 11.07, Florida Statutes, to indicate the addition
of new language to an existing statute.
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to student activity fees; amending section
240.095(2), Florida Statutes; providing for.

the allocation of student activity fees by the
student government associations of the several
state universities; providing an effective

date. Referred to Education and Ways and Means.l

1

Journal of the Senate, Senate Bill 1004, 24 April
1974,
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"NEED FOR A CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER TO ASSUME
RESPONSIBILITY FOR ALLOCATIONS OF THE ACTIVITY
AND SERVICE FEE." (MEMORANDUM)
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hy ve procied occiiong for the 1972~74 Figcal
Yeur, it b z @ rcoed & contral administrative
offiel,s L0 assUL2 LT X proparing recorsendaiions Jox the
sllocation ol ihe [ Vice 2rcsidept kcClelian is
the most Joyical person to cuwen thai zesponsibility and, in linc with
yous ¢l reco :detden on thiig, I have asked hin to assuvmz that
respeasibility.

. M ellellan will confex with Studznt Govornmont: offlrcr and i1l
racnive vhol cdatinong bofore preicnting his recommondations to w2,
Likenian, ke wild) reccive xequosts and xecomrendaticns £ron thoe Univercity
Eeulih Captey ond fxon various otm.r orgrnizatio vhich historically heve
recnised rorticas . o€ recquasts fyon tho L..pr-::t':;eu.. of
Inte J.C-’)l "cc“.-'_- ;.U. w2 to ez separzzir_?f sinca thz Dirxector of
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ie ecademic cress since

I trust the “39"" agrecs with our exchangz on this sudjcct on rugust 6.
Thank vou very wmuch for your thousnts and rccenmencdalions on this matter.

s/

cec: Vige P*'u:;:? c"-'-':(: Mo
Vice Presfdent Pe
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THYE FLORIDA

PR e . . e em
STATE UNIVERSITY TaLLANAGSCY 3212

tor s > o—— t————

Division of Studens Alfairs .
Otfice of the Vice President !

Lugust 13, 1973
FREMORANDUL

10; President Stanley llarshall

oo
[y At

FRO: Dr, Stephen licClellan g
SUBJECT: = Activity and Service Fee

The delegation of responsibility to the Vice Presicdent for
Student Affairs for recommending allccations of the Activity
and Service funds is received with enthusiam and with appre-
ciation of the increased responsibility. I plan to assumz
full managerial responsibility as of the date of your mzmoran-
dum, August 6, 1973, in the following explicit ways:

a. Direct conitrxol over the Surmer Quarter 1973.A&S fee
revenue and tne uhallofaced raserve, Yne ALRS re& revanue
colJected Lrom tie sumsmec puancer enrolleas and deposited
prior to the end of the fiscal year is valuzd at $189,681.
These funds are generally referred to as the "fifth quartex”
A&S reserve, This reserve has yet to be distributed. The
amount of funds neaded to establish a strong, viable athletic
program for womsn will be taken from the fifth quarter funds
and will be allocated to Intercollegiate Athletics., The
requisite portion of the remaining fifth quarter funds will
ba employed in conjuncition with the campus recreation program.

b. Comprchensive revicw of the A&S fund needs. The
objective or Lne revieu will be to assure that allocaticas
are in'arounts that bast cerve the interests aof the students
and the University, espezcially as delineated in your memorandum,

. ¢. Exercise continuing managermant of the distribution of
all aA&s funds, Accouncablc managermenc wWill b2 initiatced tirough:
Iy qUartorly revieus of Comptroller distributions cf ALS funds, |
2)  responsibility for all A&S rescrve. funds cxcept Intercollegi-
ate Athletics, 3) an annual review of the pox capita allocations,
and 4) the preparation of A&S budget guidelines for the 1974-75
year, -
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rrosidont Stanley Ndwshall
sugust 13, 1973
Page Two

1 belicve that this mamorandum is in full accogq with‘your
wishes regarding respoansibility for the allocations of A&S
funds.

Shiic:nb

cc: Executive Vice President sliger\/’
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7\ THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY TALLAMASSEE 32306

\_ _g-') s A caraon e R
L
qmc‘er of the _—
Exgcutive Vics Presldens August 20, 1973
- MEMQRANDUM
TO: University Budget Committee

FROM: N. Scott Kent, Executive Secxetary.ﬂ(-.s*'

RE: Activity and Service Fee Funds

Attached are recent memorandums from President Marshall and
Vice President McClellan on the above subject. The President has
assigned central administrative responsibility for this fund to
Vice President McClellan, thereby removing the A&S Fee from the
Budget Committee's purview, : .

NSK/sb

cc: Supportive Staff
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A THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY TALLANIASSEE

L 32328

B} e oo

Division of Student Alfaies
Otfice of the Vies President

oy FXTREERS: 2. O

October 3, 1973

MEMORANDUM

70: Members of the St:udendr Senate

FROM:  Stephen D. McClellan )"’,,;z 2% 2

The attached material is provided so that members of the Student
Senate may have a clear undarstanding of the facts and procsdures
attendant to the current Activity and Service Fee fiscal picture.
Comparative Activity and Organizatiop budgetary information, as
well as a chronological report of individual Activity and Service -
Pees budgetary actions have been provided in the spirit of bringing
clarity to a somewhat complicated set of events.

In addition, you will find included the Recommendaticns section
of the Task Force Report on Campus Recreation. The total report,
which comprehends more than 70 pages and several appendices, will
be made available upon request. Your reactions to the Recormen-
dations will be important to the development of an effective
university-wide recreation program, and I invite you to subait
them at your earliest convenience.

ShMc/bd
Attachments
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COmparisén of Activities & Organications Budcetary Iniozmzticn

I. Resources Carried Forward

Cash forward in accounts $ -0-
3 ‘ Encumbrances in accounts - 35,060
Sweepings to A&Q Reserve 75,901
Sweepings to A&O Budget ~0-
Total $110,961
IXI. Scope of Operations 1972-73
Full fee paying enrollment 55,000
Per capita allocation $6.50
AS earnings @ 55,000 $357,500
IIXI. Entities in Annual Budget 1972-73

Recreation
Entertaining Arts
8tudent Organizations
.8tudent Activities
Student Government

Totals
IV. Supplemental Morey Bills
For Recreation and SAP

For A&0 entities

Total

to July 1, 1972

24 @ § 72,625
11 € - 83,915
20@ 37,850
7@ 56,390
11 @ 100,735

73 @ $35),515

1972-73

8 @ $16,334
23 @ 24,608

31 @ $40,942

to Suly 1, 1972

$ 3,308

6,020
25,000
36,490

$70,818 (63%)

1973-74

55,000
$3.10
$170,300 (!

S
~)
o

—

1973-~74

$ -0-
24,000
61,493
13,350

107,547

w
) (0D 1) (Y

¢ $206,990 (52%)

k-
0
(]

*
& of 1972-73 cata
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Chronoloygyv of Activity & Service Fne Budgetary lLoticns

A. 1972-73 Fiscal Year Per Capita Allocations:

Health Center $15.20
Intercollegiate Athletics 5,90
Activities & Organizations 6,50
University Union 5.70
Unallocated Reserve : 1.20

Total - $34.50

B, The University Budget Committee at the May 18, 1573 meeting
agreed (Charles Thompson opposing) to develop the 1873-74 tuéget.
by adding "Student Academic Programs" as the sixth per cesit
recipient of the A&S fee. The UBC also agreed that SiP wouid
have cognizance over the following activities Zcrmerly funded
out of the A&O per capita: Theatre Production; Forensics; &nd
Music Council, which is corprised of the Collesians, Chorzal
Union, University Orchestra, Drama Theatre, Wcmens Glee Clud,
Opera Club, University Singers, and University Bands.

C. 1973-74 Budget ‘Developmental Actions:

per capita per capita
requested by reccrwended
recipients bv uU2c 5/30/73
Health Center $16,.61 $15.45
Intercollegiate Athletics 5.90 5.90
Activities & Organizations 7,70 6.00
. University Union 6.50 5.75
Student Academic Programs .18 : 1.00
Reserve .73 .40
Totals $38,62 §34.50

D. On August 6, 1973 President Marshall assigned resgonsibility
for the A&S fee to the Vice President for Student Affairs and

asked for a careful review of the previous proposals and to sub-
mit recommendations for the 1973-74 per capita for his appzoval.

E. On September 14, 1973 President Marshall formally advised of
his approval of the Recreation Task Force Report and reguested
that the Vice President for Student Affairs establisk a Division
of University Recreation as soon as possible.
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