ACADEMIC AND PROFESSIONAL PERCEPTIONS
OF THE ROLES AND FUNCTIONS
OF THE STUDENT

NEWSPAPER

By
JAMES ABNER FILES
¥

~ Bachelor of Arts
Louisiana Polytechnic Institute
Ruston, Louisiana
1947

Master of Science
University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah
1951

Submitted to the Faculty of the
Graduate College of the
Oklahoma State University
in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for
the Degree of
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
July, 1987



Then's
/987 >
F#&la
C¢/> 2,



ACADEMIC AND PROFESSIONAL PERCEPTIONS T
OF THE ROLES AND FUNCTIONS
OF THE STUDENT

NEWSPAPER

Thesis Approved:

N g }gl #
1y, . /i
(:st e / '// K»ﬂt——/

Thesis Adviser

€ ’;Da &m{ ) ( 79“@%

Dean of the Graduate College

i1
1291685



DEDICATION

Many are those whose help is needed, and
cheerfully given, at the various stages of
a research undertaking. No one, though,
could have been of more assistance in
shepherding these data through four boxes
of computer printout than Dana Nations who
succumbed to an incurable illness on April
28, 1987, at the age of 24. He was a
valuable assistant through the tedious
process involving thousands of computer
applications for statistical tests. As
with many others before me, Dana's
expertise, consistent patience, and
cheerful willingness to get on with the
task will be remembered forever.

Dana was one to whom I owed a debt of
gratitude that is eternmal. 1 can do no
less than dedicate this work to his
memory.

iii



PREFACE

Perceptions of the role and function of the student newspaper are
not the most congenial topic of conversation when academic and
practicing journalists gather for social or professional discourse. The
dichotomy of the topic is manifest, on the one hand, by purists who feel
any policy which constrains freedom of expression (prior review of
content in student newspapers) is a cardinal sin foisted upon the intent
of the First Amendment while others, not so strongly inclined to the
same view, tend to look first at the academic mission presumed to be
inherent within a student newspaper and give that educational function a
priority over First Amendment rights in the context of the academic
environment. Reconciling these two points of view is not an easy task;
the hope is that, through an enhanced understanding of the perceptual
values which are prevalent among all sides to confrontations involving
student newspapers, some of that trauma can be eased.

I am deeply grateful for the kindnesses extended to me by persons I
have never met, may never meet, but who were empathetic to the situatiom
I investigated in this research project.

A special debt of grétitude is owed to Professor John Behrens,
curator of the Student Press Archives, Utica College. In a brief time,
he fulfilled my voluminous requests for background materials and
volunteered information about many more resources. Without his expert

assistance and consistent cooperation at the outset, it is doubtful that
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progress on this project would be farther than the halfway point at this
time.

Dr. Glen Kleine, Eastern Kentucky University, was another early
source of encouragement, providing me with information from his files
which otherwise would probably have escaped my notice. To him also
there is a substantial debt of gratitude for impressing upon me the
magnitude of the issues and complicated misunderstandings associated
with student newspapers.

Dr. Louis Ingelhart was another source whose writings and
correspondence provided me with invaluable insights. Although the
problem of this study involves perceptions, it is nevertheless essential
to have a competent grasp of the legal framework which surrounds all
considerations of the press, student or otherwise. His authoritative
books and articles deserve review by everyone having oversight
responsibilities involving a student newspaper.

The patience and encouragement of my committee--Dr. Robert Kamm,
Dr. Marlan Nelson, Dr. Deke Johnson, Dr. Ed Paulin, and Dr. William
Camp--will never be forgotten.

To my wife, and my best friend, Katie, there is no way I can ever
express adequately my appreciation for the support and understanding,
the candid critiques and consequent encouragement, that she demonstrated
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

There is a long history of confrontation and concern over the role
and function of student newspapers, with litigation first being noted in
1859.1

In subsequent years, at least 233 other cases involving the student
press have appeared on court dockets at various levels of the U.S.
judicial process. (Appendix E, page 306.)

At issue in most of this litigation is a definition of what is
proper content material for a student newspaper, which pits administra-
tive authorities against student newspaper editors and reporters. A
central figure in the legal battles 1is the university president, of whom
a federal District Court judge has said,

« « o University presidents have the unenviable task of

trying to maintain a precarious balance between the rights of

members of the academic community and the wishes of the

taxpayers and alumni who support that community. Neverthe-

less, it is not the prerogative of college officials to

impose their_ own preconceived notions and ideals on the

Ccampus . o .

Operating from a base which recognizes as paramount the integrity
and well-being of the institutions they administer, university presi-
dents are understandably sensitive to the negative potential of any

published material which could possibly undermine, or even destroy,

public confidence in the quality of their stewardship.



Student editors and reporters, on the other hand, long have seen
themselves as "watchdogs” over the campus scene, even to the point of
being stridently overt in support of their surveillance proclivities
under the aegis of First Amendment protection.

Although this particular investigation relates only to perceptions
of the roles and functions of student newspapers at colleges and univer—-
sities (hereinafter to be referred to collectively as universities), it

must be noted that "case law involving press issues at high school and
secondary levels is applicable to the college situation."3 To this same
point, the United States Supreme Court said in 1969 that ". . . in terms
of freedom of expression, what is true of elementary and secondary
education, must be true . . . of colleges and universities."4

For many decades, the campus newspaper has represented the poten-
tial for daily or weekly conflict between administrators and student
editors as they pursue their operational assignments.

Nowhere in the literature is there to be found information which
addresses the analysis of perceptual differences that exist among the
various social categories of individuals concerned about the practices
of student newspapers at universities, and the quality of the end prod-
uct each time those editors and reporters publish a new edition of their
newspaper. It is the focus of this investigation, therefore, to examine
perceptions of student newspapers as those perceptions are held by (1)
university presidents, (2) journalism program administrators, (3) stu-
dent newspaper advisers, and (4) editors and publishers of commercial
newspapers.

It is almost axiomatic that perceptual differences would exist

regarding student newspapers. What has not been tested in previous



research, however, is the extent to which those differences are signifi-
cantly different in the context of specific concepts under which the
university student newspaper tends to operate at most institutions of

higher education.
Dichotomous Concepts Complicate Perceptions

Complicating the operational climate for student newspapers are two
fundamental concepts which guide sponsorship and publication policies.
Compounding this operational dilemma is the absence of guidelines flow-
ing from the courts to clarify options within the dichotomy when there
is a difference of opinion over appropriate content or procedures.

One conceptual approach stipulates that the student newspaper is a
forum for student expressiomn. Thisvfunctional mode takes its operation-
al cues from interpretations of the First Amendment, in the pattern of
routine practices at commercial newspapers.

The other concéptual philosophy views the student newspaper as a
laboratory tool in which instruction is the prevailing tactic for the
relationship between an institution's journalism education program and
the student newspaper staff. 1In this model, academic concerns supersede
concerns for unrestrained freedom of expression mandated by the First

Amendment.
Forum Concept Explained

In a wide-ranging analysis of First Amendment protections afforded
the student, Fager (1976), in his role as executive director of the

Student Press Law Center and also as an attorney, noted that,



« « o The decision by an educational institution to initially
fund a forum for student expression is an educational and
political one, and there is no First Amendment obligation to
create a student forum. Once a forum is created, however,
any attempt to alter content, or punish students for past
content, by withholding fumnds is unconstitutional,?’

Determination as to whether a student newspaper is, indeed, a forum
for student expression tends to be tested on the basis of four ques-—

tions:

(1) Does the publication contain student expression on controver-
sial matters in the form of news and editorials purporting to
be more than a mere time and place sheet?

(2) 1s the publication open to free expression of ideas in mews and
editorial columns as well as in letters to the editor?

(3) Is the publication distributed on campus or is it simply pro-
duced as a course exercise, remaining in the files of the
journalism department?

(4) What is the history of the publication, including officially
stated reasons for its creation and changes in its role at the
school?

Fager (1976) also notes that,

. « « Resolution of the above questions enables a determina-
tion that the publication is a forum or has been created for
some other purpose, such as a house organ, to reflect the
views of the school administration, or is a pure teaching
tool where student views are not to be expressed. This
factual determination has required courts to look behind
institutional structures and_examine the actual operation of
the publication in question.

Support for the Fager (1976) interpretation of the forum concept
was enunciated by the United States Supreme Court in 1970 in an opinion

which said,

« « « It may well be that a college need not establish a
campus newspaper, or if a newspaper has been established, the
college may permanently discontinue publication for reasons
wholly unrelated to the First Amendment. But, if a college



has a student newspaper, its publication cannot be suppressed
because college officials dislike its editorial comtent.

This rule is but a simple extension of the precept that
freedom of expression may not be infringed by denying a
privilege. Having fostered a campus newsppaer, the State may
not impose arbitrary restrictions on the matter to be com-
municated.

Laboratory Newspaper Model

Student newspapers which adhere to the laboratory, or curriculum,
model operate under a much less-well-defined set of options and accept—
able procedures than those following the forum model.

Some operational practices on laboratory/curriculum newspapers
resort to contractual arrangements with editors and reporters as a
device to preserve what is thought to be necessary to accommodate a more
structured learning environment.

The feasibility of this approach was first discussed in the litera-
ture by Jones (1977) when he reviewed the circumstances of a First
Amendment lawsuit in Kentucky and found that,

« « o the terms of a contract between an institution and a

campus paper may prove controlling in any controversy between

the two, even if the difference of opinion centers on another

issue entirely. And secondly, it seems significant that,

unlike censorship cases where the burden of proof must be

carried by the institution in substantiating its restraint,

here the burden was upon the students to support by substan-

tial evidence their contention that unconstitutional

infringement had taken place. This subtle shifting of the

burden of proof tips the scale dramatically,

Other advocates of the laboratory/curriculum newspaper concept rely
on the langauge of a United States District Court's opinion in Trujillo

10

v. Love to support their operational practices. In Trujillo, offi-

cials at Southern Colorado College had attempted to effect a changeover



in the student newspaper from a forum model to an imstructiomal tool.

The Court's finding, however, was that ". . . the new policy of the
administration and faculty was not thereafter put into effect with

sufficient clarity and consistency to alter the function of the news-

paper . . . w11

The conclusion was that, in fact, the newspaper had continued to
serve as a student forum and therefore First Amendment rights had been
violated.

What tends to be overlooked in the Trujillo decision is that the
Court went on to suggest that if college officials had, in fact, imple-
mented their publication policy to operate the student newspaper as an
instructional tool for journalism students and fully communicated their

intent to those students, the administration's action may have been

upheld.1?

Overbeck and Pasqua (1983) make a comparable point in stating that,

« « « As a First Amendment forum [ the student newspaper] has
to be open even to unpopular and controverisal ideas . . .
However, we should make it clear that the open forum theory
of the student press doesn't always apply. In recent years
there has been a growing trend for colleges and universities
to set up a campus newspaper with rules that clearly place
the final authority [for content] in the hands of someone
other than the student editors. For instance, a faculty
member may actually be given the title of 'publisher' with
authority to match the title. A newspaper organized in this
way may not be a First Amendment forum. The Trujillo case
involved such a situation, although the ground rules were not
spelled out clearly enough to establish the paper's 'labora-
tory' status before the controversy arose. But at this
writing [1983] no appellate court has ever ruled that pub-
lishing a student newspaper under a laboratory arrangement
inherently violates the First Amendment.

Even so, the constraints and privileges of operating as an instruc-

tional tool to support a journalism education program are ensnarled inm a



much less exacting framework of prose and opinion than are the forth-
right philosophic statements supporting the forum theory of the student

press.
The Legal Quagmire

The fundamental legal question separating the two concepts of forum
model vs. curriculum model can be stated as follows:

. « « Is a school-sponsored newspaper, produced and published

by a journalism class as part of a school-adopted curriculum

under the supervision of a teacher, a public_ forum where

comment is protected by the First Amendment?

Those who advocate a role for the student newspaper which sub-
scribes to the forum model have been adamant, in many instances, in
their resolve that First Amendment rights shall not be abrogated even at
the level of campus publications. |

Those favoring the curriculum model tend to view the instructiomal
role for a student newspaper as not placing an impermissible burden upon
First Amendment freedoms. Proponents of this concept see the laboratory
model as not likely to have a chilling effect upon freedom of expression
when such expression is evaluated in the context of academic freedom and
instructional imperatives.

Absent a more clearly-defined determination by the courts relative
to absolute boundaries which circumscribe the two concepts, robust
debate has typified the discussions by proponents of each conceptual
position.

As an overt response to their inability to quell the problems

arising from the application of news—-gathering and reporting practices



inherent within the forum model, many journalism department faculties
have found it more prudent to dissolve their relationship with the
student newspaper rather than risk being held accountable for content
material over which they have no control.

Although generally unstated for public consumption as a cause-
effect observation when responsibility for the student newspaper is
vacated, there are obvious implicatioms in data which show that 274
journalism departments have severed operational ties to their student
newspapers, with only 67 journalism departments continuing to support an
actively responsible role in student newspaper operations as an adjunct

of their journalism education programs.15

Clarification Forthcoming

The substantive legal question is scheduled to be resolved, at
least in part, during the 1987 term of the U.S. Supreme Court after

certiorari was granted in 1986 in the case of Kuhlmeier v. Hazlewood
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School District.

This student newspaper censorship/prior review case reached the
Supreme Court on appeal from the Eighth Circuit, U. S. Court of Appeals.
(Appendix F, G, pages 314 and 347.) The litigation had its origin when
high school authorities prohibited publication of a series of news
stories in the school newspaper which dealt with student opinion about
teenager pregnancles and divorces of their parents. The newspaper
sought to publish interviews with three pregnant students, together with
accounts of the divorces among some of those students' parents. School
authorities refused to let the stories be published. The official

rationale was that subjects could have been identified and thus would



suffer an invasion of their privacy. A federal District Court held that
school authorities were correct in taking the contested action, in
fairness to the parents whose acts were detailed in the news stories and
also to avoid creating the impression that the school endorsed the
sexual mores of its students. (Appendix F, page 314.)

Certiorari was granted by the U. S. Supreme Court after the Eighth
Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that students had a right to publish the
censored news stories, and further, that faculty cannot legally stop a
student newspaper from reporting on a survey of student opinion on sex
and divorce. (Appendix G, page 347.)

The significance of this current research is therefore magnified
somewvhat by the impending decision and clarification by the Supreme
Court, albeit this coincidental circumstance was not foreseen when the

research question was formulated.
Definition of the Problem

At the outset of this investigation, it was recognized that differ—
ences exist among the four social categories (i.e., university
presidents, journalism program administrators, newspaper a&visers, and
editors and publishers of commercial newspapers). What has not been
established in previous research regarding university newspapers, how-
ever, is the magnitude, intensity and significance of the feelings
reflecting those differences, or how those differences might be trans-
lated into operational concepts to enhance levels of understanding
between or among personalities within those relevant groupings.

In an effort to answer the foregoing questions, a 79-item survey

instrument was developed. The instrument contained factors that are
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assumed to influence the perceptions of student newspapers among the
four social categories. Depending upon what is revealed through the
diagnostic tactic of factor analysis (R-type), the following research
hypotheses will be tested:

"X" factor has no significant influence upon university

presidents (or journalism administrators, or newspaper ad-

visors, or commercial newspaper editors and publishers) in

their perceptions of Function No. 1 (or Functioms 2, 3, or 4)

or Role No. 1 (or Role 2, 3, or 4) of a student newspaper.

Other hypotheses were tested when comparisons of paired matchups
were undertaken to examine conceptual responses of deans vs. presidents,
etc., In the context of functions and roles established through factor
analysis, and also through multiple regression analysis.

As an end product, it was the objective of this task to produce
data and observations which could contribute to enhanced understandings
of perceptual differences that sometimes divide the four social cate-
gories. And further, the hope is that this enhanced understanding will
facilitate improved day-to—-day relationships involving the publication

of student newspapers wherever improvement can be effected.
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CHAPTER 1II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Judicial Philosophy

We judges are not journalists, however, and even less school
administrators.

Evolution of Theory

In 1976, Christopher Fager, executive director of the Student Press
Law Center, wrote,

« « o L1t has been seven years since the U.S. Supreme Court

handed down its landmark decision®? on the First Amendment

rights of students . . . Yet, despite major judicial pro-

nouncements on this subject, and literature from

commentators, there remains a fundamental lack of knowledge

on the part of administrators, teachers, and students as to

the relevant legal issues which govern student censorship

questions.

Now more than 10 years subsequent to Fager's comment, it would
appear his observation is still appropriate in describing perceptiomns of
the role and function of student newspapers if the 125 court decisions
involving the campus press between 1969—19804 are valid indicators of
the problem which concerned Fager.

Just as judges are not journalists or educators, so are journalists
and educators not judges.

Journalists search for dichotomies that are rather clearcut in

instances of controversy. Academic administrators, at all levels, are

13
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trained to react similarly, although for different reasons. When jour—
nalist and academic attitudes translate into attempts to understand the
intricacies of legal logic-—-assessed against a background of a differing
logic--the result is predictable: a continuation of the mindset Fager
describes as a "fundamental lack of knowledge and understanding of

> among those who administer, and edit student

relevant legal issues”
newspapers in the environment of higher education.
Rather than viewing the law as a finite body of rules—--"oughts and

"6--a layman should more appropriately reflect upon the vagaries

naughts
of the student press in the context of Justice Cardozo's words more than
65 years ago when he wrote about the judicial process:

« « « I have grown to see that the process in its highest

reaches is not discovery but creation . . . in which princi-

ples that_have served their day expire, and new principles
are born.

What Justice Cardozo enunciated then was early prescience in re-
sponse to what had been in place, educationally and legally speaking,
for the previous 60 or more years. What has transpired following his
statements in 1921 has served only to underscore his description of the
judicial process as it has worked over time.

Inherent authority8 seems to have been the first of several theo—-

ries which have been applied by the courts as educational administrators
have presented rationales supporting academic policies and concurrent
enforcement authority having little, if any, concern for whether rules

were reasonable. Substance for the inherent authority concept is said

to have been reflected first in the 1866 case, Pratt v. Wheaton
9

College.
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«10

The Cardozo concept of judicial “"creation next became manifest

for education when in loco parentis emerged in the opinion handed down

in Gott v. Berea College.11 Here the Court said:

« « +» As a father may direct his children, those in charge of
the colleges are well within their rights and powers when
they direct students what to eat, where they may eat it,
where they may go, and what forms of amusement are

forbidden.

Contract theory presumes a relationship with an institution that is

the product of a voluntary act on the part of the student in seeking,
and obtaining, admission. In so doing, a sﬁudent is further presumed to
relinquish certain rights as a condition of enrollment.

In general, this theory has fallen into disrepute in recent times,
predicated largely upon [1] the inequality of the relationship between
student and institution, as manifest by a "one-sided contract drawn by,
and in favor of, the institution, and [2] the requirement that a student
must sign away some of his/her rights before he/she can enter
college."13

There are, however, special circumstances whereby a college or
university can interfere with disciplinary measures to maintain the
integrity of institutional prerogatives.

Expressions can be modified by "reasonable and nondiscriminatory
regulations designed to insure normal activity of the institution and

wld

the rights of all students. These stipulations are contained in The

General Order on Judicial Standards of Procedures and Substance in

Review of Student Discipline in Tax-Supported Institutions of Education,

(1986),15 which states:
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.« «» « The voluntary attendance of a student in such institu-
tions is a voluntary entrance into the academic community.

By such voluntary entrance, the student voluntarily assumes
obligations of performance and behavior reasonably imposed by
the institution of choice relevant to its lawful mission,
processes and functions. These obligations are generally
much higher than those imposed om all citizens by the civil
and criminal law . . . So long as there is no invidious
discrimination, no deprival of due process, no abridgement of
a right protected in the circumstances, and no capricious,
clearly unreasonable or unlawful action employed, the insti-
tution may discipline students to secure compliance with
these higher obligations as a teaching method or to sever the
student from the academic community.

By way of further clarification, courts have consistently agreed
that, "the constitutional right of freedom of expression requires per-
sonal responsibility. The enrollment of students in institutions of

higher learning does not give them rights to immunity or special consid-

erations” and does not permit them to violate the constitutional rights

of others.17

The test for reasonableness of college regulations was established

in Sword v. Fox (1971)18 by the U.S. Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals:

Specifically, the test for reasonableness of college regula-
tions is whether such regulations measurably contribute to
the maintenance of order and decorum within the educational
system, are calculated to prevent interference with the
normal activities of the university or obstruction to its
function to impart learning and to advance the boundaries of
knowledge, or are important in maintaining order and normal
operations.

In recent years following the landmark decision in Tinker (1969),20

the courts have adopted a constitutional theory as their philosophic

base, holding generally that "all rules, regulations, and policy are to

be established in light of the Bill of Rights . . . (guaranteeing) that

students would be afforded the same rights as other citizens."21
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Overbeck and Pasqua (1983) detect a subtle shifting, however, and

note,

« « o One thing that is . . . apparent, though, is that the
courts are becoming less sympathetic toward students who make
waves . . . today high school editors aren't doing so well in
court. In recent years, high school students have lost
several precedent-setting press freedom cases that they would
almost certainly have won in the early 1970's . . . . These
recent defeats for high school press freedoms could be iso-
lated incidents. But they could also foreshadow a new trend
for the 1980s and beyond, a trend toward_less judicial sup-
port for college press freedoms as well.

Judicial Tests

Perceptions of the role and function of student newspapers are
conditioned by the realities of a particular situation on a university
campus —— realities which may or may not coincide in every instance with
the overriding realities of the legal background which would prevail if
tested in litigation.

Because case law is so inextricably woven into the fabric clothing
student publications, an understanding of perceptions from the bench is
vital when decisions are invoked at the campus level. When the courts
are asked to adjudicate conflicts over permissible expression--printed,
oral or symbolic--between students and academic administrators, the
focus tends to be in the area of three primary questions:23

[1] the substance, or content, of the expression in ques-
tion;

[2] the reasons advanced by administrators in support of
restriction; and

[3] the process administrators propose to invoke to regulate
that expression.
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Fager also notes that courts have frequently examined the process
by which student expresssion has been regulated to insure that adminis-
trative procedures are implemented in a reasonable manner and do not
stifle the free exercise of protected expression. The proper scope of
official regulation depends on the particular forum where the expression
takes place and the specific facts and circumstances of each situation.
To lawyers and judges it is axiomatic that fundamental comstitutional
rights, like the constitutional guarantees of freedom of expression,
exist in relation to the circumstances of their exercise.24

For a layman seeking specifics for guidance in confrontation over
permissible expressiomn, generalizations should be approached with cau-
tion because [1] circumstances will probably vary from situation to
situation and [2] the outcome of a particular case may have turned on
the nuance of a word or phrase which would be overlooked in the rush to
find commonality with previous decisions of the courts. To complicate
matters further, what has been adjudicated in the federal court of one
district is not necessarily binding upon decisions handed down in other
district or appellate court cases on the same issue. As decisions are
made in various district or appellate courts on comparable issues, a
line of reasoning is established and, over time, a body of case law
evolves, 1t is true that cases decided in the various appellate cir-
cuits have considerable impact, many times, upon the decision process in
other districts. But reality is that decisions in one federal court
jurisdiction are not binding upon courts in other jurisdictioms.

Only when the U.S. Supreme Court renders an opinion is a consensus

rached and a common pattern established for dealing consistently in all
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federal court districts with those matters whose circumstances coincide
appropriately.

The issue of prior review of content of student newspapers is a
case in point:

Several courts of appeal have adopted positions that approve in
theory a policy of prior review (for student newspapers). The Second,
Fourth, Fifth and Eighth U.S. Circuit Courts of Appeal have said that,
in a given situation, prior review could be permissible.25

States under the jurisdicition of these appellate courts include
Arkansas, Connecticut, Iowa, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Vermont and West
Virginia.

However, the constitutionality of prior review has not yet been
settled. Five federal courts of appeal have not definitively ruled on
the issue. Until each has dealt with prior review, or the (U.S.)
Supreme Court makes a ruling on the subject, the practice will remain

questionable.26

U.S. Supreme Court

Regarding the student press per se, the United States Supreme Court
has ruled only twice -- Tinker (1969)27 and Papish (1973).28 Certiorari

has been granted on a third student newspaper case, however =—- Kuhlmeier

9

v. Hazlewood School District2 -— as this research project ends.

In Tinker, the Court said that,

. « o+ the people of the United States may not be regarded as
closed recipients of only that which the State chooses to
communicate . . . (or) the expression of those sentiments
that are officially approved. Employees of the school or
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university, such as administrators, staff, or faculty members
are agents of the State; when they participate in an action
involving censorship, they are for all times and purposes the
State.

At issue in Tinker was symbolic expression, involving conduct
manifest by wearing an armband at a high school in protest of the
Vietnam war. Although basically a case not involving a student newspa-
per, the opinion of the Court was broad enough to include all forms of
expression insofar as students are concerned, thus having the effect of
proscribing parameters for student newspapers in the context of symbol-
ism.

In Papish the issue was the expulsion of a graduate student at the
University of Missouri who circulated an underground newspaper depicting
the rape of the Goddess of Justice and the Statue of Liberty by police—
men. In ordering Papish reinstated, the Court said,

« « o the First Amendment leaves no room for the operation of

a dual standard in the academic community with respect to the

content of expression . . . . The mere dissemination of

ideas-—-no matter how offensive to good taste on a state

university campus--may not be shut off in the name alone of

the convention of decency. Universities must provide rules

drawn narrowly and precisely, and the rules must be applied

in a nondiscriminatory fashion. To avoid charges of vague-

ness and overbreadth, rules must be specific and must include

precise places and times when possession and distribution of

student publications are prohibited. The rules must be
understandable and must not prohibit comstjitutional activi-

ties which are orderly and not disruptive,.

Judgments vary as to which of the two cases can be classified as
the landmark decision for student press freedom. The fact remains,

however, that —— together -- these two decisions provide a frame of

reference which offers little room for negotiation when students and
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university administrators engage in confrontation over campus newspaper
content.

In Kuhlmeier the issue is related specifically to the content of a
high school newspaper -— content whose subject was teenage pregnancies
and causes of divorce among parents of the pregnant teenagers, and which
—— 1if published -- might constitute invasion of privacy. High school
officials, faced with a possible tort action, refused to permit publica-
tion of the questionable articles and litigation ensued.

The U.S. District Court (Missouri) ruled for the defendant; the
U.S. Court of Appeals, Eighth Circuit, held for the plaintiff Kuhlmeier
in a split decision. Certiorari was granted by the U.S. Supreme Court
in 1986, with an opinion expected in the late spring or early summer,
1987.

Al though accepting only a meager number of student press cases, the

U.S. Supreme Court has, nonetheless, been vigorous in its denial of

certiorari in three other student publications cases: Avins v. Rutgers

(1967)32, Veed v. Schwartzkopf, (1973)33, and Bazaar v. Fortune,

(1974) .34
In Avins the Court upheld the right of a student editor to refuse

an article submitted to the Rutgers University Law Review by a faculty

member:

« o o the fact that the publication was partly financed by
state funds did not mean it had to publish anything submit-
ted. One who claims his comnstitutional right to freedom of
speech has been abridged must show that he has a right_to use
the particular medium through which he seeks to speak.

In Veed the Court was equally direct, saying, "The First Amendment

guarantees that student publication staff members shall be free to
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express themselves as long as that expression does not interfere with
the orderly processes of education."30
Obscenity was the issue in Bazaar, with officials at the University
of Mississippi censoring material in the campus literary magazine be-
cause short stories contained so-called four-letter words. In denying
certiorari, the Court said, the mere use of a single word in the public
arena cannot be considered so tasteless or inapporpriate that its use is
subject to unbridled censorship or restriction by govermmental authori-
ty. Only in extreme cases can a state university interfere with the
freedom of speech of its students on the ground that éuch speech would
endanger the public confidence and goodwill which the university |
enjoys. Once a state university recognizes a studen; activity which has
elements of free expression, the university can act to censor that
expression only if it acts consistently with constitutional guarantees
of the First Amendment.37
Because the decision in Kuhlmeier may emerge with significance of
historic proportions, perhaps in a modern-day reaffirmation of Justice
Cardozo's sentiments that "the process in its highest reaches is . . .
creation . . . in which principles that have served their day expire and

new principles are born,"38

copies of the two lower courts' opinions are
included here as appendices. (Appendix F and G, pages 314 and 347.)

A suggestion that the basic legal question clarifying distinctions
between a public forum student newspaper and a curriculum—oriented
student newspaper may be resolved can be detected in the 2-1 decision at
the appellate court level.

In ruling for the defendant school district, the district court

judge noted that two lines of cases have developed for dealing with
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student free speech and press issues. One line of cases consists of
those situations where student speech or conduct occurred outside of
official school programs. In the other are cases where the speech or
conduct in question occurred within the context of school-sponsored
programs. (Appendix F, page 314.)

Reacting to the precedent of Tinker, the trial court judge noted

that,

« « » the conduct of students . . . was symbolic speech that
was privately initiated and carried out independent of any
school-sponsored program or activity. Students' First
Amendment rights generally prevail where the speech or con-
duct that is sought to be prohibited or regulated is private,
non-school-sponsored and non-program related.

« « « On the other hand, results have been mixed in cases
where educators have attempted to regulate, prohibit or

punish student speech or conduct in the context of school-
sponsored publications, activities, or curricular matters.

e « o In the first line of cases, the free speech and press
rights of students are at their apogee. The primary focus is
on the extent to which the exercise of such rights would
interfere with the educational process. In such cases,
school officials are rarely able to show that non-program
related speech or conduct will materially disrupt the educa-
tional process.

In the second line of cases, however, the interests of school
officials and the special function performed by schools in
our soclety are given considerably more weight. The initial
focus is not so much on the effect of the students' speech or
conduct as it is on the nature of the school-sponsored pro-
gram or activity in question.

Where the particular program or activity is an integral part
of the school's educational function, something less than
substantial disruption of the educatiomal process may justify
prior restraints on students' speech and press activities.
The following is an acceptable articulation of the applicable
standard: '

The rule is wisely established that decisions of school
officials will be sustained, even in a First Ammendment
context, when, on the facts before them at the time of the
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conduct which is challenged, there was a substantial and
reasonable basis for the action taken.,

When faced with determining the scope of students' First
Amendment rights within the context of school-sponsored
programs, courts focus on whether the particular program or
activity is an open and public forum of free expression or an
integral part of the curriculum. (Appendix F, page 336.)

In overturning the trial court's decision, the majority om the

appellate court reasomed that the student newspaper,

+« «» « was intended to be and operate as a conduit for student
viewpoint. Although Spectrum (the student newspaper) was
produced by the Journalism II class, it was a 'student publi-
cation' in every semse . , . It was a forum in which the
school encouraged students to express their views to the
entire student body freely, and students commonly did so

« « o« Our conclusion that Spectrum is not a curricula paper
but rather a public forum is supported by numerous courts.
(Appendix G, page 352.)

The dissenting opinion stated that,

. +» « The majority opinion consigns school officials to chart
a course between the Scylla of a student-led First Amendment
suit and the Charybdis of a tort action by those claiming to
have been injured by the publication of student-written
materials . . . . Granting the defendant school officials
the defense due them . . . they committed no comstitutiomal
violation in declining to publish the articles in question.
(Appendix G, page 367.)

Although not a student newspaper case as such, the U.S. Supreme

Court in July, 1986, reversed the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in

39

Bethel School District No. 403 v. Fraser and affirmed the District

Court's opinion that the First Amendment does not prevent school dis-
trict officials from disciplining a high school student for giving a

lewd speech at a school assembly.
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While reaffirming the philosophy in Tinker that "students do not

shed their constitutional rights to freedom of speech or expression at

Il40

the schoolhouse gate, the Court noted that,

« o « These fundamental values of "habits and manners of
civility"” essential to a democratic society must, of course,
include tolerance of divergent political and religious views,
even when the views expressed may be unpopular. But these
"fundamental values” must also take into account comnsider-
ation of the sensibilities of others, and, in the case of a
school, the sensibilities of fellow students. . . The un-
doubted freedom to advocate unpopular and controversial views
in schools and classrooms must be balanced against the soci-
ety's prevailing interest in teaching students the boundaries
of soclally appropriate behavior. . . Even the most heated
discourse (emphasis added) in a democratic society requires
considerations for the personal sensibilities of the other
participants and audiences.

It is too early to assess the impact of Fraser on the issues which
usually generate confrontation between student editors and university
administrators. But it is perhaps significant that both the majority
opinion and concurring opinion in Fraser used the word, discourse, to
support the prevailing rationales.

Discourse, by definition,42 applies to both oral and printed commu-
nication.

On the assumption tht opinions prepared by the U.S. Supreme Court
are not casual in a choice of languagé, the language of the Fraser

opinion ultimately may have an impact upon the student press which would

be as significant as the opinions rendered in Tinker and Papish.

U.S. Courts of Appeal

w43

When Fager refers to "major judicial pronouncements, relative to

censorship of student publications and speech, he relies primarily upon
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rulings as they have been handed down by U.S. District Courts and feder-
al Courts of Appeal. And, indeed, the literature is rich with such

citations.

44

Ingelhart summarizes the issues of various cases in rather con-

densed form, using a sentence or two to identify the focus of the

litigation and the court's findings.

45

Fischer, on the other hand, limits his explication to 16 of the

major cases and cites considerably more detail to support his evaluation

of the importance of each case.

d,46

Fischer's annotations include Antonelli v. Hammon Brooks v.

Auburn University,47 Baughman v. Freiemuth,48 Blackwell v, Issaquena

County Board of Education,49 Buchanan v. Oregon,50 Burnside v. Byars,51

Channing Club v. Board of Regents of Texas Tech University,52 Dickey v.

Alabama State Board of Education,53 Eisner v. Stamford Board of

Education,54 Joyner v. Whiting,55 Norton v. Discipline Committee of East

Tennessee State University,56 Quarterman v. Byrd,57 Scovile v. Board of

59

Education of Joliet Township,58 Trujillo v. Love,
60

and Zucker v.

Panitz.

Fischer also includes annotations relative to Tinker and Papish in

his summarized information.

Especially significant for background reading and information
purposes are several doctoral dissertatioms:

Michael A. West (554 pp., University of Massachusetts, 1976);61
George P. Evans (717 pp., Syracuse University, 1975);62 Walter M. Jones,
Jr. (156 pp., University of Georgia, 1977);63 and Lee VanBremen (243

PP., University of Comnecticut, 1973).64
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Perceptions

Sober men, good and true, often_lose their perspective when
the campus press is discussed.

Overview

Balancing the interests of institutional integrity as seen by
constituent interests -- to whom university presidents and boards of
regents or trustees are necessarily responsible -- with a mandate for
freedom of expression among students and faculty can be a juggling act
of immense proportions on many university campuses.

Constitutional interpretations have stated rather clearly, and
often forcefully, that freedom of expression is a right enjoyed by every
citizen -- including students in U.S. high schools and universities.
Paradoxically, however, there is the factor of public opinion which can
sometimes measure free expression in the context of a value structure
that would impose limitations upon how "free" freedom should be in
certain situations.

Perceptions thus become a concern for projecting reactions, for
isolating attitudes, for identifying comnsensus, to the end that —-
ultimately —— there can be an arena of reason for enlightening those
who, for whatever reasons, moral or legal, find themselves at odds with
the permissible limits of constitutional reality.

Perceptions, as topical research items, are coming into focus in
the literature belatedly, despite a relatively long history of confron—
tation and litigation involving student newspapers.

Ingelhart has posed the question which lies at the heart of percep-

tual problems involving the student press: "“does the protection of free
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expression and free press extend to the campuses and the students of the
nation's colleges and universities?"66 And he notes that, ". . . almost
daily, persons on or off those campuses say not at all, and almost daily
other persons insist yes indeed. The resulting arguments, gentle or

heated, usually do not provide a usable answer in and of themselves."67

University administrators, many times, lack the background for
dealing appropriately with the periodic rambunctious nature of their
campus newspapers. The same holds true for boards to whom those presi-
dents are accountable.

Many related groups are equally unnerved by application of the
concepts of free expression on a campus when they are confronted sudden—
ly with their own ox being gored by news or editorials which they find
disturbing. By the logic of their individual value systems, various
social groups evaluate and render judgments predicated upon what they
believe reality is, or should be, at a particular university -- freedom
of expression and the Supreme Court to the contrary notwithstanding.

Yet procedures for scientific scrutiny of perceptions have been
available to communication scholars for many, many decades. The wonder

is that the trauma of campus confrontations has not been associated

extensively with perceptual analysis long before now.

Graduate Student Research

Early instances of academic investigation related to perceptions of
the role and functions of student newspapers and their staffs seem to
have been limited largely to the research done by graduate students.

As a candidate for a master's degree, James Fitzpatrick investigat—

ed attitudes among readers of student newsapapers in 1964.68 Kenneth



29

Devol, in a doctoral dissertation, examined areas of conflict and relat-

ed attitudinal background also in 1964.69

Beverly Bethune, for her
master's thesis research, studied the opinions of junior college stu-
dents relative to their campus newspapers in 1967.79 Susan Carter
surveyed administrators, faculty, student editors and student newspaper
staff members on a single campus in 1971 for her master's thesis re-
search to determine their perceptions of the role of the student

71

editor. Wanda Harris, in 1982, utilized uses and gratifications

concepts as the theoretical base for examining perceptions of student
readers and non-readers of one campus newspaper.72

None of these studies appears to have stimulated a response for

continued research into the general area of perceptions, however.

Ryan-Martinson

Only recently has a revival of interest been noted, this time among
university faculty researchers whose findings have been reported at
professional journalism meetings and in the scholarly journals.

Ryan and Martinson’>

targeted college newspaper advisers for an
examination of attitudes on censorship of the student press in 1985.

Their research instrument consisted of a five-page, four—-part
questionnaire mailed to 200 student newspaper advisers, from which there
was a 62 percent response rate. It was the data from an eight-item
section of that instrument which was reported first. The focus of the
eight items was student press censorship, with attitudinal responses
measured along a five-point scale.

These researchers found that, as a group, publications advisers

rejected censorship of the student press. Eignhty-one percent said it is
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more important for the student press to be censorship-free than for the
institution to be protected from potentially damaging stories. Nearly
94 percent agreed that a student newspaper should publish a story it can
prove even if the institution is embarrassed, and nearly 95 percent

disagreed that articles critical of the faculty or administration should

not appear in the student newspaper.74

Looking at the opposite side of their data, however, the research-

ers noted that,

« « o 17 percent indicated that it is more important for a
college or university to be protected from potentially damag-
ing articles than for a student publication to be control-
free; 21 percent agreed that an institution that pays some of
the publication bills should have some control over what is
printed; and 26 percent said a newspaper that wants a ?givi-
leged position as a monopoly must accept some control.

As an observation, Ryan and Martinson felt it was significant that,

« « « a substantial minority (of advisers) would accept some censor-

u76

ship under some conditions, especially since advisers are "a group

that one might expect to be hostile toward any censorship."77

Possibilities for further research were suggested in the three

questions Ryan and Martinson asked in their commentary on this study:78

[1] What is the impact of advisers' attitudes on the poten-
tial communicators they teach?

[2] What is the impact of their (advisers) attitudes on the
publications they advise, and comnsequently, on the
institutions for whic¢h they work?

[3] Does a controlled publication serve an institution
better than one that is not controlled?
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Click-Kopenhaver

High school principals and high school newspaper advisers were
respondents in the latest study by Click and Kopenhaver79 which
investigated attitudes toward freedom of the press.

A systematic sample of 497 high schools, nationwide, was the re-~
spondent base for this study, from which a 45 percent response rate was
achieved with net psable responses being 191 newspaper advisers and 144
high school principals.

Respondents were asked to provide reactions to 39 items dealing
with seven areas of concern: [1] control and disruptions; [2] role of
student newspaper; [3] censorship; [4] responsibilities of advisers; [5]
role of administrators; [6] controversial issues; and [7] opinions
toward freedom of expression in general.

Coincidentally, while the Click-Kopenhaver research was underway
with high school principals and newspaper advisers, similar research
activity among university presidents, journalism administrators, univer-
sity newspaper advisers, and commmercial newspaper editors and
publishers was also being done for the study being reported in this
dissertation. Merging these two sets of results at a later date should
provide a comprehensive analysis of the full spectrum of perceptions
within a common time frame.

The Click-Kopenhaver results were revealed in a paper delivered at
the 1986 convention of the Association for Education in Journalism and
Mass Communication in the form of crosstabulated data as an analysis
preliminary to more sophisticated statistical testing at a later time.

(Appendix D, page 301.)
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These researchers concluded from their data that, even though
almost all of the advisers and principals agreed that a free press is
fundamental to American society, the reality of both groups' reactiomns
to student press freedom belies this contention. Nearly three-quarters
of the principals (73%) believe that the maintenance of discipline is
more important that an uncensored press, with two-fifths of the advisers
(43%) agreeing. 1In fact, one-fourth of the principals (26%) do not
believe it is censorship for administrators to read copy before publica-
tion. Almost all respondents (99% of the principals and 967% of the
advisers) agree that advisers should review all copy before
publication.80

As a summation somewhat comparable to the RyamMartinson observa-
tion,81 Click and Kopenhaver note that,

« « « One would assume that since principals are concerned

about the image of their schools, their views would tend to

be more restrictive of press freedom. One would also assume

that since advisers should understand the principles and

ethics of press freedom, their views would tend to differ

significantly from those of the primcipals in defending and

ensuring press freedom. However, the degree of disagreement
between the two is not very strong in many instances.

Flocke, et al.

Only one other study was discovered which reflects current interest
in perceptions and related attitudes——and it did not concern student
newspapers.

Flocke83 conducted an investigation among non—-daily community
newspaper editors in 1981 to examine their attitudes toward functions of

the smaller community press. While this research is specifically
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oriented to commercial newspapers, it does offer a few insights which
might be instructive insofar as the student press is concerned.

For example, community editors said the most important function of
the community press is to present facts to inform readers . . . (to

serve) a regulatory function for the social system by drawing attention

to conflicts and providing a forum for airing differences.84

Flocke related this to earlier findings by Johnstone, Slawski and

Bowman which indicate,

« « o formal schooling has the strongest effect on the em
dorsement of participant (activist/social system forum)
values . . . participant views of journalistic responsibility
emerge from one's experiences in higher education . . . .
Proponents of the "neutral" school (of journalism) see news
as emerging naturally from events and the jourmalist plays
the role of spectator to the ongoing social process, trans-
mitting accurate communications about it. Responsible
journalism is achieved by adherence to norms of objectivity,
factual accuracy, and verification of information. Journal-
istic sins to neutral journalists include biased, sensational
or excessive coverage.

The participant . . . must play a more active role in devel-
oping the newsworthy. Reporters must report news in context,
sifting through information to find implications, causes and
meaning. The participant jourmalist does not expect the news
to reveal itself naturally, but must sift through sources and
leads to find the real story. To be newsworthy, information
must be reported in context, and the journalist's task is to
provide the background and interpretation necessary to give
events meaning. Cardinal sins for the particigant journal-
ists are news suppression and superficiality.8

What these findings may suggest is that editors of community news—
papers who are the product of the campuses in the era subsequent to the

Tinker and Papish decisions by the U.S. Supreme Court are carrying those

philosophies forward into practice in the non-daily newspaper world. It

further suggests that those editors are functioning without a special
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regard for the constraints of social and economic forces which tend to
fuel the restraints exercised upon older community newspaper editors.

What the Flocke research does not reveal, of course, are reader
attitudes as a response to the neutral-participant dichotomy in news
presentation.

It is impossible to determine, therefore, whether a more aggressive
role for the community press, as an extension of the aggressive stance
of ten demonstrated by the more activist editors and reporters on campus
newspapers, is viable in the commercial marketplace of ideas communicat-

ed by newspapers.

Status Reviews

Men of good will can disagree strongly and vigorously without
imputing evil to each other. Given such good faith and good
will, student journalists can sharpen the skills which later
in professional life can lead to further advancement of the
causes which impel all good men of decent imstinct.

Overview

Debate over the role and function of the student press, the rela-
tionship of student newspapers to academic journalism departments, the
operational mechanisms which best serve the modus of free expression
versus the needs of curricula -— these, and more, have been substantive
questions which have surfaced repeatedly over the past two decades
subsequent to the turbulent era of the late 1960s on many university
campuses.

Many academic departments of journalism have simply opted for a

seemingly path of least resistance; they have severed their active



responsibility for the campus newspaper. Of the 341 college and
university departments of journalism listed as members of the
Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication in 1986,
67 (19.6%) indicated they produced the campus newspaper.87

These data are not to imply that journalism departments totally
ignore the student newspaper. The National Council of College Publica-
tions Advisers queried its members in 1976 to determine if journalism
faculty members served as advisers to the campus newspaper; 455 colleges
and universities responded in the affirmative.88 It is doubtful that
this statistic has changed significantly in the ensuing 10 years.

What has changed dramatically, of course, is the level of responsi-
bility which a journalism department accepts for the end product of a
student's journalistic experience: the student newspaper. Dr. Alam C.
Rankin, president of Indiana State University in 1973, observed in
October of that year that, "A student daily can provide an invaluable
experience for the student especially if it can be used as a teaching
newspaper and the classroom work integrated with work on the paper."89
And therein lies the nub of a journalism department's problem: how to
maintain the integrity of curriculum needs under the aegis of academic
freedom in the face of many student demands for control of newspaper
content under the aegils of court interpretations which establish the

newspaper as a forum for expression.

Operational concepts at issue are prior review and/or prior re-

straint, which, as noted earlier, may be clarified with the U.S. Supreme

Court's decision in Kuhlmeier v. Hazelwood School District.90

Lacking clarification, however, many universities have simply tried

to do the best they could with whatever was available to them. The
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literature does not reveal how many undertook a considered re-evaluation
of the status of their campus newspapers, or the various processes they
used to facilitate their reviews.,

Among those reports which are available for review, there are

several which merit discussion.

Special Commission of the Campus Press

(re California college newspapers/1969)

A "blue ribbon" panel of print media experts was formed to examine
student newspapers at the University of California campuses. Members of
the Commission included Norman Isaacs, vice president and executive

editor of the Louisville, KY, Courier-Journal and The Louisville Times,

and president of the American Society of Newspaper Editors; William B.
Arthur, editor, LOOK magazine and president of the Society of
Professional Journalists/Sigma Delta Chi; Edward W. Barrett, director of
the Commmunications Institute, Academy for Educational Development,
Inc., and former dean of the Graduate School of Journalism, Columbia

University; and Thomas Winship, editor, The Boston Globe.

The Regents' charge to this group was to assess the nature, role
and quality of student newspapers at the University of California cam—
puses and ascertain their degree of effectiveness in meeting student
needs . . . The concept of a student newspaper should be explored: is it
a training ground, a semi-professional operation, or other type of
enterprise? . . . The Commission should also consider various means of
supervision by the University.91

In a lengthy report concluding eight months of review of campus

newspapers, the Commission stated,92
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« « o The principal, striking difference between the vast
bulk of campus journalism is what can only be termed the
recognition on the professional level (and the corresponding
nonrecognition by most student staffs) of interlocking au-
thority. Each successful professional daily is a flexible
web of authority, or authorities, operating as a team . . .
Campus journalism generally is afflicted by an absence of
such teamwork, training, or continuing counsel. Most college
newspapers suffer form acute staffing shortages. The editors
and managing editors tend to be "dedicated souls,” often
shorting academic work to insure publication of the campus
newspapers . . . Except in isolated cases, there has been
little skilled counsel for editors and staffs. It is more or
less a standard pattern for the aura of publishing legitimacy
to be vested in a Board of Publications. These agencies,
however, have generally veered away from exercising any but
the loosest collaboration with editorial staffs and have
concentrated on production and financing problems . . .
student journalists experience resistance from normal news
sources in the university and college circles they attempt to
cover; they receive faint praise for responsible performance,
and a steady stream of criticism for errors of judgment or
execution . . . . Thus lacking skilled counseling, given
either nothing or accorded stipends that often are among the
lowest in campus scales, and left to operate in a virtual
vacuum, college editors more of ten than not have found them—
selves free of restraint, yet enslaved, forced to learn by
doing . . . Being idealists, many of these student journal-
ists gravitate toward intellectual association with what they
perceive to be progressive causes. Lacking professional
training, they sometimes fall into the errors of excessive
subjective reporting; editorial comment becomes boringly
strident; and some have reverted repeatedly to the shock
techniques of four-letter language . . . Among student
editors (the Commission) encountered able, deeply conscien-
tious and surprisingly professional individuals. It
encountered others . . . who were basically no less worthy
but who seemed confused about their role, unprofessional in
such matters as simple fairness, and on occasion, childish in
efforts to attract attention.

The Commission concluded its lengthy report with a set of eight

recommendations:93

[1] . . . (it should be) made repeatedly clear by all con~
cerned . . . that these newspapers are not 'official'
organs of the university.
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(3l

[4]

(8]
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« « . basic authority be-vested in Boards of
Publications (whose function) should be one of active
publisher.

« o« o the role and obligation of a supplementary journal
is quite different from that of a principal jourmal, THE
community (or campus) newspaper. A supplementary publi-
cation can justifiably be as causist or as unbalanced as
it wishes. The principal newspaper of a community or a
campus has an obligation to report accurately and fair-
ly, to give space to what it opposes as much as to what
it favors, to publish corrections where justified--then
to take any view it conscientiously wishes in its edito-
rials, being sure to provide fair opportunity for
rebuttal . . . there is need for all those concerned
with the publication of a campus newspaper to think
through what its role should be, to agree on a basic set
of principles, and- then to accord the editors as much
freedom as possible within those principles.

« « o that the University of California . . . provide
itself with alternative means of circulating statements,
interpretations, and news as appropriate . . . an offi-
cial but modest newsletter . . . can serve this purpose
admirably.

« « o that the University consider sponsoring a profes-
sional seminar for student editors . . . bringing in
skilled newspaper experts to offer counsel . . .

.« « o On the one hand, the Commission believes (depart-
ments of journalism) should not attempt to be informal
guardians over the (student newspaper) staffs; nor
should they consider the campus newspapers as possible
laboratory models. On the other hand, the Commission
holds that these departments should be immediately ready
to provide practical advice whenever such counsel is
solicited . . . . To student editors everywhere, advice
is warmly welcomed. Control is resisted.

« « « (re obscenities) there is little point in dwelling
nervously over how to control the use of foul language
in campus newspapers . . . . To center on the obscenity
issue is an exercise in futility and drains energy that
should be directed to major issues . . . (members) were
more concerned with instances of biased reporting and
writing. Gutter language merely displays slovenly
manners., Biased journalism distorts issues and misin-
forms.

The Commission has been deeply troubled by the evidence
of a lack of trust on all sides . . . . The Commission
is recommending a course of patience and understanding;



39

of offering student editors counsel and training; of
opening doors, rather than closing.

The Commission's report also includes appendices in the form of

supplementary position papers from other equally-respected resource

people across the nation.

Rutgers University

In 1979 administrative concerns relative to operations of The
Targum, student newspaper at Rutgers, reached a point where it seemed
appropriate to re-assess the relationship of the university to the
newspaper. For purposes of review, a 10-member committee, dominated by
the presence of journalism alumni, was formed to evaluate the possibili-
ty of The Targum becoming an independent newspaper.

The committee delivered its report in April, 1979,94 in the form of
a 62-page document, plus a l7-page appendix which was a survey of incor—
porated college dailies. Operating budgets for newspapers participating
in the survey ranged from $80,000 to $1,000,000; circulations varied
from 1,500 to 40,000; dates of incorporation covered 1905 to 1976.

This report differs considerably from the philosophic tone of the

study done by the California Commission of the Campus Press but is

significant in its thoroughness for a review of operations among inde-

pendent campus newspapers.

University of Oregon

Another instance of a campus daily going independent is found at

the University of Oregon when, in July, 1971, The Oregon Daily Emerald,
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severed its ties to the university and became legally free of its

university relationship.95

After one year of independent operatiomns, the Emerald's editor, Art
Bushnell, indicated both enthusiasm and optimism about the paper's new

status:

« « « The Emerald is becoming more respomsible. We will not
see how many people we can shock just because we are indepen-
dent. On the contrary, we will have to be more cautious than
we might have been in the past. Now, if we make a mistake,
we are ultimately responsible for it. No longer will the
State Board or the university administration be liable for
what we print . . . it will be we who face any legal

action. We worry about these things a lot more now because
it will come out of the paper's money. The Emerald does not
have time for printing blue language and irresponsible edito-
rials. Rather it is concerned about making independence a
success.

As a philosophic statement from the university adminsitration, the
Vice President for Administration and Finance, Ray Hawk, noted that
independence develops responsible journalism and

"+ « o the time to learn is now, while students are still

involved in the learning process . . . Some administrators

may not want to give up control of the paper, but control of

the newspaper is not the issue here. The needs of

journalism, not the administration, should dictate control
over the paper.

University of Maryland

On August 15, 1970, the Board of Regents for the University of
Maryland adopted a resolution establishing a study commission to inves-
tigate ways by which the university could be separated from The
Diamondback, the student newspaper, and no longer be considered the

publisher. By earlier resolution, the Regents had gone on record as
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favoring incorporated staus for student publications; appointing the
study commission was a move toward establishing feasible means whereby
this could be accomplished.98
In responding to its charge from the Regents, commission members
conducted a survey of student attitudes toward student publications on
the College Park campus, contacted other universities where publications
had independent status, and met with student leaders for inclusion of
their views before reporting recommendations to the Regents.99
The major recommendation was that administrative responsibility for

all university publications be placed in the hands of an independent

corporation, Maryland Media. While all publications would be, in large

measure, independent of the university, the publicatioms staffs would
continue to use university facilities and would be partially supported
by the student activities fee. Regents retained approval authority over
all appropriations to the publications.lOO

Directors of Maryland Media supervised the newspaper and other

student publications but the relationship with the university continued
to exsist and it was accepted that all of the publications were still
associated with the university, the rationale being that, if facilities
were denied and appropriations were cut off entirely, most of the publi-
cations "would cease to exist. Although this is a controlling factor
the actual publications are independent of the university and the uni-
versity is no longer respomnsible (1egally)."101

In reacting to this change in status for campus publications, the
university president, Wilson H. Elkins, has stated that, "As far as the
administration of the university is concerned, the existing arrangement

is much better than it was before Maryland Media was established."102




Prior Restraint/Prior Review

« o« o prior restraint doctrine may be described (as) .
'a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma' . . .

io3

Overview

At the outset, it should be recognized that discussion of the

concept of prior restraint, and the concomitant term, prior review, may

be rendered moot by the forthcoming decision of the U.S. Supreme Court

in Kuhlmeier v. Hazlewood School District.104

Prior restraint, which is pre-publication censorship of material
exercised at the source of that material, was first dealt with by the

U.S. Supreme Court in Near v. Minnesotal9% in 1931. In holding for the

plaintiff, Near, on a 5-4 decision, the Court stated that,

« « « The general principle that the constitutional guaranty
of the liberty of the press gives immunity from previous
restraints has been approved in many decisions under the
provisions of state constitutions . . . . The fact that the
liberty of the press may be abused by miscreant purveyors of
scandal does not make any less necessary the immunity of the
press from previous restraint in dealing with official mis-
conduct. Subsequent punishment fgg such abuses as may exist
is the appropriate remedy . . .

At issue in Near was a Minnesota statute authorizing prior re-

straint of publications which could be identified as "undesirable" or a

"nuisance.” Near was a publishing partner in a Minneapolis "smear

sheet,” The Saturday Press, whose content precipitated application of

107

the statute allowing prior restraint.
Despite the closeness of the decision, Near has held up as the
constitutional basis for denying prior restraint except for caveats

allowing censorship when the content materials involved "a threat to the
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nation in time of war, or were obsceme, or were incitements to violence

or the overthrow of the government by force."108

Prior Review

Given this historical precedent, coupled with Chief Justice
Burger's forthright statement in 1971 that, "Any prior restraint on
expression comes to this Court with a 'heavy presumption' against its

constitutional validity,"109

it would seem that the issue of prior
restraint would have been laid to rest long ago. Such has not been the

case, however,

Under the guise of prior review-—a term given status equal to, but

in substitution for, prior restraint--there is common practice at many

high schools and some universities for administrative authorities and
newspaper advisers to read student newspaper content before publication.
On one side of the issue are those who eschew review in any form as
being a manifestation of government's power to silence its critics
before they are allowed to speak and thus hide its errors forever.
Those on the other side tend to take a more moderate stance. While
recognizing the sanctity of a free press, the moderately-inclined would
modify the concept of prior restraint/prior review with exceptions that

extend beyond those cited by Justice Holmes.110

Nicholson v. Board of Education

In Nicholson v. Board of Education (1982),lll the Ninth Circuit

Court of Appeals upheld the right of school officials to exercise pre-

publication review of a school-sponsored newspaper. The court reasoned

as follows:112
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Writers on a high school newspaper do not have an unfettered
constitutional right to be free from prepublication review.
In fact, the special characteristics of the high school
environment, particularly one involving students in a jour-
nalism class that produces a school newspaper, call for
supervision and review by school faculty and administrators.

In commenting on the current status of confusion regarding judicial
interpretation of prior restraint/prior review policy among educational

institutions, a Student Press Law Center Report article states,

« « « Several federal courts of appeal have adopted positions
that approve in theory a policy of prior review . . . . The
Second, Fourth, Fifth and Eighth Circuit Courts of Appeal
have said that in a given situation prior review could be
permissible. These courts have focused on the "substantial
and material disruption” languages of Tinker as justifying
the need for prior review policies.

Situational Differences

Several situational distinctions appear to have a bearing on how a
court will look at prior review policies in the educational setting.

For example, is the student newspaper published in the context of a
forum for expression or as an integral part of classroom and curriculum
activity?

Is the newspaper school-sponsored or is it an alternative news—
paper?

Is the content in question of such nature as to materially disrupt
the educational mission of the high school or university?

Is the content pornographically obscene?

And, now with what is at issue in Kuhlmeier, is the risk of inva-
sion of privacy and subsequent tort action justifiable reason for

exercising prior review and restraint?
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"Review" vs., Liability

The research findings of Click and Kopenhaver114 indicate there is
general acceptance of prior review practices among high school princi-
pals and newspaper advisers. This policy, where it is being
implemented, then raises another practical issue in the area of respon-
sibility and liability. Courts in two instances have ruled that a
public university was free from liability for libel published in its
student newspaper because it did not exercise prior review over content
of the newspaper.115 This, of course, prompts immediate questions
regarding the amount of risk a high school or university is willing to
incur by instituting a practice of prior review that possibly could be
interpreted as an assumption of liability if content of the newspaper
becomes a target for litigatiom.

Given a decision by the U.S. Supreme Court in Kuhlmeier v.

Hazlewood School District, many of these troublesome questions well may

be answered.

Student Newspaper Models

I would give student publications a great deal of freedom.
Fledglings must try their wings. But to accord students
virtually abso%ute freedom of the press is to let the animals
run the zoo.ll

Overview

A university president, in noting that the relationship with the
campus newspaper and other news media appeared to be unsatisfactory in
that the university was the responsibile agency but could exercise

little, if any, control, has stated that after court opinions were
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handed down indicating that the university could not exercise any con-

trol, the Board of Regents decided to appoint a committee to comnsider

the future relationship of the news media to the university.117

With localized variations, the theme of the above language perhaps
sums-up the sense of frustration experienced by many a university admin—
istrator faced with concerns over the role of a campus newspaper.

Some university presidents are more fortunate in this regard than

others:

“Frankly, I haven't found student newspaper issues all that

' thorny' . . ."118

In somewhat the same pattern, another president —- in noting his
service at several universities -- said:

« +» o My experience with the student newspapers has been, in
the main, very positive., When we are performing our roles
well, a negative or even an unfair article has only a brief

sting to it.

At the opposite end of the scale are those who reflect a somewhat
different kind of campus newspaper situation:

"The relationship between the student press and the institution has

often been a lively topic . . 120

Or,

« « « (our president) thinks we should publish nothing that
will hurt the reputation of the university . . . I have been
called into the president's office twice to discuss hiring a
new newspaper adviser. (The president) wants me to say I
will expect the new adviser to read everything that goes into
the paper with an eye toward keeping embarrassing items

out. I can't promise that —— so the latest place where I've
seen revenge is in my merit increase. My dean had recommend-
ed me for 5 percent; the state had said 3 percent. The
president initialed my merit increase at 2.5 percent!121



In between are those with such concerns as this publisher

indicated:

. « o« I am a strong proponent that newspapers —- whether so—
called student papers or otherwise —— must stand on their own
merits -— editorially and economically . . . If I had any
criticism of university newspapers, it would be that the
students do not grasp the balance of editorlal, news and
business that is needed to publish a viable newspaper . . .
Somehow they do not learn this lesson, and frankly, come to
our employ woefully ignorant of the integratiom process of
these main elements of our ethics . . . In other disciplines,
especially in the physical sciences, such a flaw of education
would forestall accreditation of the college, school or
department.
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Solutions to student newspaper problems vary. Some decisiommakers

opt for total separation from the university and independent status;

some structure that paper's role in a compatible relationship with the

journalism curriculum; others accept the "forum for expression" concept

and do whatever it takes to implement that philosophy. And still others

will attempt some sort of modification and/or amalgamation of the three

basic operating structures.

In reviewing the litigation in Associated Students of Western

Kentucky University v. Downing,123 Jones (1977) discovered that,

. « . the terms of a contract between an institution and a
campus paper may prove controlling in any controversy between
the two, even if the difference of opinion centers on another
issue entirely . . . it seems significant that, unlike cen-
sorship cases where the burden of proof must be carried by
the institution in substantiating its restraint, here the
burden was upon the students to support by substantial evi-
dence their contention that unconstitutional infringement had
taken place. This subtle shifting of the burden of proof
tips the scale dramatically.12

The second instance involved activities subsequent to the decision

in Trujillo v. Love, 125 in which it was stated in correspondence that,
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« « o Since (Judge Arraj's) order was issued, guidelines for the
operation of the paper have been published and students are now required

to sign employment contracts stating that they agree to these

policies."126

Still another alternative procedure, or philosophic concept, was

127

proposed in 1974 by Robert Trager, Southern Illinoils University, when

he suggested that academic freedom should be the functional model for

student newspaper operations.
Trager's thesis was derived from Emerson's work (1970)128,and was
suggested after an extensive review of case law as it was developed at

that time.

In recommending the academic freedom model, Trager wrote:

« o« « The model of hierarchical organization applicable to
commerical newspapers . . . does not fit student publica-
tions. The university is not the publisher; its president is
not Eugene C. Pulliam. The school does not control content
or finances, nor is it clearly liable for a publication's
torts. 1t is necessary to discard this concept, to stop
looking for a publisher who does not exist, and turn else-
where for a realistic, useful, acceptable model of student
publications on public college campuses.

While this is not intended to be an exhaustive analysis of
this alternative . . . the answer may be within the institu-
tions themselves—-the concept of academic freedom. This
system is based on the right of faculty members to teach and
perform research independently, without interference from
college or govermnment officals or other professors. Also
inherent is the right of tenure, under which faculty members
can be terminated only for specific, serious wrongs, protect-
ing them from firings which are capricious or based on
inadequate reasons.

Working on the basic proposition that the govermment cannot
abridge protected expression, and that college officials are
arms of the state, student journalists should be protected
under the academic freedom concept . . . In analyzing an
academic situation, an academic model seems most
appropriate, The traditional model has led only to confron-
tation and confusion . . .129
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Not unnoticed by the courts is the student editor, whose authority
has been given judicial endorsement in a variety of cases. In Albins v.
Rogers,130 the court upheld the right of a student editor to refuse an

article submitted by a faculty member to the Rutgers University Law

Review. The court ruled that the fact that the publication was partly
financed by state funds did not mean that it had to publish anything
submitted. One who claims that his constitutional right to freedom of
speech has been abridged must show thaf he has a right to use the par-
ticular medium through which he seeks to speak.131

132

In Kania v, Fordham, another court ruled that "the university

could not compel the student newspaper (i.e., the editor) to provide
access to those disagreeing with its editorial positions without running

afoul of the constitutional guarantee of the press."133 In Associates

134

and Aldrich Co. v. Times-Mirror Co the court dwelled briefly upon

student newspaper freedoms by noting, . « o« The student newspaper has

freedom to exercise subjective editorial authority to reject proffered
articles . . . »135 even though the case itself had no relationship to

the student press per se. And in Dickey v. Alabama,136 a case which

focused national attention upon student newspapers, the court ruled that
"Troy State could not punish an editor for criticizing the governor or
the state legislature by expelling him."137

In an attempt to help organize thinking and planning when alterna-
tive operational models are considered for student newspapers, various
authors have projected their views for ordering administrative consider-
ations. Powell (1976)138 cited Trager and Dickerson!3? for identifying

five basic structures as alternatives by which a campus newspaper might

be organized:
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First is a laboratory publication, one that is part of a formal
classroom situation. In this case, one integral purpose of the publica-
tion is to act as a vehicle for "practicing" what is taught through
classroom instruction; thus, material is usually carefully scrutinized
by a faculty member before publication.

Second, the publication is free of most formal classroom involve-
ment, but has faculty members in key editorial positions. Here, too,
the material is reviewed by nonstudents before publication.

Third, the structure may be built around an adviser who has varying
degrees of control of publications in different institutions.

Fourth, a student publication may be affiliated with an academic
department, usually journalism. In this arrangement, there may be a
publication board empowered to appoint and to remove student editors,
with faculty members and even administrators sitting on the board with
students. Generally student editors are relatively free to make deci-
sions on their own. While the board may set broad policy, material is
rarely reviewed by other than students before publicatiom.

Fifth, some college student publications are considered indepen-
dent,140

William Porter, in an appendix to the report of the University of

California's Special Commission on the Student Press, limited his obser-

vation to three types of organizational structure for student newspapers

and noted that,

« o » Practically all student newspapers today are set up
within one of three different structures. The first of these
is the rarest, and in a sense the most "efficient" if effi-
ciency is to be measured in terms of minimum trauma. (It is)
the system in which full-time professionals occupy the key
positions of the newspaper. 1In the University of Missouri's
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School of Jourmalism . . . the Missourian's editor is a
student but the managing editor is a faculty member . . .
Other key decision making personnel are faculty members.
There is relatively little chance for student lapses in
judgment, taste, or respect for elders to get into print

. « o comparatively speaking, there is little sedition raised
in the Missourian.

The second category is at the other end of the permissive
spectrum . . . the paper is under control of a board of
directors which, in theory, directs its operations. In
practice the student staff has no direct supervision. The
only form of 'control' is the suspension or removal of stu-
dent staff members. Whatever their particular makeup, these
directing boards are always reluctant to take such drastic
action . . . 1 feel that both experience and good sense
indicate that this is the best framework for student publica-
tions . . . an institution's chances of having a student
paper which will accurately reflect its intellectual dimen-
sions and educational purposes are far better under this
system than any other . . . The worst (system) of all is the
one in the middle.

(It) is built around a central role which does not really
exist in the other systems: that of "adviser" . . . . The
adviser is always around while the paper is in preparation;
there is a fervent hope that he will be consulted upon all
controversial issues and his advice accepted. Sometimes he
simply sits in his office, busily shuffling papers while
waiting to be consulted, wondering what They Are Up To Now;
sometimes he stays home but he's on call . . . There are two
amiable pretemses in this system: the first is that the
adviser is really exercising a teaching function, not censor—
ship, and the second is that the paper really is free. The
load of hypocrisy under these conditions is simply too great
for a man of intelligence and sensitivity to carry for very
long . . . . The adviser system never works the way it is
supposed to work.141

In many ways, reactions to the role and function of student news—

papers——and perceptions thereof-—reflect as many variations as there are

those to state them.

Broadly stated, three models appear to be central to the operation—

al structures by which campus newspapers are organized: forum of ex-

pression, curriculum or laboratory, and independent status. Further
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discussion here will be limited to an explication of the three, citing

both advantages and disadvantages wherever appropriate.

Forum Model

The judicial analysis employed in student press cases is closely
akin to First Amendment theory applied in cases involving use and con-
trol of public forums. Under this theory, numerous cases have decided
that once the government dedicates a forum for free expression, the
govermment does not possess absolute control over the content of expres—-
sion in that forum and may only regulate expression which causes
disruption of the forum. In the context of school-sponsored publica-
tions, courts focus on whether the publication has in fact been created
as a forum for free expression of student views. If the publication is
a forum, schools may not restrict expression merely because they dislike
the content. Consistent with the forum theory analysis, courts have
repeatedly decided that schools do not possess the same authority over
school-sponsored publications that commercial owners and publishers
possess over their publications. Once a student publication is viewed
as a forum, there is authority for the proposition that schools will not
be responsible for libel occurring in the publication. Thus, the poten—
tial liability of schools for libel is not grounds for restricting
student expression.142

When student newspapers are established as a forum for expression,
they are cloaked in the mantle of government authority and are perceived
as being owned by the public in the sense that a state-supported univer—
sity is a public agency; the newspaper is thus an extension of the

agent's mission and purpose.
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There is no obligation for an educational institution to establish

a forum for student expression:

e o« o It may well be that a college need not establish a
campus newspaper, or, if a paper has been established, the
college may permanently discontinue publication for reasons
wholly unrelated to the First Amendment. But if a college
has a student newspaper, its publications cannot be suppress—
ed because college officials dislike its editorial comment.
This rule is but a simple extension of the precept that
freedom of expression may not be infringed by denying a
privilege.

Overlooked by the various commentaries encountered in this review
is the further language of the court relative to the role of the student
editor, which might be interpreted as being at odds with the court's

opinion in Avins v. Rogers. And, in Joyner, the court stated:

« o « A college newspaper's freedom from censorship does not
necessarily imply that its facilities are the editor's pri-
vate domain. When a college paper receives a subsidy from
the state, there are strong arguments for insisting that its
columns be open to the expression of contrary views and that
its publication enhance, not inhibit, free speech. However,
this case provides no occasion for formulating a principle
akin to the fairness doctrine for the college press.

In Antonelli v. Hammond, the court cited several cases as precedent

for its ruling that,

« « o The state is not necessarily the unrestrained master of
what it creates and fosters ., . . courts have refused to
recognize as permissible any regulations infringing free
speech when not shown to be necessarily related to the
maintenance of order and dicipline within the educational

process . . .

The court did temper its opinion, however, with this qualification:

« « o These decisions do not stand for the proposition that a
state college administration has no more control over the
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campus newspaper than it would have over a private publica-
tion disseminated on campus. In the very creation of an
activity involving media of communication, the state regu-
lates to some degree the form of expression fostered. But
the creation of the form does not give birth also to the
power to mold its substance. For example, it may be lawful
in the interests of providing students with the opportunity
to develop their own writing and journalistic skills, to
restrict publication in a campus newspaper to articles writ-
ten by students. Such a restriction might be reasonably
related to the educational process. But to tell a student
what thoughts he may communicate is another matter. Having
fostered a campus newspaper, the state may not impose arbi-
trary restrictions on the matter to be communicated.

Genesis of the forum concept is noted by Fager as being fundamental

to U.S. Supreme Court decisions as early as 1951, and subsequently, in

148

Kunz v. New York, (1951),147 Edwards v. South Carolina (1963), and

Cox v. Louisiana (1965).149

Because circumstances vary so widely from case to case in litiga-
tion involving freedom of expression, specific applications without
benefit of legal counsel are dangerous practices. Certainly, this
disclaimer applies to opinions of the courts which are cited here.
However, there are, in general, broad areas of protected expression
which appear to have reasonably universal acceptance as standards of
practice for evaluating student newspaper content. The list is too
lengthy to be included here, and in fact, is beyond the scope of this

study. Ingelhart, however, provides a comprehensive summary in Freedom

150

for the College Student Press.
Proponents of the forum model can find wise counsel in one of the

eight recommendations made by the California Commission on the Student

Press when it suggested that all those concerned with publication of a
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principal campus newspaper "(meed) to think through what its role
should be, to agree on a basic set of principles, and then accord the

editors as much freedom as possible within those principles.“151

Curriculum or Laboratory Model

A high school or university does not come in conflict with the
constitution when it decides that its campus newspaper will not be

structured or operated as a forum for expression. This was established

in Trujillo v. Love when the court said the administration of Southern
Colorado State College had failed to effectuate a new policy under which
the student newspaper was to operate as an instructional tool. The
court also said there was evidence that the college's new publication
policy had not been sufficiently communicated to the student staff or
discussed in journalism classes, and the faculty requirement directing
the students to submit "controversial" writings for approval was not
defined . . . Prior to the summer of 1970 the Arrow (student newspaper)
served as a forum for student expression and the new policy of the
administration and faculty was not thereafter put into effect with
sufficient clarity and consistency to alter the function of the news-
paper. It concluded that, in fact, the newspéper had continued to serve
as a student forum.

The court (did) suggest that if college officials had, in fact,
implemented their publication policy (to operate the newspaper as an
'instructional tool' for journalism students) and fully communicated
their intention to students, then the administration's action may have
d.192

been uphel

The effect of this opinion by the district judge is that a student
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newspaper's operational structure can be changed if change is considered
in order. A newspaper operating as a forum for expression can become a
functional part of the curriculum (a laboratory newspaper) if that is
desired, and the opposite is, of course, true also.

Those who subscribe to the theory that a student newspaper should
be an integral component in a journalism education program tend to hold
that such a relationship better serves instructional respomnsibilities to
students. The general feeling of these advocates is that a curriculum
relationship is superior to allowing students to publish their mistakes
(with attendant consequences and penalties) and then be told what they
should have done-—after the fact.

Structuring a campus newspaper in the "laboratory"” model is some-
times called "the 'Missouri Plan' because journalism students at the
University of Missouri have traditiomally produced the Columbia
Missourian under close faculty supervision."153

Operating under a similar philosophy which defines the "major task

w154

of journalism instruction as being that of "teaching student report-

ers and editors that they must be responsible for what they write and

publish,"155

all work on the student newspaper at West Virginia
University was done in the classroom during the tenure of Quintus C.
Wilson as dean of the School of Journalism.

A far-sighted West Virginia legislature in 1926 established the
student newspaper policy at the university, stipulating three basic
requirements:156

[1] The student newspaper could not publish tobacco ads;

[2] The student newspaper could not publish liquor ads;
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[3]The student newspaper could carry critical stories and

editorials.

If the information was factual and thekstudent staff could prove
its statements.

In stating these policies, the Legislature also said that work on
the student newspaper would be under the supervision of the Journalism
department. In response to that mandate, the Journalism department's
advertising classes sold and prepared the newspaper's ads; students in
reporting classes wrote the news copy; students in editing classes
edited copy and handled layout assignments. Dean Wilson was listed as
publisher, along with a student publisher. Both met daily at 8 a.m.
with student editors, reporters, advertising representatives, and other
staff people to review the day's paper and critique the product.

In recalling that period in his academic career prior to his re-
tirement, Dean Wilson said, "I am a strong advocate of the student
newspaper being created in the jourmalism classes . . . I found that
students, when fully cognizant of their responsibilities, met the chal-
w157

lenge.

At Oklahoma State University, The Daily 0'Collegian operates under

a board system through a non-profit corporation established in 1927
which, in turn, has authorized the formation of a board of directors of
Oklahoma State University Student Publications. This latter board
functions according to a constitution and by-laws, appropriate policy
statements, and adheres to the functiomnal statement in its constitution

which says, "The editors of the Daily 0'Collegian . . . are students in

a learning situation and hence as they develop their abilities, it is

desirable that supervision and guidance by faculty and/or staff be



provided." (Appendix H, page 369.)

Supervision of the Daily 0'Collegian is vested in a publisher and

associate publishers who, in their roles as supervisors of the student
staff, "have final authority and responsibility for the content"198 of
the O'Collegian.

Just when a student newspaper "ceases to be a First Amendment forum
and becomes a laboratory teaching tool is unclear. This is ome of the
questions about student press law that the courts have not fully re-
solved."13?

But this much is clear: operating a student newspaper as an inte—
gral entity within a journalism education program is not a popular
alternative on most university campuses. This is not a recent phenome-
non in journalism education. In 1972, the American Society of
Journalism School Administrators surveyed its members to assess the
working relationship between academic programs and student publications.

Among the 42 ASJSA members responding, 13 (31%Z) had exclusive
laboratory newspapers; 29 (69%) did not. Couple that statistic with the

previously-noted data160

relative to AEJMC member institutions which
indicate only about 20 percent of the journalism deapartments produce
the student newspaper, and it suggests there is not much aggressive
support in journalism education for the observation, noted previously,
that:

"A student daily can provide an invaluable experience for the
student, especially if it can be used as a teaching newspaper and the

classroom work integrated with work on the paper."161

58
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Independent Newspaper Model

Citing the Michigan Daily, the Harvard Crimson and the Yale Daily

News as three examples of "the most successful and most admired student
newspapers (which) have been independent for years,"162 Julius Duscha
became an early advocate of independent status for campus newspapers.

It is possible, he stated,

. « o to operate a paper completely independent of a college
or university by relying on advertising revenue and by
continuing to distribute the paper free . . . A newspaper
published independently by students is not responsible in any
way to the college or university. And conversely, the
institution is not responsible for what the newspaper prints
« +« « To be truly independent, a student newspaper must be
organized and incorporated as an entity completely separate
from . . . the university. The paper must not receive any
subsidy directly or indirectly from the institution, either
through free office space, higher than normal subscription
prices for faculty and staff, or abnormal advertising charges
for printing official notices . . . despite the financial
difficulties that can be and will be encountered by a truly
independent paper, the advantages of such-a publication are
obvious.

Ingelhart responded to the Duscha recommendations with a lengthy,
detailed treatise, in which he suggested that the "actual reason for the
movement toward independence . . . is that in many cases 'independent'
merely is a device to rid the campus of a truly independent, critical
voice,"104

Noting that "independence, like pregnancy, is one of the single-
value terms in the language,” Ingelhart indentified 21 criteria which
would have to be met before real independence could be achieved for a

campus newspaper:165

1. The publication must be incorporated, but not as a non—
profit, educational corporatiom,.
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11.

12,

13,

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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The publication cannot receive student fee funds.

The publication cannot receive college or university
subsidy, directly or indirectly.

The publication cannot use campus facilities or space.

The publication cannot enter into any publishing agree-
ments with the university.

The publication cannot have a university adviser.

The university cannot pay debts or delay bankruptcy of
the publication.

The university cannot participate in the selection or
dismissal of staff members nor can it take disciplinary
action against staff members.

The publication cannot have any relationship to any
instructional program.

No university . . . staff person can be on the board of
directors of the publication.

There can be no stipulation of any kind in the incorpora-
tion charter which in any way relates the publication to
the university or college.

Membership on the staff of the publication cannot be
limited to or specify student status.

Readership cannot be confined primarily to students.

The name of the publication cannot contain the name of
the college or university.

The publication cannot be accorded preferential distribu-
tion or sales arrangements by the university.

There must be no relationship between the publication and
the student govermment.

Content of the publication cannot be confined to or
dominated by university-related material,

No effort, overt or covert, can ever be made by any

university person or agency to affect the content of the
publication.

The university can in no way participate in legal pro-
ceedings involving the publication.
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21. The newspaper cannot qualify for a second-class
educational mailing permit.
And he adds that, if a student newspaper can accurately report that
it meets all of these stipulations, "it probably can claim to be inde-
pendent . . . If 'independence' does not mean what the list specifies,

then ' independence' becomes a myth."166

Litigation

« « « there is a difference between editing-and censorship.
Censorship comes from an outside source, whereas editing is
the prero;ative of an authority within the publishing
entity.16

Overview

Through September, 1986, records at the Student Press Law Center
showed 263 known cases involving student newspapers at the trial court
level. (Appendix E, page 306.)

The earliest case of record is Lander v. Seaver (1859) and during

the next 100 years, only 22 other cases are known to have had student
press freedoms at issue.

That record changes dramatically, however, when the next 26 years
are reviewed for student press litigationm.

Between 1960 and 1986, 240 cases involving student newspapers or
other student publications were initiated across the country -—- almost a
10-fold increase over the previous 100 years (1859-1959) in approximate-
ly one-fourth the time.

Prior to 1910, only seven cases are known to have concerned student

press issues. Between 1910 and 1960, only 12 cases are recorded.
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But 43 cases in the 1960s, 141 cases in the 1970s, and 56 cases

thus far in the 1980s.reflect a major change in the tenor of the times.

Sources and Types of Restraint

Thomas Evaslage reviewed censorship of the campus news media in
1980 and 1981 for a report to the annual convention of the Association
for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication.168
Evaslage's study reveals the following data about sources of cen-

sorship pressure which had been applied against student publications:

College administrations

and/or Boards of TruUSLEES .eeecsecescccses 44 times
Student government cecsecscscscnsns 25 times
State legislators/laws ceeccesssssecanes 7 times
Campus publication boards cecesisescsccnne 9 times
Student organizations cecsssscscssscns 2 times
Off-campus groups ccescesesssssnee 4 times

Evaslage also catalogued the types of restraint which were at-

tempted:
Dictation of content cveeccscsccccnns 37 times
Cutting off funds cececsscsssscnne 32 times
Disciplining student staff eeesscsessesssans 24 times
Punishing advisers Gecssccssessnsns 8 times
Eliminating publications cecsesssessassns 5 times

Reasons for these various individuals or groups becoming distressed
and unhappy with their campus publications fell generally into the

following categories:
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Uncomfortable with content
which was unfavorable or
disturbing but not obscene .sveececcccccccss 48 times

Irresponsible or poor
editorial judgment cscesssesssasses 9 times

Lack of balanced or
complete coverage cesccccscseensece 9 times

Obscene or blasphemous
material cecscsscsscensen 8 times

Regulations/state laws cecessssscccnnns 5 times

Satirical material in poor

taste cecccesscessccnse 4 times
Fear of libel suit eeccscceccscccsse 3 times
Profanity cescscscssscscne 3 times

Contracting, budgeting or
funding improprieties ceceseesscscsscs 3 times

Inappropriate distribution
procedures cacssesseasencns 2 times

Libel

Although fear of libel may not be the most prominent cause for
attempted restraint upon the student press, it does tend to appear in
disproportionate frequency as a continuing theme in much of the litera-
ture on student publications.

One reason might be that the monetary comsequences of libel, if
affirmed, are often in dollar amounts that range from spectacular to
ultra-spectacular. In the latter category is the $80 million libel suit
filed against the literary magazine of the University of Santa Clara

(California) by an aggrieved alumnus, . « . the largest libel damage

award ever sought (Zabala v. Rewak et al.) from a student

publication."”169



In fact, the trend of the 1980s appears to be toward seeking the

larger amounts when libel action is initiated:

$9 million

$4 million

$2.4 million

$2 million

$1.65 million
$500,000
$500,000

$300,000

$250,000

$150,000

Out-of-court settlements likewise seem to have been significantly

Roepken v. McCarthy et al.

Clinton Resident v. Hamilton
College Spectator

William S. Cole v, Hanover
Review, Inc., Laura Ingraham,
E. William Cattan, Jr., and
Dinesh D'Souza

Student Government Official
v. Daily Utah Chronicle

Lansing Police v. State News

Chinnis v. Gamecock

Dimter v. The Colorado Daily

Shepherd v. Thomas, University
Arbiter, Associated Students of
Boise State University, and
Boise.State University

Hovey v. Iowa State Daily
Publications Board

Celeste Naylor v. Minnesota

Dailz et al.

larger starting in the mid-to-late 1970s:

$20,000
$50,000
$50,000
$7,000
$3,000

$4,000

Student v. Gamecock

Lansing Police v, State News

(Michigan Case Not Identified)

Crawley v. Maneater

Canada v. Crimson White

Jan Rice v. Sagamore
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Qut-of~court settlements in recent years involving suits for large
sums, but for which no information has been reported regarding the
amounts paid in pre-trial settlements, include:

Clinton Resident v. Hamilton College Spectator

Jacqueline Pulliam v. Texas Student Publications of the
University of Texas at Austin

Dimter v, The Colorado Daily, Inc.

Shepherd v. Thomas, University Arbiter, Associated Students of
Boise State University

Other settlements are noted also in amounts of $500 or less, with

still others pending.l7O

A master's degree thesis research project titled Libel in College

and University Publications: Its Frequency and Character was completed

in 1971 by Barry L Standley, a graduate student in journalism at Ball
State University. Deriving data from 150 colleges and universities,
Standley reported only one instance of a libel judgement favoring a
plaintiff who sued a student newspaper, plus six out-of-court settle-
ments.l7l
More current data indicate the record of cases lost by student

publications is somewhat different.

In Canada v. Crimson White, the plaintiff received $3,000 in dam-

ages; in Tom Fallon, Gene Madison, Ethel Madison v. Daily Iowan, the

plaintiffs were awarded $3,000 from Student Publications, Inc.; and

$9,000 was the award to the plaintiff in Hovey v. ILowa State Daily
a.172

Publications Boar

Inasmuch as out~of-court settlements of ten bear a substantial
presumption of guilt, the record of settlements and damages awarded

suggests the student press has been less than diligent in numerous

65
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instances in maintaining its integrity in fair and accurate reporting
and opinions.
Ingelhart also noted that several suits, involving substantial

amounts, were pending in 1984,

Invasion of Privacy

Libel is not the only contentious transgression which can be com—
mitted by student newspapers; the invasion of privacy can be equally
expensive if a court finds for the plaintiff.

173

Five cases underscore this point:

In a suit seeking $480,000 in damages, the Harvard Crimson settled

out of court for $13,000,
In a suit filed as a companion suit to a libel action, the plain-
tiff settled out of court for $7,800 after seeking $120,000 for invasion

of privacy (Crawley v. Maneater).

In Kuhn v. Campus Digest, the plaintiff sought $30,000 in damages

alleging invasion of privacy but settled out of court for an undisclosed

sum.

In O'Brien v. Ohio State Lantern, $860,000 in damages were sought

in a privacy lawsuit; dispositiom of this case is unknown.

A $5,000 out-of-court settlement resolved Babick v. Daily Aztech

after $400,000 in damages were sought.

Cogzright

In United Artists v. University of Minnesota Daily, the student

newspaper was ordered to pay $2,000 for infringement of a United Artists

copyright.174



Warner Communications, Inc. v. Daley Planet of Daley College was

settled out of court for an undisclosed amount.
Adviser

There 1is a stress e?idemic, an overload of stress, in advis-
ing the newspaper.l >

Overview

"It is the duty of editors and advisers to keep student publica-

tions at a level that brings credit to the university . . . »176

That is the opening sentence of the Tufts University policy state~
ment regarding its student publications. Formulated in the early 1960s,
it is cited by John Ciardi as a document which "should be compulsory

reading for all college and university administrators who have serious

intent as educators . . . 177

Inasmuch as the publications/newspaper adviser is a central figure
in the process of producing printed media for campus comsumption, ex—

cerpts from the Tufts policy are appropriate here:

e« o« o This responsibility (for bringing credit to the univer-
sity) lies initially with the board of editors of each
publication . . . whose approval is requisite for publication
« « o The university . . . will not act as cemsor. The right
to publish student and other writings is vested in the prin-
cipal editor of each of the three student publications and
three faculty advisers whose decision is subject to no revi-
sion by the university.

These editors and advisers have been chosen in good faith and
we cannot fail to believe that they will act in good faith

« «» » The university believes that its enduring function is
better served by freedom than censorship.
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At the opposite end of the spectrum encompassing advisers of
student publications are other comments also deserving notice:

« « « I love the work (as a newspaper adviser), I love the

kids, and I feel what I'm doing is important, but I just

can't cope with the stress anymore. There's too much of it

from too many different sources, coming at me too often and

too quickly. Also, there seems to be no relief from it; it's

an ongoing thing, on ongoing problem . . . 179

Each of ‘the pragmatic postions described above is the product of
administrative perceptions, adviser perceptions, and, probably, student
perceptions.

In between these two extremes is a vast no-man's land, filled with
pitfalls and hazards which have caused publicatioh advisers to be de-
scribed variously across the full panoply of unflattering terminology:
"feisty troublemaker, visionary nuisance, incompetent teacher, fall guy,
martyr;" only occasiomally do they hear: "hero" or "heroine."180

Broussard and Butler, in examining stress factors associated with

the role of a student publications adviser, have reported that, e .

Many advisers say their work and respomnsibilities take up too much time,
are so many and so demanding that they experience bad stress factors
more often than good, constructive ones."180
Moreover, the investigators report, advisers say the stress limits
their progress and affects their performance and teaching at school,
their personal lives at home, and their emotional condition.181
Primary factors leading to stress and burnout among newspaper
advisers appear in five areas: relationships with [1] administration,

[2] other faculty, [3] students, [4] the job itself, and [5] the advis-

er's personal life.
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Research support by Broussard and Butler is found in numerous
surveys they have conducted among publications advisers, in which 25
stressors were found to be related to administrators, 22 related to
other faculty, 39 related to students, 16 related to teaching responsi-
bilities, and 21 affecting advisers' personal lives.183

Based upon their research, and the discussions with advisers which
they have conducted over 20 years, Broussard and Butler have concluded
that "“the primary reason secondary school teachers give up advising the
school newspaper is the stress that accompanies the position."184

The Jekyll-Hyde nature of the adviser's role, which precipitates
stress factors, is defined more clearly when the responsibilities de-

scribed by Click and Kopenhaver185

are placed alongside the statement of
Edward Crittendon, former assistant to the State Superintendent of

Education in Ohio:

Click and Kopenhaver

e « o« In communicating subject matter and the ethics, legal
concepts and responsibilities of publications . . . the
individual entrusted with the position of adviser must com—
bine the competencies, knowledge, skills and ethics of both
an educator and a journalist . . . As the press continues to
fight for the public's r%ggt to know . . . the role of advis-
er becomes more complex.

Crittendon

« « o I think it is time for us to look the kids right in the
eye and say: The printing of a school newspaper has nothing
to do with providing you with valid journalism experiences.
It has everything to do with pr (public relations) for me and
the image of_ the administration, of the board, of the super-
intendent.187
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Models of Advising

Click and Kopenhaver, while aiming'their descriptions of student
newspaper adviser roles primarily at the university level, nevertheless
embrace high school roles as well1,188

There 1is a possibility also that a portion, at least, of the
implied schizophrenia and accompanying stress factors inherent within
publication adviser responsibilities are a product of the particular
advising model in place at a specific university or high school, al-
though stratification components of this type are not addressed in the
Broussard-Butler analysis.

Six fundamental advising models are identified by Click and

Kopenhaver:189

Full-time Adviser or Publications Director
This person usually is responsible for both the editorial and
business sides of all student publications and must assure the
fiscal stability of the publications.

Load Credit
The adviser receives a reduced teaching load, generally one less
class for each publication advised.

Extra Compensation
I1f an adviser is not given released time for advising, compensa-
tion should be paid for the extra duties, usually at the rate of
one overload course per publication.

Practicum Courses Supervision
In many instances, student publications are produced as part of
the academic program and students enroll in a practicum course in
which they work on the publication for credit.

Production Responsibilities
Some advisers are full-time professional production supervisors,
responsbile for the (publication-owned) equipment and for the
fiscal management of the production operation.

No Direct Responsibilities
The final model, and one which is widespread, involves advisers
who are assigned student publications on a "volunteer"” basis with




no compensation, released time, or specific mandate except to
advise.

Perhaps in response to an observed, but unstated, stress component
among advisers, Click and Kopenhaver suggest a checklist of policy items
relative to editorial and advertising procedures which--if implemented
in a consensus involving administrators, students and the adviser--might
alleviate some of the trauma associated with student newspapers.

For example, in the matter of editorial policy, Click and
Kopenhaver suggest firm guidelines should be established on this set of

questions:190

1. What ethical code guides the publication?

2, How will controversial matters be handled?

3. Who comprises the policy-making and decisiommaking
group?

4. Who is ultimately responsible for what is printed?

5. What will be printed and what will not be printed?

6. How will personnel matters be handled?

7. What grievance procedures exist for individuals, both

inside and outside the publication staffs?

How will letters—to-the-editor, both signed and unsigned,

be handled?

9. What is the publication's policy on protection of
sources?

10. How will editors be selected and removed?

11. Who writes editorials, and how is a viewpoint arrived at?

12. What is the relationship of the publication to the insti-
tution?

13. How will administrative, faculty and student pressures be
handled?

14. What is the publication's policy on news coverage and
commentary, and how will these matters be identified?

oo
.

In the area of advertising, Click and Kopenhaver also suggest a

list of relevant questions requiring answers: 191

1. What types of advertising will, and will not be accepted
for publication?



2, Who is the final authority on accepting or rejecting
advertising?

3. Who decides the percentage of advertising space that is
acceptable in each issue?

4, What is the relationship between the business/advertising
side in terms of responsibility and decision—-making?

5. How are changes to be made in the rate card and what
commissions will be paid to ad sales people on both
single and multiple insertiomns?

In essence, what these authors are suggesting is the development of
a policy-and-procedures manual wherein everyone associated with a stu-
dent newspaper can provide input, be a part of the debate before coming
to closure on specific policies, and generally function cohesively under
common understandings of the role and function of the newspaper and its
staff.

Ingelhart would strengthen the role of the adviser to the level of
designating such a person as the publi.sher.lg2

His rationale is that the adviser is "logically the person best
able to conduct the fiscal management functions normally accomplished by
an individual serving as publisher."193 He suggests that the adviser,
when carrying the title of publisher, "can be the rallying person pro—-
viding for the continuity and traditions of each publication."194
As further support for this recommendation, Ingelhart points out

that the word "publisher” is generally misunderstood by many people

« « o "Although a college could be considered a publishing agency, it

could not properly be called a publisher. A publisher . . . performs

management functions for the owners of a publishing company or

agency. 195

72
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Truly, the role of the student newspaper adviser may not embrace

the best of all worlds; advisers may be affected adversely by the old

management cliche, accept responsibility only when there is correspond-

ing authority; but more than likely a third cliche is more apropos:

advisers and administrators are simply marching to different drummers.

Guiding the thinking and action of many university student news-

paper advisers is the Code of Professional Standards for Advisers for

members of the Natiomal Council of College Publications Advisers. This

code does not equivocate in stating that:

« « « The student press should be viewed as a training ground
for the (journalism) profession. Therefore, student journal-
ists, as the professional press, must be free to exercise
their craft with no restraints beyond the limits of libel,
obscenity and invasion of privacy.

The adviser serves primarily as a teacher whose chief respon-
sibility is to give valid advice to staff members in the
areas to be served, editorial and business, and to be readily
available to staff. As a teacher, the adviser is a profes-
sional educator whose responsibility is to explain and
demonstrate, and who will be respected for this professional
ability and integrity.

An academic community requires freedom to exchange informa-
tion and ideas. The adviser should promote, initiate and

sustain institutional policies which will provide students
the freedom to establish their own publications and to con—

duct them free of censorship of faculty or administrative
determination of content or editorial policy.

This Code leaves little room for implications: student newspapers
should be treated on a par with their commerical counterparts; student
journalists should be accorded the same freedoms enjoyed by journalists
practicing their craft in commercial media.

What the Code tends to sidestep are the practical realities of the

commercial journalist's world which, in general, fall under the rubric
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of freedom of the press belongs to he who owns one. And therein lies

part of the dilemma causing stress among many advisers. If the institu-
tion's top administrator perceives the institution as the owner of the
student newspaper, to the exclusion of applicable legal concepts de—
fining constraints upon the State for inhibiting a forum for expreésion
(which the Code also supports), the opportunity for effective communica-
tion between administrator and adviser is virtually non-existant.

A Click-Kopenhaver study suggests the thinking among high school
administrators and newspaper advisers is not too far apart on many key
issues. Whether the perceptual data of this study involving university
presidents, et al., will correlate strongly with the high school data
remains to be seen. (Appendix D, page 301.)

Ignoring for the time being the apparent contradictions in the
NCCPA Code of Standards, the best advice for student newspaper advisers
might well be found in Ingelhart's counsel:

« « o The adviser is a teacher of all the students in the

school, all the faculty and administration, and even of the

parents in the community. The lessons to be taught are based

on helping people understand, use, respect, and believe in

the values of a free press in America. This is a major

assignment that should be treated with dignity, devotion,

and-—-above all--patience. Some of the persons in the ex-
panded classes are slow learners.

Summary

And the Supreme Court changes its mind from time to time.197

Synthesizing the literature on perceptions of the roles and func-
tions of the student press involves maneuvers through court decisions,

opinions expressed in popular magazines, the research efforts of
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established experts, mews and editorial items in the commercial press,
professional journals, and scholarly papers presented at professional
meetings. The list is almost endless, or so it seems. For this project
alone, more than 9,600 pages of documents were reviewed before being
condensed into less than one percent for the text of this summary.

This work has drawn heavily upon the published expertise of well-
established current authorities: 1Ingelhart, Kopenhaver, Click, and
Fager. Extensive background was provided through the comprehensive
doctoral dissertations of Evans, Jones, Ragulsky, VanBremen and West.
Equally enlightening by way of historical perspective (circa 1950-1960)
was the work of Estrin et al., Duscha, Fischer, Mencher, and numerous
others.

In short, the topic does not want for lack of attention from a
philosophic or legal perspective. But the area of perceptions as an
object of quantitative analysis has been touched only recently: Ryan
and Martinson; Click and Kopenhaver; and now this research effort.

Throughout this review, there was the constant reminder of the
expression, source unknown: "The law is a living thing."” Perhaps
nowhere else is the truth of that statement more evident than in judi-
cial interpretations responding to First Amendment concerné, and the co-
existant confrontations which occur between academic administrative
concepts and the basic freedoms of expression guaranteed by the consti-
tution of the United States.

One thing is clear, however. Further clarification by the courts
is needed before an adequate comfort level can be established to accom-
modate the divergent viewpoints held by the various social groups

caught-up in the day-to-day operations of the student press.
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Optimistically, this will be forﬁhcoming in the U.S. Supreme Court's

opinion in Kuhlmeier v, Hazlewood School District later in 1987. As an

observation supported by this review of the literature, the decision,
and supporting ratiomale, in Kuhlmeier has the potential for signifi-
cance equalling that of Tinker in 1969. If that should prove true, much
of the disparate litigation involving the student press may dissipate
almost to extinction.

The fundamental issue causing confrontation at the operational
level is the localized perception of prior review and restraint, and
consequent interpretations; With the issue joined at the level of the
Supreme Court, there is at least the potential for resolution which will
accommodate both sides of the issue without sacrificing the integrity of

freedom of expression.



ENDNOTES

1Dissenting opinion, Eighth Circuit Federal Court of Appeals,

Kuhlmeier v. Hazlewood School District, 596 F. Supp. 1422 (E.D. Mo.
- 1984).

2Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 393
U.S. 503 (1969).

3Christopher B. Fager, Esq., Ownership and Control of the Student
Press: A First Amendment Analysis (Utica, NY, 1976), p. l.

4Wayne E. Overbeck and Thomas M. Pasqua, Jr., Excellence in College
Journalism (Belmont,CA, 1983), p. 217.

5Christopher B. Fager, Esq., Ownership and Control of the Student
Press: A First Amendment Analysis (Utica, NY, 1976), p. 1.

6Elizabeth L. Flocke, "Editors' Attitudes Toward Functions of the
Community Press" (unpub. paper, Columbia, MO, 1986), p. 5.

7George E. Padgett, "A Quantitative Analysis of United States
Supreme Court Decision-Making Relative to First Amendment Issues of Free
Speech and Free Press"” (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Athens, OH, 1980).

8Michael A. West, "The Constitutional Rights of College Students:
The Principles of the First, Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments As They
Apply to Higher Education” (unpub. Ed.D. dissertation, Amherst, MA,
1976).

91bid.
10George E. Padgett, "A Quantitative Analysis of United States
Supreme Court Decision—-Making Relative to First Amendment Issues of Free

Speech and Free Press" (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Athens, OH, 1980).

1gott v. Berea College, 161 S.W. 2d 204 (Ky. 1913).

127p14.
13Michael A. West, "The Comstitutional Rights of College
Students: The Principles of the First, Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments

As They Apply to Higher Education" (unpub. Ed.D. dissertation, Amherst,
MA, 1976).

larpid.

77



78

151 pi4.
161p14.
171p14.
181p14.
191p1d.
201 p14,
211 p1q.

22Wayne E. Overbeck and Thomas M. Pasqua, Jr., Excellence in
College Journalism (Belmont, CA, 1983), p. 223.

23Christopher B. Fager, Esq., Ownership and Control of the Student
Press: A First Amendment Analysis (Utica, NY, 1976), pp. 3~4.

241114,

25"Prior Review: A Problematic Practice That's Worth Rejecting,”
Student Press Law Center Report (Vol. VIII, No. 1, Winter, 1986-87), p.

2%.
261144,

27Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 393
U.S. 503 (1969).

28Papish v. Board of Curators of University of Missouri, 410 U.S.
667 (1973).

29Kuhlmeier v. Hazlewood School District, 595 F. Supp. 1422 (E.D.
Mo. 1984).

30Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 393
U.S. 503 (1969).

31Papish v. Board of Curators of University of Missouri, 410 U.S.
667 (1973).

32pvins v. Rutgers, 385 F. 2d. 151 (3d Cir. 1967), cert. denied,
390 U.S. 920 (1963).

33veed v. Schwartzkop, 353 F. Supp. 149 (D. Neb. 1973), aff'd, 478
F. 2d 1407 (8th Cir. 1973), (per curiam) cert. denied, 414 U.S. 1135
(1974).

34Bazaar v. Fortune, 489 F. 2d 225 (5th Cir. 1973) aff'g en banc
with modification 476 F. 2d 570 (5th Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 416 U.S.
995 (1974).




79

35 pvins v. Rutgers, 385 F. 2d. 151 (3d Cir. 1967), cert. denied,
390 U.S. 920 (1968).

3§zEgd v. Schwartzkop, 353 F. Supp. 149 (D. Neb. 1973), aff'd, 478
F. 2d 1407 (8th Cir. 1973), (per curiam) cert. denied, 414 U.S. 1135
(1974).

37Bazaar v. Fortune, 489 F. 2d 225 (5th Cir. 1973) aff'g en banc
with modification 476 F. 2d 570 (5th Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 416 U.S.
995 (1974).

38George E. Padgett, "A Quantitative Analysis of United States
Supreme Court Decision—-Making Relative to First Amendment Issues of Free
Speech and Free Press" (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Athens, OH, 1976).

39Bet:hel School District No. 403 et al., v. Fraser, Supreme Court of
the United States, No. 84-1667, 1986.

40Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 393
U.S. 503 (1969).

4l1pid.

42Webster's New International Dictionary, Second Edition,
Unabridged. (Springfield, MA, G. & C. Merriam Company, 1955).

43Christopher B. Fager, Esq., Ownership and Control of the Student
Press: A First Amendment Analysis (Utica, NY, 1976), p. l.

4410uis E. Ingelhart, (1) Freedom for the College Student Press
(Westport, CT, 1985) and (2) Press Law and Freedom for High School
Publications (Westport, CT, 1986).

45Julius Duscha and Thomas Fischer, The Campus Press: Freedom and
Responsibility (Washington, D.C., 1973).

46

Antonelli v. Hammond, 308 F. Supp. 1329 (D. Mass. 1970).

47Brooks v. Auburn University, 412 F. 2d 1171 (5th Cir. 1969).

48Baughman v. Freienmuth, 343 F. Supp. 487 (D. Md. 1972).

49Blackwell v. Issaquena County Board of Education, 363 F. 2d 749
(5th Cir. 1966).

30Bychanan v. Oregon, 250 Ore. 244, 435 P. 729 (1968).

Slgyrnside v. Byars, 363 F. 2d 744 (5th Cir. 1966).

52Channing Club v. Board of Regents of Texas Tech University, 317
F. Supp. 688 (N.D. Tex. 1970).




80

53Dickey v. Alabama State Board of Educatiom, 273 F. Supp. 613
(M.D' Alao 1967).

54Eisner v. Stamford Board of Education, 440 F. 2d 803 (2d Cir.
1971).

>5joyner v. Whiting, 341 F. Supp. 1244 (M.D.N.C., 1972); rev'd, F.
2d (4th Cir. 1973). —

56Norton v. Discipline Committee of East Tennessee State
University, 419 F. 24 195 (6th Cir. 1969), cert. den., 399 U.S. 906
(1970).

37Quarterman v. Byrd, 453 F. 2d 54 (4th Cir. 1971).

58Scoville v. Board of Education of Joliet Township, 425 F. 2d 10
(7th Cir. 1970), cert. denied, 400 U.S. 826 (1970).

59

Trujillo v. Love, 322 F. Supp. 1266 (D. Col. 1971).

60zucker v. Panitz, 299 F. Supp, 102 (S.D.N.Y. 1969).

61Michael A. West, "The Constitutional Rights of College
Students: The Principles of the First, Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments
As They Apply to Higher Education" (unpub. Ed.D. dissertation, Amherst,
MA, 1976).

62George P. Evans, "The College Newspaper Press: An Analysis of
Its Development Since 1968 in Four Dimensional Areas" (unpub. Ph.D.
dissertation, Syracuse, NY, 1975).

63yalter M. Jones, Jr., "Applications of the Law Governing the
Student Newspaper in the Policies and Practices of Selected Institutions
of Higher Learning” (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Athens, GA, 1977).

64Lee VanBremen, "Analysis of the Control and Financing of College

and University Student Newspapers" (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Storrs,
CT, 1971).

65Louis E. Ingelhart, The College and University Campus Student
Press: An Examination of Its Status and Aspirations and Some of the
Myths Surrounding It (Muncie, IN, 1973), p. 5.

66Louis E. Ingelhart, Freedom for the College Student Press
(Westport, CT, 1985), p. 3.

671bid.

68James B. Fitzpatrick, III, "Attitudes Toward Responsibility and

Freedom of the College Newspaper" (unpub. Master's thesis, Gainesville,
FL, 1964).



81

69Kenneth S. Devol, "Major Areas of Conflict in the Control of
College and University Student Daily Newspapers in the U.S." (unpub.
Ph.D. dissertation, Los Angeles, CA, 1965).

70Beverly M. Bethune, "Views of Selected Junior College Students on
Content, Function and Freedom of the Student Press" (unpub. Master's
thesis, Gainesville, FL, 1967).

71Susan H. Carter, "Perceived Role of the Student Editor of THE
DAILY O'COLLEGIAN" (unpub. master's thesis, Stillwater, OK, 1971).

72Wanda Harris, "Perceptions of Newspapers by Student and Non-
Student Readers” (unpub. research report, Carbondale, IL, 1982).

73Michael Ryan and David L. Martinson, "Attitudes of College
Newspaper Advisers Toward Censorship of the Student Press", Journalism
Quarterly (Spring, 1986), pp. 55-59, 88.

7%1bid., p. 57.
751bid.

761bid., p. S8.

"T1p14.

781p1d., p. 88.

79J. William Click and Lillian L. Kopenhaver, "Principals' and
Advisers' Attitudes Toward Freedom of the Student Press in the United
States" (unpub. paper, Baton Rouge, LA, 1986).

801pid.

‘81Michael Ryan and David L. Martinson, "Attitudes of College News-
paper Advisers Toward Censorship of the Student Press”, Journalism
Quarterly (Spring, 1986), p. 88.

82J. William Click and Lillian L. Kopenhaver, "Principals' and
Advisers' Attitudes Toward Freedom of the Student Press in the United
States" (unpub. paper, Baton Rouge, LA, 1986).

83Elizabeth L. Flocke, "Editors' Attitudes Toward Functions of the
Community Press" (unpub. paper, Columbia, MO, 1986).

841p14.

851 b14.
86California Special Commission of the Campus Press, The California

Campus Press in 1969: A Report to the Freedom of Information Committee
(Utica, NY, 1970).




82

87Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication,
Journalism and Mass Communication Directory (1986).

881 0uts E. Ingelhart, "Legal Status of the Collegiate Press: A
Survey Conducted for an Ad Hoc Committee of the National Council of
College Publications Advisers" (Utica, NY, 1976).

89L0uis E. Ingelhart, The College and University Campus Student
Press: An Examination of Its Status and Aspirations and Some of the
Myths Surrounding 1t (Muncie, IN, 1973), p. l4.

90g yhimeier v. Hazlewood School District, 596 F. Supp. 1422 (E.D.
Mo. 1934).

9ICalifornia Special Commission of the Campus Press, The California
Campus Press in 1969: A Report to the Freedom of Information Committee
(Utica, NY, 1970).

921p14.
931bid.

94Targum Alumni Association Report, "Targum Feasibility Study: A
Report on Targum Independence” (Utica, NY, 1979).

Ireresa Ebert, "Student Newspaper On Its Own,"
(July, 1972), pp. 31-32.

College Management

961bid.

971bid.

98"Report of Regents' Commission To Advise the Board on How To
Separate the Student Publications at the University of Maryland from the
University" (Utica, NY, February 1, 1971).

991bid.

1001 p14,

1011p14.

102Wilson H. Elkins, president, University of Maryland, relative to

relationship of The Diamondback and Maryland Media to the University
(May 14, 1972). Personal communication.

103Jeffery A. Smith, "Prior Restraint: Original Intentions and
Modern Interpretations" (unpub. paper, ILowa City, IA, 1986).

104g yhimeier v. Hazlewood School District, 596 F. Supp. 1422 (E.D.
Mo. 1984).

105year v. Minnesota, 51 S. Ct. 625 (1931).




83

1061114,

107Walter M. Jones, Jr., “"Applications of the Law Governing the
Student Newspaper in the Policies and Practices of Selected Institutions
of Higher Learning” (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Athens, GA, 1977).

1081444,

109%ca1y v. James, 408 U.S. 169, 189 (1971).

1105 chenck v. United States, 249 U.S. 47, 39 S. Ct. 247 (1919).

111Nicholson v. Board of Education, 682 F. 2d 858, 863 n. 3 (9th
Cir. 1982).

121414,

113"Prior Review: A Problematic Practice That's Worth Rejecting,"
Student Press Law Center Report (Vol. VIII, No. 1, Winter, 1986-87), p.
24,

1145, Wwilliam Click and Lillian L. Kopenhaver, "Principals' and
Advisers' Attitudes Toward Freedom of the Student Press in the United
States" (unpub. paper, Baton Rouge, LA, 1986).

115uprior Review: A Problematic Practice That's Worth Rejecting,"”
Student Press Law Center Report (Vol. VIII, No. 1, Winter, 1986-87), p.
24,

1163ames Kilpatrick column in Arizona Republic, (February 18,
1987).

117Wilson H. Elkins, president, University of Maryland, relative to
relationship of The Diamondback and Maryland Media to the University
(May 14, 1972). Personal communication.

118g50c1a1 category respondent communication [president]. Attri-
bution not authorized.

1lgsocial category respondent communication [president]. Attri-
bution not authorized.

12050c1a1 category respondent communication [adviser]. Attribution
not authorized.

121g5c1a1 category respondent communication [adviser]. Attribution
not authorized. :

122Social category respondent communication [publisher]. Attri-
bution not authorized.

123Associated Students of Western Kentucky University v. Downing,
475 F. 2d 1132 (6th Cir. 1973).




84

1241414,

1237ryji110 v. Love, 322 F. Supp. 1266 (D. Col. 1971).

126Douglas B. Hartford, Assistant Director, Southern Colorado State
College News Services, personal communication to John Behrens, curator,
Student Press Archives (Utica, NY, April 7, 1971).

127 obert Trager, "The College President Is Not Eugene C.
Pulliam: Student Publications in a New Light" (unpub. paper,
Carbondale, IL, 1974).

1285ee generally Thomas I. Emerson, The System of Freedom of
Expression (New York, 1970), pp. 593-626.

1298 obert Trager, "The College President Is Not Eugene C.
Pulliam: Student Publications in a New Light" (unpub. paper,
Carbondale, 1L, 1974).

130svins v. Rutgers, 385 F. 2d. 151 (3d Cir. 1967) cert. denied 390
U.S. 920 (1968).

1311p14.

132¢ ania v. Fordham 702 F. 2d. 475 (4th Cir. 1983).

1331p1d.

134Assq_c_:iates and Aldrich Co., v. Times-Mirror Co., 440 F. 2d. 133
(9th Cir. 1971).

135114,

136Dickey v. Alabama State Board of Education, 273 F. Supp. 613
(M.D. Ala. 1967), dismissed as moot sub. nom., 402 F. 2d. 515 (5th Cir.
1968).

1371p14.

138Cheryl R. Powell, “"Campus Press--Help Is At Hand," Student Press
Law Center Report (No. 363, November, 1976).

139%obert Trager and Donna L. Dickerson, "College Student Press
Law" (unpub. paper, Carbondale, IL, 1976).

1401 p14,
141William Porter, "What Should Be The Role Of A Student

Newspaper?", The California Campus Press in 1969: A Report to the
Freedom of Information Committee (Utica, NY, 1970).




85

142Annette Gibbs and Thomas D. Stoner,'"Student Publications as a
Public Forum: Institutional Restraints and Individual Rights", Journal
of College Student Personnel (January, 1978), p. 1l7.

1437oyner v. Whiting, 477 F. 2d. 456 (1973).
144

Ibid.

145 ntonelli v. Hammond, 308 F. Supp. 1329 (D. Mass. 1970).

1461414,

1472 unz v. New York, 340 U.S. 290, 71 S. Ct. 312 (1951).

1485 3yards v. South Carolina, 372 U.S. 229, 83 S. Ct. 680 (1963).

149¢ox v. Louisiana, 379 U.S. 536, 85 S. Ct. 453 (1965).

150Louis E. Ingelhart, Freedom for the College Student Press
(Westport, CT, 1985).

151California Special Commission of the Campus Press, The
California Campus Press in 1969: A Report to the Freedom of Information
Committee (Utica, NY, 1970). :

1527441110 v. Love, 322 F. Supp. 1266 (D. Col. 1971).

153California Special Commission of the Campus Press, The
California Campus Press in 1969: A Report to the Freedom of Information
Committee (Utica, NY, 1970).

154Social category respondent communication [publisher]. Attri-
bution not authorized.

1551p14.

156Quintus C. Wilson, Salt Lake City, UT. (June 6, 1986).
Personal communication.

1571114,

158Constitution of the Board of Directors of Oklahoma State Univer—
sity Student Publications (Article IV, "Specific Relationships”).

159yichael A. West, "The Constitutionmal Rights of College
Students: The Principles of the First, Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments
As They Apply to Higher Education” (unpub. Ed.D. dissertation, Amherst,
MA, 1976).

16()Assoc:i.atzl.on for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication,
Journalism and Mass Communication Directory (1986).




86

161Louis E. Ingelhart, The College and University Campus Student
Press: An Examination of Its Status and Aspirations and Some of the
Myths Surrounding It (Muncie, IN, 1973), p. l4.

162Julius Duscha and Thomas Fischer, The Campus Press: Freedom and
Responsibility (Washingtom, DC, 1973), p. 17-18.

1631p14.

164Louis E. Ingelhart, The College and University Campus Student
Press: An Examination of Its Status and Aspirations and Some of the
Myths Surrounding It (Muncie, IN, 1973), p. 5.

1651 p1d., p. 6.

1661144,

167Martin Duggan, former editorial page editor, St. Louis Globe-
Democrat, in testimony as expert witness at federal District Court
trial, Kuhlmeier v. Hazlewood School District, (1983).

168Louis E. Ingelhart, Freedom for the College Student Press
(Westport, CT, 1985), p. 10.

1691p14., p. 147.

170Ibid. See generally Ingelhart's chapters on "Libel,” pp. 125-
151, "Privacy," pp. 153-158, and "Copyright," pp. 179-182.

l71Barry L. Standley, "Libel in College and University
Publications: 1Its Frequency and Character" (unpub. Master's thesis,
Muncie, IN, 1971).

172Louis E. Ingelhart, Freedom for the College Student Press
(Westport, CT, 1985), pp. 130-131.

1731p14., pp. 153-158.
1741 p14., pp. 179-182.

175E. Joseph Broussard and John M. Butler, "A Case Study of Stress

and Burnout: The Newspaper Adviser" (unpub. paper, Thibodaux, LA,
1986).

17650hn Ciardi, "Student Publications and the Tufts Plan," Saturday
Review (Sept. 11, 1965), p. 20.

1771p14.

1781p1d., p. 21.



87

179E. Joseph Broussard and John M. Butler, "A Case Study of Stress
and Burnout: The Newspaper Adviser" (unpub. paper, Thibodaux, LA,
1986).

180114,

181144,

1821114,

1831114,

1841p14.

185Lillian L. Kopenhaver and J. William Click, Ethics and Responsi-

bilities of Advising College Student Publications (Athens, OH, 1978).

1861p44., p. 2.

187Edward Crittenden, November, 1974, quoted in D, Michael Scott—
Blair, "Censoring the High School Journalists, " The PTA Magazine, p.
21.

188Lillian L. Kopenhaver and J. William Click, Ethics and Responsi-

bilities of Advising College Student Publications (Athens, OH, 1978).

1891b14., pp. 23-24.

190114, , p. 25.

1911p14.

192Louis E. Ingelhart, The College and University Campus Student

Press: An Examination of Its Status and Aspirations and Some of the
Myths Surrounding It (Muncie, IN, 1973), p. 17.

1937114,
1941414,
1951p14., p. 12.

196Louis E. Ingelhart, Press Law and Press Freedom For High School
Publications (Westport, CT, 1986), p. l47.

197Louis E. Ingelhart, Freedom for the College Student Press
(Westport, CT, 1985), p. 10.




CHAPTER III1
METHOD AND PROCEDURES

Overview

The problem which is the focus of this research is a perceptual
problem: how do various categories of university administrators and
commercial editors and publishers perceive the roles and functions of
the student newspaper, and how significant are the differences of those
perceptions between or among those groups?

As noted in the previous chapter, there is not an abundance of
vliterature dealing with the perceptions of anyone associated with, or
concerned about, student newspapers.

Yet [1] confrontation over content material, [2] censorship which
is known euphemisitcally as "prior review" or "prior restraint,” [3]
invasion of privacy, and even [4] violations of copyright inevitably
embroil the top university administrator--the president-—and several
layers of administration below that office. And almost as inevitably,
the hierarchy of the commercial press become engaged also, at least with
published opinions.

It was against this background of long-standing concerns that this

topic was developed and procedures devised for investigating it.
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Samgle

A purposive sample was selected, predicated upon the incidence of
67 university journalism departments which indicated in the 1986 member-
ship directory of the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass
Communication (AEJMC) that the department produced the student newspa-
per. These journalism departments constitute approximately 20 percent
of the AEJMC membership.

As a matching group, a random selection was made among AEJMC-member
departments not having responsibility fér producing the student newspa-
per, in a number equal to those on the first list.

Together, the two groups totalled 134 universities and colleges.

These two lists of academic institutions thus became the resources
for selecting respondents in the four social categories defined for this
study: wuniversity presidents, journalism program administrators, news-—
paper advisers, and commercial newspaper editors and publishers in
cities hosting those universities, or in cities nearby.

In all, 536 potential respondents were identified and contacted
initially to solicit their participation in this study of perceptioms.

First contact was made with a form letter, individualized with
inside address and salutation, personally signed, and mailed in a type-
written, personalized envelope. Labels were not used at any time.
(Appendix A, page 292.)

Accompanying each letter was a printed postcard which each address-
ee was asked to return, indicating whether that person would or would

not agree to be a respondent. When cards with negative responses were
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recieved, aAsubstitute person was selected in that category and sent the
inquiry letter and reply card.

Because the controlling group represented a census of journalism
departments having production responsibilities for the campus newspaper,
and randomization was necessary in selecting respondents from among
those universities where the newspaper was not a responsibility of the
journalism department, findings from this study cannot be generalized to
a larger population. The purpose here is to establish a perceptual base
point, for which the purposive sample suffices adequately.

ﬁhen approximately 150 positive responses had been received, a
second mailing began with another letter, the survey instrument, and a
pre-addressed, stamped return envelope enclosed. (Appendix B, page 294.)

Postage to this point amounted to 58 cents per confirmed respom—
dent. However, this inquiry letter—postcard tactic is recommended,
inasmuch as [1] it avoids the further expense of blindly contacting a
second time those who would not or could not be a respondent, and [2]
the psychological ploy of securing a commitment to participate had the
hoped-for effect of assuring a rather high response rate for completed
survey instruments. The response rate was 72 percent from 342 committed
participants (response N = 247): 48 presidents, 73 journalism adminis-
trators, 63 newspaper advisers, and 63 commercial editors and

publishers.

Survey Instrument

This investigator has experience as a student editor in high school

and college, experience as editor of daily and semi-weekly newspapers,
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and experience as an adviser and also as a publisher for two university
student newspapers.

The combination of this experience, plus a comprehensive review of
[1] conventional literature, [2] scholarly journals and [3] relevant
judicial opinions, provided the background fo£ developing the 79-item
survey instrument. (Appendix C, pages 297-300.)

Some item statements were phrased positively; others were stated
negatively. And some item—statements were structured in ways diametri-
cally opposite to what various courts had ruled in those situations.

All this was done with intent, and supported by academic and profession—
al jourmalists in the pre-testing stage.

Positive-negative phrasing was intended to preclude a presumption
of investigator bias on either side of a question, on the off chance
that an assumed bias might prove sufficiently disturbing to a respondent
that the survey instrument would not be returmned.

In dealing with statements phrased in a manner opposite to various
judicial decisions, the concern was for eliciting attitudinal/perceptual
responses, irrespective of legal decisionms.

Reactions from respondents were largely positive:

"What an interesting questionnaire! . . . I have made a copy for
discussion with staff members of our campus newspaper."”

"This is a good survey. I hope we'll see your results soon.”

But there was this one from a publisher who was once a student
newspaper adviser:

"This is the worst questionnaire I have ever seen."”

A Likert-type scale was used to measure the intensity of respomnses,

ranging from a high value of five to a low value of one: Strongly Agree
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[5], Agree [4], Neutral/No Opinion [3]; Disagree [2]; and Strongly
Disagree [1].

The completed questionnaire was a four-page document, with the
neutral/no opinion column having a screened background. The neutral-no
opinion column was placed at the far right of the other four response
columns. The intent of this tactic was to discourage neutral responses,
if possible, in the absence of verbal stimulation ordinarily present in
telephone or face-to-face interview situations. This tactic may or may
not have had the desired effect; however, there was a noticeable absence
of neutral responses when the data were tabulated.

The instrument also was. typeset and printed commercially in an
effort to establish as much credibility as possible for the research
effort, to the extent that the cosmetics of appearance would enhance

that appreciation.

Hzgotheses

This study involves four social categories: university presidents,
journalism program administrators, student newspaper advisers, and
commercial editors and publishers.

In preparing the survey instrument of 79 conceptual items (state-
ments), it was assumed that four functions and four roles would emerge
from the data with enough significance to be evaluated as primary func-
tions and primary roles when comparing perceptual differences between
and among the four social categories.

Constructs defining the four assumed functions are presented in the
following numbered items (conceptual statements) from the survey instru-

ment (Appendix C, pages 297-300):
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Function 1 —- Freedom of Expression
(Items 17, 23, 27, 28, 34)

Function 2 -- Instructional Tool
(Items 32, 55, 56, 61, 68)

Function 3 -- Campus Communication Vehicle
(ILtems 4, 5, 22, 24, 38)

Function 4 —- Career Training Opportunity
(L1tems 6, 8, 9, 46, 63)

Constructs defining the four assumed roles are as follows:
Role 1 —-————- Thorough News Coverage
(Items 25, 39, 40, 42, 43)

Role 2 -—-———- "Campus Watchdog"
(Items 36, 37, 44, 45, 47)

Role 3 ———- Commercial Counterpart
(Items 10, 11, 48, 49)

Role 4 —————- University Support
(Items 50, 51, 52, 63)

Each social category was tested to examine the strength of its
realtionship to each function and role. This procedure involved the
testing of eight hypotheses for each social category, with each hypothe-
sis being formulated as follows:

The perception by university presidents of the freedom of

expression function of student newspapers will cluster to

include Items 17, 23, 27, 28, and 34 (refer to Appendix C,

pages 297-300, for language of specific items).

This basic hypothesis was tested for each function and role, for a
toal of eight hypotheses per social category: total = 32 hypotheses,
revised as necessary to substitute [1] functiomns, [2] roles, and [3]
social categories.

This was an exploratory procedure, with the possibility being that

other functions/roles might emerge from the calculations. If this
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should occur, other preliminary hypotheses would be developed as appro-
briate.

A second basic hypothesis sought to determine whether there were
significant differences between pairs of social categories (i.e., presi-
dent v. jourmalism program adininstrators, presidents v.'newspaper
advisers, presidents v. commercial editors and publshers) in their
perceptions of the functions of a student newspaper.

The 12 hypotheses tested here were cast as null hypotheses:

Thére will be no significant difference between the percep—

tions of university presidents and journalism program

administrators regarding the combined four functions of a

student newspaper.,

The basic hypothesis was adapted to each pair of social categories
for each function and role. This resulted in a total of 12 hypotheses
being tested: six pairs examining the four functions and six pairs
examining the four roles.

A third set of hypotheses sought to determine whether there were
significant differences between paired social categories in their per-
ceptions of the concepts forming the factors (comstructs) of each
function and role.

The basic hypothesis was stated as follows:

There is no significant difference between the perceptions

of university presidents and journalism program administra-

tors regarding the Freedom of Expression function of a
student newspaper.

The combined hypothesis was adapted to accommodate the various

combinations of paired social categories with the four functions and
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four roles. This involved 24 hypotheses for functions and 24 hypotheses
for roles, depending upon whether preliminary assumptions were valid.

A fourth round of hypothesis testing examined the four social
categories in a perceptual relationship with all conceptual items not
included in the developement of factors (constructs) for earlier hypoth-
eses,

The hypothesis was stated as follows:

There is no significant difference among the four social
categories in their perceptions of 41 concepts.

Statistical Tests

A conventional SPSS cross-tab formulation of data was undertaken
initially to determine percents and means for all social categories on
each of the 79 concepts.

R-type factor analysis was then used in an exploratory tactic to
test preliminary assumptions regarding concepts which are hypothesized
as loading heavily for the development of four function constructs and
four role constructs. Cutoff point for including selecting factor
loadings was .50 (RZ = 25).

This procedure tested the first set of hypotheses.

Following the determination of factors, factor loadings for each
social category formed sets of independent variables for testing signif-
icance in the second round of hypothesis testing. Application of
t-tests to examine the next set of hypotheses involved pairing social
categories to determine significance as a verification step against

items which emerged through factor analysis.
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In the third round of hypothesis testing, analysis of variance
tests were applied to extend the search for significance among combina-
tions of three social categories and to further confirm the selection of
significant items for testing as independent variables.

The fourth round of hypotheis testing involved the application of
multiple regression analysis, testing significant independent variables

for their explanatory power upon all of the remaining statements.



CHAPTER 1V

REPORT OF FINDINGS: OVERVIEW

When this study was proposed, it was predicated upon eight basic
hypotheses, four related to functions of the student press and four
related to designated roles of student newspapers. Functions are titled
(1) Freedom of Expressiom, (2) Campus Communication Vehicle, (3)
Instructional Tool, and (4) Career Training Opportunity. Roles are
titled (1) Watchdog, (2) University Support, (3) Thorough News Coverage,
and (4) Commercial Counterpart.

The research instrument contains 79 concept statements, ,of which 38
were hypothesized into constructs and assigned the name of a role or
function. Factor analysis is the statistical test used to develop
independent variables for comnstructs and further testing by regression
analysis. The cutoff point for a concept to be included in a factor of
independent variables was set at .50000., T-test and ANOVA applicatiomns
reduce the list of significant relationships among concepts to 38 inde-
pendent variables for regression analysis.

The original research design called for factor analysis of the 79
variables as one complete unit of analysis. The logistics of a 79x79
matrix in that step were overwhelming, however, for available computer
capacity and the step was eliminated. The second stage in this process
of data development called for each of the four social categories (uni-

versity presidents, journalism program administrators, student newspaper

97
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advisers, and commercial newspaper editors and publishers) to be sub~
jected to a factoring of responses by éategbry of respondent. In
retrospect, factoring total responses as a single unit might have proved
uéeful but it is questionable whether factoring respondent categories
would have been enhanced appreciably by the redundancy of factoring the
responses as a single unit.

Four sets of factored data produced 29 factors: nine from presi-
dents, three from journalism administrators, six from newspaper
advisers, and 11 from éommercial newspaper editors.and publishers. The
final three factors contained only one variable each which meets the
criterion for qualifying a factor, so these three were eliminated from
further consideration in this analysis.

The data were subjected to 790 t-test and ANOVA applications to
produce the 38 significant variables which were then processed in 10,270
regressions, producing an adjusted R2 which associated each social
category with each dependent variable in the context of each factor.

Responses were received from 247 respondents: 48 presidents, 72
journalism program administrators, 63 student newspaper advisers, and 64
commerical newspaper editors and publishers. The response rate was 72
percent from a purposive/randomized sample of potential respondents from
whom commitments had been received.

The data were treated initially to a comventional SPSS-X crosstab
distribution from which means and percents were calculated from the
Likert—type scale of response choices for each of the 79 conceptual
statements.

Hypotheses No. 1 anticipated that the clustering in factor analysis

would establish five concepts as the primary independent variables
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supporting the function identified as Freedom of Expression for each of

the social categories. Two social categories--presidents and advisers—-
produced factors which properly fit this label and which contained two
of the hypothesized variables. The hypothesis was supported in the
sense that appropriate ciustering emerged to satisfy the cutoff
criterion. However, the hypothesis was supported only tentatively if
the criterion was related to abpercentage of hypothesized variables
falling into place with sufficient strength to avoid elimination below
the .50000 1level. |

Hypothesis No. 2 anticipated that a second clustering would estab-
lish a set of independent variables as a function which could be labeled

Campus Communication Vehicle. A factor evolved from three of the four

social categories (presidents, journalism administrators, advisers, and
commercial editors and publishers) which could carry this label appro-
priately but only two of the five assumed statements fell into these
clusters. A third concept, assumed at the outset to fit this label,

clusters instead with responses under another factor (Thorough News

Coverage). As with the first hypothesis, this hypothesis was supported
at the level of the assumed label but it was not supported adequately by
the strength of the assumed concepts.

Hypothesis No. 3 anticipated a clustering of responses which could

be labeled Instructional Tool as a function of the student newspaper.

This clustering occurred as predicted but it failed the test of assumed
variables. Concepts which clustered under this label were limited to
responses from presidents and commercial editors and publishers and did

not include any of the assumed variables.
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Hypothesis No. 4 was assumed to produce a clustering of responses

which could be labeled Career Training Opportunity. These clusters were

found in the responses from newspaper advisers and commercial newspaper
editors and publishers to support the fourth hypothesized function but
only two of the assumed five variables were in the clusters. At best,

- this would be described as only tentative support for the hypothesis.
Hypothesis No. 5 assumed a cluster of variables to support the
student newspaper role as Watchdog. Four concept statements were found

in the factors produced by responses from presidents and commercial
newspaper editors and publishers, of which two were hypothesized ini-
tially for inclusion in this factor. Conceptual support was therefore
tentative also for this hypothesis.

Hypothesis No. 6 assumed a clustering of concepts to support the

label on a role titled University Support. The hypothesis assumed five

variables would cluster and four of that five emerged among the re-
sponses from presidents and student newspaper advisers. Unlike other
hypotheses, this one was supported both in the label designation and in
the presence of appropriately assumed concepts.

Hypothesis No. 7 assumed a clustering of variables which could

identify a role titled Thorough News Coverage. The hypothesis predicted

five concepts and all were supported by responses from each of the four
social pategories. It is perhaps a safe conclusion that perceptiomns
related to news coverage are as significant as any tested in this
research effort, using the prediction on this hypothesis as the
evaluative criterion.

Hypothesis No. 8 assumed a clustering of concepts which would just-

ify the role label of Commercial Counterpart. The title was supported
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by relevant concepts but only two of the five assumed variables emerged
within the factors. Each of the four social categories contributed to
the development of this clustering, however.

Findings are reported on the following pages under two major head-
ings: (1) Functions of Student Press and (2) Roles of Student Press.
Within each of these major categorical designations, four functions and
four roles are identified by applicable factors as those factors are
developed through analysis of the individual social categories (i.e.,
presidents, administrators, advisers, and commeréial editors and pub-
lishers). Data are reported by specific dependent variables, with the
adjusted R? and percentaged directional statistics (agree/disagree)
reported for each appropriate dependent ﬁariable. Adjusted R2 was used
in lieu of the conventional R? to reflect the tightened values of the
explained variance. The cutoff level of minimum .20000 was established
for R? reporting in recognition of the need to report only those vari-
ables which have more than casual significance in the explanatory
relationship with independent variables. Even so, a level of .20000
represents, at best, a relatively weak positioning of the explanatory
power of the independent variables and, where applicable, should be
interpreted with caution. Only when explained variance surpassed a
35000 level is there the opportunity for assigning more power to the
impact of the independent variables upon the interpretative explanatioms

associated with a dependent variable.



Function: Freedom of Expression

Factors

Presidents: Prior Review
Advisers: Prior Review

Advisers: O0fficial Policy
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Presidents: Prior Review

This factor has been titled Presidents: Prior Review and is com—

posed of the foliowing conceptual statements which comprise the
independent variables for this portion of the analysis:

a. A student newspaper adviser should review content material
prior to publication.

b. University officials do not have an obligation to support the
presence of a student newspaper on campus if its content becomes too
obnoxious.

c. News values which apply at a commercial newspaper do not apply
at a student newspaper.

d. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a

specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary" newspaper.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

By a slight majority (56%) presidents agreed that the student news-
paper adviser should review content material prior to publication. If a
student newspaper becomes too obnoxious, 50 percent agreed that the
university does not have an obligation to support that publication on
campus; disagreeing were 31 percent, with 19 percent being neutral or
undecided on the matter. A majority (56%) disagreed and said that news
values are the same for both student and commercial newspaper. At the
same time, 63 percent agreed that it is more appropriate to think of a
student newspaper as a specialized publication than as a "regular"”

newspaper.
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The independent variables are predictive upon only one dependent
variable for presidents in this factor:

1. A student néwspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.

R%Z = .25972 (Agree: 41.7%; Disagree: 45.8%)

Among journalism program administrators, a majority indicated dis-
agreement (58%) on the statement that the adviser should review content
material before publication, but 39 percent indicated agreeﬁent with the
concept. On the matter of support for an obnoxious student newspaper,
33 percent agreed that a university is under no obligation to support
such a newspaper while 57 percent disagreed. Regarding news values, 84
percent disagreed with the concept of different standards being in place
for the two types of newspapers and 55 percent disagreed with the idea
that a student newspaper should be considered a specialized type of
publication.

Three dependent variables are affected by the predictive qualities
of the independent variables:

1. University policies are not a legitimate target for criticism
by student newspapers.

R% = .29949 (Agree: 2.8%; Disagree: 97.2%)

2. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

R%Z = .27024 (Agree: 35.8%; Disagree: 58.5%)
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3. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste"” differs from that of the local area.

R% = .22620 (Agree: 38.5%; Disagree: 50.0%)

Among student newspaper advisers, 81 percent disagreed with the
idea that the adviser should review content material before publica-
tion. As to whether a university has an obligation to support an
obnoxious student newspaper, 49 percent disagreed with the statement
that the university is under no obligation to maintain that support if a
newspaper becomes too obnoxious; 38 percent agreed with the statement.
On the matter of differing news values at student newspapers and
commercial newspapers, 87 percent said the same news values apply at
both types of newspapers, and 74 percent disagreed with the statement
that a student newspaper should be considered a specialized publication
rather than a “"regular” newspaper.

Thirteen dependent variables are affected in varying degrees by the
predictive qualities of the independent variables:

1. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

RZ = ,38660 (Agree: 22.2%; Disagree: 74.6%)

2. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"”
careers in journalism.

R% = .33799 (Agree: 30.1%Z; Disagree: 47.6%)

3. It is a university administration's responsibility to establish

the policies for its student newspaper.

R% = .32954 (Agree: 15.9%; disagree: 77.7%)
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4, The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the

publisher.

R? = .31572 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 87.3%)

5. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

R% = .30812 (Agree: 16.4%; Disagree: 72.1%)

6. University officials should not adopt a "grin and bear it"

attitude when they are criticized by their student newspaper.

R2

= ,28350 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 79.4%)

7. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news—
papers do.

RZ = ,25909 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 88.9%)

8. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R? = .25893 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 93.6%)

9. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment

should prevail.

R% = .24291 (Agree: 13.1%; Disagree: 67.2%)

10. The governance system of a university and the notion of a free
press are concepts that do not work well together.

RZ = .24254 (Agree: 36.5%; Disagree: 63.5%)
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11. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethics
of journaliéts.
R%Z = .22873 (Agree: 87.3%; Disagree: 3.2%)
12, When a student newspaper functions as a forum for student
expression, the newspaper adviser really has a rather meaningless
position.

2

R® = .20870 (Agree: 6.3%; Disagree: 87.3%)

13, It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.

R2

= ,20854 (Agree: 28.67%; Disagree: 46.0%)

Among commercial editors and publishers, 58 percent indicated
agreement with the concept of prior review of content material by a
newspaper adviser before publication, and 34 percent disagreed with the
concept of prior review. A rather substantial majority (64%) also
agreed with the statement that a university is under no obligation to
support a student newspaper whose content becomes too obnoxious. There
was 36 percent disagreement that different news values apply at the two
types of newspapers, and a small majority (59%) who said the student
newspaper should not be considered a specialized publication but should
be regarded as a regular newspaper.

The independent variables in this factor have predictive qualities
for nine dependent variables:

1. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

RZ = .35642 (Agree: 47.6%; Disagree: 39.7%)
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2. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

R? = .30937 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)

3. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

R% = ,30281 (Agree: 29.7%; Disagree: 67.2%)

4. Cultural values of a university and its local community should
be supported by the student newspaper.

R? = ,28248 (Agree: 57.27%; Disagree: 23.8%)

5. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

RZ = ,28121 (Agree: 23.8%; Disagree: 71.4%)

6. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

R% = .25305 (Agree: 39.6%; Disagree: 50.8%)

7. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-
papers do.

R = ,22258 (Agree: 23.5%; Disagree: 71.9%)

8. Concern for a university's well-being is a wvalid guideline in

deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.
R%Z = ,21950 (Agree: 42.47%; Disagree: 46.9%)

9. Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responsi-

bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.

R% = ,21943 (Agree: 71.9%; Disagree: 23.4%)
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Advisers: Prior Review

This factor has been titled Advisers: Prior Review and is composed

of the following conceptual statements which comprise the list of inde-
pendent variables for this portiom of the amalysis:

a. Reporters on a student new%paper should be required to reveal
their sources of information for news stories if asked to do so.

b. A student newspaper adviser should review content material
prior to publication.

c. News about faculty and staff is as important as news about
students in a campus newspaper.

d. Cultural values of a university and its local community should

be supported by the student newspaper.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Presidents (737%) disagreed with the concept that student reporters
should be required to reveal their news sources if asked to do so but 56
percent agreed that a newspaper adviser should review content material
prior to publication. Presidents also were in substantial agreement
(77%) that news about faculty and staff is as important as news about
students in a campus newspaper. Regarding cultural values of a univer-
sity and its local community, 54 percent of the presidents agreed that
those values should be supported by the student newspaper.

Five dependent variables are affected by the explanatory capacity

of the independent variables:
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1. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste” differs from that of the local area.

RZ = ,29839 (Agree: 41.7%; Disagree: 33.3%)

2. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a

specialized publication than as a "regular” or "ordimary" newspaper.
RZ = ,25997 (Agree: 62.5%; Disagree: 35.4%)

3. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.

R? = ,25972 (Agree: 41.77%; Disagree: 45.8%)

4, University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

RZ = ,24451 (Agree: 16.7%; Disagree: 77.1%)

5. Errors that student reporters make in a campus newspaper are
not comparable to mistakes those same reporters might make on a math
quiz.

RZ = ,22249 (Agree: 40.4%: Disagree: 42.3%)

Journalism administrators disagreed with the concept that student
reporters should be required to reveal their sources of information by a
4-1 margin: 69 percent disagreed, 18 percent agreed. Among this group,
58 percent also disagreed with the idea that a newspaper adviser should
review content material prior to publication although 40 percent agreed
that prior review is a proper practice. This group also Indicated
substantial agreement (75%) that news about faculty and staff is as
important as news about students in a campus newspaper. They tended to

be rather evenly divided on the issue of support of local cultural

values by the campus newspaper; however, 45 percent agreed that local
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cultural values should be supported by the campus press and 41 percent
disagreed with that statement.

This set of independent variables impacts only negligibly upon
three dependent variables:

1. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

R% = ,22620 (Agree: 38.5%; Disagree: 50.5%)

2., When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

RZ = ,21557 (Agree: 20.0%; Disagree: 638.6%) .

3. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

RZ

= .,20757 (Agree: 50.5%; Disagree: 40.0%)

Among newspaper advisers, 81 percent disagreed that student report-
ers should be required to divulge the sources of their news stories if
asked to do so and a comparable percentage (81%) disagreed that an
adviser should review content material before publication in a student
newspaper. There was substantial agreement within this group (83%) that
news about faculty and staff was as important as news about students but
there was a wide swing of opinion about support for local cultural
values: 44 percent agreed that local values should be supported, 29
percent disagreed, and 27 percent were undecided.

These independent variables partially explain the variance on eight

dependent variables:
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1. University policies are not a legitimate target for criticism
by student newspapers.

R% = ,39804 (Agree: 3.27%; Disagree: 96.8%)

2. The governance system of a university and the notion of a free
press are concepts that do not work well together.R2 = ,31178 (Agree:

36.5%; Disagree: 63.5%)

3. A student newspaper should be related structurally to a jour—
nalism education program.

RZ = ,30171 (Agree: 42.97%; Disagree: 41.2%)

4. University officials should not adopt a "grin and bear it"
attitude when they are criticized by their student newspaper.

RZ = ,28929 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 79.47%)

5. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professiomal "watchdog”
careers in journalism.

RZ = ,28080 (Agree: 36.0%; Disagree: 54.7%)

6. The "watchdog" role of student newpapers seems to assume that

university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.

R2

= ,26905 (Agree: 41.3%; Disagree: 47.6%)

7. When there is a difference of opinion between a editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

R% = ,24291 (Agree: 13.1%; Disagree: 67.2%)
8. It is a university administration's responsibility to establish

the policies for its student newspaper.

R? = .21344 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 77.7%)
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Commercial newspaper editors and publishers disagreed at the level
of 66 percent with the idea that student reporters should be required to
reveal sources of their news stories but were somewhat split in their
views about prior review of content material: 58 percent agreed that
review of content before publication should be done by an adviser and 34
percent disagreed with this concept. A substantial 92 percent agreed
that news about faculty and staff is as important as news about students
in the campus paper and 57 percent agreed that local-area cultural
values should be supported by the campus press.

Eight dependent variables are explained partially by this group of
independent variables:

1. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

RZ = .45826 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)

2. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in

deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.
RZ = ,38809 (Agree: 42.27%; Disagree: 46.9%)

3. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

RZ = .38456 (Agree: 39.6%; Disagree: 50.8%)

4. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a
specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary" newspaper.

RZ = .35012 (Agree: 34.4%; Disagree: 59.4%)
5. University officials should be responsible for determining what

is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R? = ,28326 (Agree: 23.8%; Disagree: 71.4%)
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6. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.
R% = .24809 (Agree: 63.7%; Disagree: 6.3%)
7. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.
R%Z = ,23153 (Agree: 29.7%; Disagree: 67.2%)
8. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

RZ = ,22671 (Agree: 47.67%; Disagree: 39.7%)

Advisers: Official Policy

This factor has been titled Advisers: Official Policy and is

composed of the following conéepfual statements which comprise the
independent variables for this portibn of the analysis: |

a. It is a university administration's responsibility to establish
the policies for its student newspaper.

b. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

c. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-
papers do.

d. Student newspaper editors should publish controversial news
when they can prove the truth of what they report.

e. The "watchdog" role of a student newspaper should be encour—

aged.
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f. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in

deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Presidents were rather evenly divided on the question of policy
decisions regarding student newspapers: 48 percent agreed that policies
should be developed by administrative officials while 46 percent dis-
agreed; 6 percent were undecided, There was relatively little change in
the opinions of this group when advertising policy decisions were at
issue: 38 percent agreed that university officials should decide what
advertising is appropriate in a student newspaper and 51 percent dis-
agreed; 11 percent were undecided. Presidents indicated agreement (60%)
on a university's ability to uphold concepts of free expression in its
student newspaper being on a par with the commercial press but even on
this point, 35 percent agreed that a university cannot be expected to
perform this task in the way that commercial newspapers do. Regarding
controversial news, 98 percent believed student papers should publish
items of that type when they can prove the truth. The "watchdog" role
of a student newspaper should be encouraged, according to 61 percent,
but 46 percent agreed that concern for a university's well-being was a
valid guideline for deciding what should be published in a student
newspaper. Disagreeing on this statement were 33 percent, with 21 per-
cent being undecided. Regarding First Amendment rights of students, 64
percent agreed that students tend to be overly sensitive on this issue.

Seventeen dependent variables indicate that the response of presi-
dents to those items 1s explained in part by a relationship with the

independent variables:
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1. The "watchdog” role of student newspapers seems to assume that

university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.
RZ = .4200 (Agree: 54.2%; Disagree: 31.3%)

2, If a university official asks a student editor to publish a

particular mnews story, the editor should publish it.
R%Z = .42070 (Agree: 31.3%; Disagree: 68.8%)

3. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adivser's judgment
should prevail,

R% = .39759 (Agree: 25.6%; Disagree: 49.0%)

4, The governance system of a university and the notion of a free

press are concepts that do not work well together.
R% = .36729 (Agree: 8.5%; Disagree: 87.2%)

5. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing opinions.

R? = .33734 (Agree: 27.17%; Disagree: 68.8%)

6. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste"” differs from that of the local area.

RZ = .32385 (Agree: 41.75%; Disagree: 33.4%)

7. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

RZ = ,30546 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 66.6%)

8. Many student newspaper staff members seem to have difficulty
accepting criticism of their jourmalistic efforts.

R = .29894 (Agree: 66.7%; Disagree: 20.8%)
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9. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the

local community off campus.

R? = .27861 (Agree: 57.4%; Disagree: 36.2%)

10. Student newspapers do not -have an inherent right to be provo-

cative in publishing news.

RZ = .26949 (Agree: 53.27%; Disagree: 38.2%)

11. A student newspaper should not function primarily as a “"forum

for student expression.”

R? = .26897 (Agree: 49.0%; Disagree: 46.8%)

12. News values which apply at a commercial newspaper do not apply
at a student newspaper.
R% = ,23050 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 56.3%)
13. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize
others.

2

R® = .22706 (Agree: 72.9%; Disagree: 14.6%)

14, University officials should be responsible for determining

what is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R% = .22587 (Agree: 16.7%; Disagree: 77.1%)

15. It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.
RZ = .22517 (Agree: 16.7%; Disagree: 73.0%)
16. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.

2

R® = .22021 (Agree: 70.9%; Disagree: 18.8%)

17. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the
ethics of journalists.

R% = .20642 (Agree: 93.8%; Disagree: 0.0%)
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Journalism administrators disagreed strongly (79%) that it was a
university administration's responsibility to establish policies for its
student newspaper but 16 percent agreed with the statement. There was a
similar level of disagreement (76%) on university officials deciding
what advertising is acceptable in a student newspaper with 20 percent
agreeing that officials should make this kind of decision. More than 90
percent disagreed that a university cannot uphold concepts of free
expression the same way commerical newspapers do and 64 percent
disagreed with the idea that student staff members on the campus paper
are too sensitive about their rights under the First Amendment. There
was 97 percent agreement that controversial news should be published
when the truth can be proved and 93 percent agreed that the "watchdog"
role of a student paper should be encouraged. Opinion was rather evenly
divided on concern for a university's well-being as a guideline for
student paper content: 44 percent agreed this guideline was valid; 51
percent disagreed; and 4 percent were undecided.

Seven dependent variables have an explanatory relationship with the
independent variables for this group:

l. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content.

R? = .38801 (Agree: 4.27%; Disagree: 91.5%)

2., University policies are not a legitimate target for criticism

by student newspapers.

2

R® = ,32601 (Agree: 2.8%; Disagree: 97.2%)
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3. If a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a

bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.
R? = .31256 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 98.6%)

4, University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R% = .29278 (Agree: 1.47%; Disagree: 94.3%)

5. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

R% = .27586 (Agree: 11.17%; Disagree: 86.1%)

6. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

R% = ,21496 (Agree: 50.0%; Disagree: 40.0%)

7. ‘The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher.

R% = .21086 (Agree: 26.4%; Disagree: 68.17%)

Among newspaper advisers, 75 percent disagreed with the concept of
university officials deciding what advertising is acceptable in a stu-
dent newspaper and 89 percent disagreed with the statement that a
university cannot be expected to uphold free expression in a student
newspaper in the same way as commercial newspapers. Opinion was
divided, however, over the extent to which student staff members are
sensitive about their First Amendment rights. There was 49 percent
agreement that students are overly sensitive but 41 percent disagreement

that student staffs tend to be overly sensitive on this issue. About 10

percent of the advisers were undecided. This group of respondents
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disagreed strongly (78%) with the idea that university officials should
establish policies for a student newspaper and was virtually unanimous
(97%) in agreeing that controversial news should be published when the
truth can be proved. An equally large group (97%) thought the
"watchdog"” role of the student press should be encouraged. Concern for
a university's well-being was not a valid criterion for deciding what
news should be published in a student newspaper in the opinion of 65
percent of this group; 21 percent agreed that the criterion was valid
and 14 percent were undecided.

The independent variables of this factor have a predictive rela-
tionship with 19 dependent variables among newspaper adviser
respondents:

1. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the

publisher.

R? = .64456 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 87.3%)

2, A student newspaper adviser should review content material

prior to publication.

2

R = .48620 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 80.9%)

3. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

R%Z = .42451 (Agree: 30.1%; Disagree: 47.6%)

4, When a student newspaper functions as a "forum for student

expression,” the newspaper adviser really has a rather meaningless

position.

2

R® = ,41751 (Agree: 6.3%; Disagree: 87.3%)
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5. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.
RZ = ,41609 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 93.6%)
6. The mistakes and shortcomings of student editors and reporters
should be excused because "they are only students.”
RZ = ,39374 (Agree: 3.3%; Disagree: 96.7%)
7. 1f a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a
bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.
RZ = ,38005 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)
8. Cultural values of a university and its local community should
be supported by the student newspaper.
RZ = .37677 (Agree: 44.4%; Disagree: 28.6%)
9. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

R2

= ,37558 (Agree: 6.47%; Disagree: 73.1%)

10. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

RZ = .31742 (Agree: 16.4%; Disagree: 72.1%)
"11. The governance system of a university and the notion of a free
press are concepts that do not work well together.
R%Z = ,31513 (Agree: 26.5%; Disagree: 63.5%)

12. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize

others.

2

R = .24593 (Agree: 53.9%; Disagree: 38.1%)
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13. Uni?ersity officials should not adopt a "grin and bear it"
attitude when they are criticized by their student newspaper.
RZ = ,24396 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 79.4%)
14. Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responsi-
bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.
RZ = .23465 (Agree: 31.8%; Disagree: 65.17%)
15. A student newspaper should not function primarily as a "forum
for student expression.”
R% = .23430 (Agree: 36.5%; Disagree: 55.6%)
16.. If a university official asks a student editor to publish a
particular news story, the editor should publish it.
R%Z = .20886 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 84.17%)
17. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.
R = ,20566 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 85.7%)
18, It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.

Rz

= ,20526 (Agree: 28.6%; Disagree: 52.4%)
19. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a
specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary"” newspaper.
R% = .20055 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 82.57%)

On the issue of who should establish policies for a student news-
paper, commercial editors and publishers were divided somewhat: 59
percent said that it is not the responsibility of a university adminis—
tration, but 32 percent said it is an administration's responsibility;
10 percent were undecided. There was similar division of opinion on

decisions regarding acceptable advertising: 40 percent agreed that

university officials are the ones to make this policy decision and 51
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percent disagreed; as previously, 10 percent were undecided. The
ability to uphold the concepts of'free expression in a student newspaper
was also a topic where feelings were divided: 24 percent agreed that a
university cannot be expected to do this in the same way as a commercial
newspaper, but 72 percent disagreed. There was 61 percent general
agreement, however, that student staff personnel are overly sensitive
about First Amendment rights and 98 percent agreement that controversial
news should not be suppressed when the truth of the reportage can be
proved. Editors and publishers also agreed substantially (87%) that the
"watchdog" role of a student newspaper should be encouraged. But on the
criterion of a university's well-being as an adequate guideline for
content decisions in a student newspaper, 42 percent agreed that this
consideration was a valid guideline for determining content while 47
percent disagreed; 11 percent were undecided.

Fifteen dependent variables have varying levels of predictive
relationships with the independent variables:

1. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R% = .48174 (Agree: 23.8%; Disagree: 71.47%)

2. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to

exert influence over content makes no sense,
R? = 45007 (Agree: 29.7%; Disagree: 67.2%)

3. Cultural values of a university and its local community should

be supported by the student newspaper.

R? = .42602 (Agree: 57.2%; Disagree: 23.8%)
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4, A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content.

R2

= ,37011 (Agree: 30.2%; Disagree: 58.7%)

5. A student editor should not be permiited to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

R? = .37002 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)

6. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

RZ = .36873 (Agree: 47.6%; Disagree: 39.7%)

7. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize
others.

RZ = ,35015 (Agree: 53.1%; Disagree: 11.0%)

8. Reporters on a student newspaper should be required to reveal
their sources of information if asked to do so.

R% = .33266 (Agree: 21.9%; Disagree: 65.6%)

9. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a
specialized publication than as a "regular"” or "ordinary" newspaper.

R2 = .33256 (Agree: 34.47%; Disagree: 59.47)
10. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"”
careers in journalism.

RZ = ,30321 (Agree: 34.47; Disagree: 59.4%)
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11, Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.

R? = ,24412 (Agree: 65.7%; Disagree: 6.3%)

12, Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responsi-
bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.

RZ = 22422 (Agree: 71.9%; Disagree: 23.4%)

13. University officials do not have an obligation to support the
presence of a student newspaper on campus if its content becomes too
obnoxious.

R% = .21950 (Agree: 64.1%; Disagree: 34.4%)

14, The "watchdog" role of student newspapers seems to assume that

university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.

2

R = ,21054 (Agree: 37.5%; Disagree: 51.6%)

15. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.

R% = .20957 (Agree: 76.5%; Disagree: 17.2%)



Function: Campus Communication Vehicle

Factors

Presidents: News
Administrators: News

Editors and Publishers: News
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Presidents: News

This factor has been titled Presidents: News and is composed of

the following conceptual statements which comprise the independent
variables for this portion of the analysis:

a. News 1s current information which interests student newspaper
readers and presents an image of reality about their university commun—
ity.

b. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue "watchdog" careers in
journalism.

c. Cultural values of a university and its local community should

be supported by the student newspaper.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Presidents were close to unanimity (92%) in égreeing with the defi-
nition of news presented in variable "a" (above) with only 4 percent
disagreeing and 4 percent undecided. The emphasis changed dramatically
on the second independent variable ("b" above), however, with 88 percent
disagreeing with the concept that an adversarial attitude toward univer-
sity officials is proper training for future "career watchdog”
journalists. Regarding support for local cultural values in a univer—
sity community, 54 percent agreed that the student newspaper should be
supportive, but 25 percent disagreed and 21 percent were undecided.

Two dependent variables are explained in part by the attitudes

presidents express on the independent variables:
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1. Errors that student reporters make in a campus newspaper are
not comparable to mistakes those same reporters might make on a math
quiz,

RZ = .24905 (Agree: 40.47%; Disagree: 42.5%)

2. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethics
of jourmalists.

R? = ,22134 (Agree: 93.8%; Disagree: 0.0%)

Among journalism administrators 97 percent agreed with the defini-
tion of news presented in variable "a,"” 1 percent disagreed and another
1 percent were undecided. The adversarial relationship as a proper
training tactic in dealing with university officials was approved by 50
percent of this group, with 40 percent disapproving and 10 percent
indicating they were undecided. The division was relatively equal on
the item of support for local cultural values, with 45 percent saying
they agreed that the student newspaper should support those values and
39 percent saying they disagreed with the concept.

Only ome dependent variable has a predictive relationship with the
independent variables:

1. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

RZ = ,21179 (Approve: 1.4%; Disapprove: 94.3%)

Student newspaper advisers were 100 percent in agreement with the
definition of news in variable "a,"” but showed 48 percent disagreement
with the concept that an adversarial attitude toward university offic-
ials was proper training for future career journalists. Agreeing with

this concept were 30 percent, however. With regard to student newspaper



129

support for local cultural values, 44 percent agreed and 29 percent
disagreed. The remaining 27 percent were neutral or undecided.

The variance in seven dependént variables is partially explained by
the independent variables in this factor:

1. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.

RZ = ,42880 (Agree: 34.9%; Disagree: 50.8%)

2. 1If a university official asks a student editor to publish a

particular news story, the editor should publish it.

r2

= ,36143 (Agree: 15.97%; Disagree: 84.1%)
3. A student newspaper adviser should review content material

prior to publication.

R% = .33540 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 80.9%)
4., Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethics
of jourmalists.
RZ = .24461 (Agree: 87.3%; Disagree: 12.7%)
5. Student newspaper editors should publish controversial news
when they can prove the truth of what they report.
R? = ,23219 (Agree: 96.8%; Disagree: 0.0%)
6. It is a university administration's responsibility to establish
the policies for its student newspaper.
R? = .22812 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 77.7%)
7. A student newspaper should be related structurally to a jour-
nalism education program.
R% = .22422 (Agree: 42.9%; Disagree: 41.2%)

Commercial editors and publishers were almost, but not quite, in

100 percent agreement with the definition of news: 98 percent agreed, 2
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percent disagreed. A majority (59%) disagreed with the adversarial
attitude toward university officials being a proper training concept for
student journalists, although 34 percent agreed with the idea. In the
matter of cultural value support in the local community, 57 percent
agreed that the student newspaper should support those values while 24
percent disagreed.

Three dependent variables are explained in part by this group's
responses to the independent variables:

1. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in
deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.

R% = 44520 (Agree: 42.2%; Disagree: 46.9%)

2. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

RZ = .33045 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)

3. 1t is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a

specialized publication than as a "regular” or "ordinary" newspaper.

R = .27988 (Agree: 34.4%; Disagree: 59.4%)

Administrators: News

This factor has been titled Administrators: News and is composed

of the following conceptual statements which comprise the list of inde-
pendent variables for this portion of the analysis:

a. News is current information which interests student newspaper
readers and presents an image of reality about their university commun-

ity.
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b. Accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a
responsible student newspaper.

c. Reporters on a student newspaper should be required to reveal
their sources of information for news stories if asked to do so.

d. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethics
of jourmalists.

e. Cultural values of a university and its local community should

be supported by the student newspaper.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Among presidents, 91 percent agreed with the definition of news as
noted above (a) and 94 percent agreed that accuracy and fairness are the
two most important qualities of a responsible student newspaper. But 73
percent disagreed with the statement that student reporters should be
required to reveal their news squrces if asked to do so. On the item of
teaching journalistic ethics, 94 percent agreed that journalism educa-
tion should place more emphasis on this topic and 54 percent agreed that
a student newspaper should support the cultural values of the local com-
munity in which the university is located.

Four dependent variables are affected by the thinking presidents
demonstrate within the independent variables:

1. The "watchdog" role of a student newspaper seems to assume that
university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.

RZ = ,35722 (Agree: 54.2%; Disagree: 31.3%)
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2, A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
good taste differs from that of the local area.

RZ = ,29839 (Agree: 41.7%; Disagree: 33.4%)

3. Errors that student reporters make in a campus newspaper are
not comparable to mistakes those same reporters might make on a math
quiz.

R% = ,28131 (Agree: 40.4%; Disagree: 42.5%)

4, Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

RZ = .20700 (Agree: 6.3%; Disagree: 87.5%)

Journalism administrators agreed almost unanimously (97%) with the
definition of news and 89 percent agreed that accuracy and fairness are
the two most important qualities of a responsible student newspaper.

But only 18 percent agreed that reporters should be required to divulge
their sources for news, whereas 69 percent disagreed with that concept.
There is 80 percent agreement that journalism education should place
more emphasis upon the ethics of journalists but rather split opinion on
whether a student newspaper should support the cultural values of the
local community off campus: 44 percent agreed with the concept, but 38
percent disagreed, and 17 percent had a neutral position on this item.

Only one dependent variable is impacted at the .20000 level or

above by the independent variables:
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1. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism,

R = «20757 (Agree: 50.5%; Disagree: 40.0%)

Newspaper advisers were in agreement 100 percent with the
definition of news and nearly unanimous (97%) in agreeing that accuracy
and fairness are the two most important qualities of a responsible
student newspaper. They also disagreed substantially (81%) with the
idea that reporters should be required to reveal their news sources but
were in 87 percent agreement that the ethics of journalists should be
emphasized more in journalism education. A relatively large group (27%)
were undecided on the matter of support for local cultural values by a
student newspaper, with 44 percent agreeing with this proposition and 29
percent disagreeing.

Twelve dependent variables are explained in part by the thinking of
advisers on the independent variables, within the limits established for
this report:

1. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

RZ = ,42505 (Agree: 6.47%; Disagree: 73.1%)

2. Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responsi-

bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.
R = ,41426 (Agree: 31.8%; Disagree: 65.1%)

3. A student newspaper should be related structurally to a jour—

nalism education program.

R% = .38618 (Agree: 42.9%; Disagree: 41.2%)
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4, 1f a university official asks a student editor to publish a
particular news story, the editor should publish it.
R% = .36143 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 384.1%)
5. University officials should not adopt a "grin and bear it"
attitude when they are criticized by their student newspaper.
R% = .35946 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 79.4%)
6. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize
others.
RZ = .28894 (Agree: 53.9%; Disagree: 38.1%)
7. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.
R = .27678 (Agree: 34.9%; Disagree: 50.8%)
8. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.

2

R = .27388 (Agree: 34.9%; Disagree: 50.8%)

9. The correct way to operate a student newspaper is to have
guidelines for acceptable content.
RZ = .25430 (Agree: 46.0%; Disagree: 50.8%)
10. A university president is justified in relieving a student

newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over

content.

RZ = .24164 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

11. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

R%Z = ,21911 (Agree: 16.4%; Disagree: 72.1%)
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12, It is all right for a student newspaper that is supported by
public funds to compete with a commercial newspaper for local advertis-
ing.

RZ = .21699 (Agree: 90.5%; Disagree: 3.2%)

Editors and publishers of commerical newspapers were almost in 100
percent agreement (987%) with the definition of news and they were, in
fact, in agreement 100 percent with the statement that accuracy and
fairness ére the two most important qualities of a responsible student
newspaper. Two-thirds (66%) of this group disagreed, however, that
reporters should reveal their news sources. There was substantial
agreement (84%) that journalism education should place more emphasis
upon the ethics of journalists and there was majority agreemenf (57%)
that a student newspaper should support the cultural values of the
community in which the university is located.

Seven dependent variables draw predictive support from the respons-
es of this group to statements which are independent variables:

1. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in
deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.

R% = 44520 (Agree: 42.27%; Disagree: 46.97)

2. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

RZ = ,38680 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)

3. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news

stories.

2

R“ = .36608 (Agree: 65.7%; Disagree: 6.3%)
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4., University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.
RZ = ,36590 (Agree: 39.67%; Disagree: 50.8%)
5. 1t is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a
specialized publication than as a "regular"™ or "ordinary” newspaper.
R% = .34295 (Agree: 34.4%; Disagree: 59.4%)
6. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.
R% = ,28764 (Agree: 29.7%; Disagree: 67.2%)
7. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment

should prevail.

R% = ,20196 (Agree: 46.4%; Disagree: 39.7%)

Editors and Publishers: News

This factor has been titled Editors and Publishers: News and is

composed of the following conceptual statements which comprise the
independent variables for this portion of the analysis:

a. News is current information which interests student newspaper
readers and presents an image of reality about their university commun-
ity.

b. It is all right for a student newspaper supported by public
funds to compete with a commercial newspaper for local advertising.

c. The key 1ssue surrounding a student newspaper is the assignment

of responsibility for liability.
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Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Presidents had little trouble agreeing on a definition of news,
with 92 percent agreeing with the definition presented as an independent
variable in "a" above. A majority (83%) also agreed that it is all
right for a student newspaper to compete with a commercial newspaper for
local advertising. Opinions varied on the issue of assigning responsi-
bility for liability, however; 46 percent agreed that the assignment of
responsibility for liability is the key issue surrounding a student
newspaper, but 42 percent disagreed and 13 percent were undecided.

Three dependent variables are partially explained by responses to
the preceding independent variables:

1. A laboratory newspaper does a better job of serving the jour-
nalism profession than other forms of student newspaper operations.

R% = ,29928 (Agree: 34.0%; Disagree: 29.8%)

2. The "watchdog" role of student newspapers seems to assume that

university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.
RZ = .25240 (Agree: 54.2%; Disagree: 31.3%)

3. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

R% = ,22370 (Agree: 25.6%; Disagree: 49.07%)

Among journalism administrators, 94 percent agreed with the defini-
tion of news and 93 percent agreed that it was all right for a student
newspaper to compete with a commercial newspaper for local advertising
revenues., A majority of this group (53%) disagreed, however, with the

premise that the assignment of responsibility for liability is the key
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issue with stﬁdent newspapers; 29 percent agreed, but 18 percent were
undecided.

The independent variables of this factor partially explain the
variance of two dependent variables for this group:

1. University policies are not a legitimate target for criticism
by student newspapers.

R% = .32190 (Agree: 2.87%; Disagree: 97.2%)

2. University officials should be responsible for determining what

is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.
| R% = ,21179 (Agree: 1.47%; Disagree: 94.3%)

Advisers were in agreement 100 percent on the definition of news
and were close to unanimous agreement (93%) that it is all right to
compete with a commercial newspaper for local advertising. Differences
were noted, however, in the perceptions of the key issue surrounding a
student newspaper; 26 percent agreed that the issue of responsibility
for 1liability is the key issue, but 46 percent disagreed. Undecided on
this question were 28 percent.

The independent variables partially explain the variance on 10
dependent variables within this group:

1. Many student newspaper staff members seem to have difficulty
accepting criticism of their journalistic efforts.

R% = 46139 (Agree: 45.97%; Disagree: 41.0%)
2, If a university official asks a student editor to publish a

particular news story, the editor should publish it.

R? = ,39763 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 84.1%)
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3. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.
RZ = .36527 (Agree: 34.9%; Disagree: 50.8%)

4, Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize

RZ = .34029 (Agree: 53.9%; Disagree: 38.1%)

5. Many student reporters seem to not understand the responsi-

bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.
R = ,26400 (Agree: 31.8%; Disagree: 65.17%)

6. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

R® = .26244 (Agree: 6.4%; Disagree: 73.1%)

7. Errors that student reporters make in a campus newspaper are
not comparable to mistakes those same reporters might make on a math
quiz.

RZ = ,25850 (Agree: 44.47; Disagree: 52.4%)

8. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be. provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R% = .23740 (Agree: 41.27%; Disagree: 44.47%)

9. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

RZ

= .20500 (Agree: 19.0%; Disagree: 60.3%)
10. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon a jour-

nalist's responsibilities.

RZ = ,20231 (Agree: 387.3%Z; Disagree: 3.2%)
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Editors and publishers of commercial newspapers were in agreement
100 percent on the definition of news and agreed substantially (75%)
that it is all right for a student newspaper to compete with a
commercial newspaper for local advertising. This group was divided on
the item of the key issue surrounding student newspapers, however, with
49 percent agreeing that the responsibility for liability is the key
issue but with 31 percent disagreeing; 20 percent were undecided.

The independent variables partially explain responses and attitudes
on one dependent variable in this group:

1. A student newspaper editor should not be permitted to substi-
tute his/her standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's
definition of "good taste" differs from that of the local area.

R% = ,21063 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)
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Function: Instructional Tool

Factors

Presidents: Education

Editors and Publishers: Education
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Presidents: Education

This factor has been titled Presidents: Education and is composed

of the following conceptual statements which comprise the independent
variables for this portion of the analysis:

;. A principal reason for supporting a student newspaper is the
training it provides for future staff members of commercial newspapers.

b. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

c., A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support

the instructional mission of a university.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Regarding the first of those three independent variables ("a"
above), 69 percent of the presidents agreed that training future
journalists was a principal reason for supporting a student newspaper.
As for making advertising policy decisions, 51 percent of the presidents
disagreed with the idea that such decisions were properly those
belonging to university officials. And there was a rather interesting
division on the question of whether a student newspaper should be
operated to support the instructional mission: 42 percent agreed and 46
percent disagreed.

The perceptions of presidents on eight dependent variables are
partially explained by the three independent variables:

1. The governance system of a university and the notion of a free
press are concepts that do not work well together.

R? = .40581 (Agree: 8.5%; Disagree: 87.2%)
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2. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in

deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.
R = ,31527 (Agree: 45.9%; Disagree: 33.4%)

3. Student newspaper editors should not have the exclusive right
to determine the content of their newspaper.

RZ = ,28639 (Agree: 43.8%; Disagree: 43.8%)

4., A student newspaper adviser should review content material
prior to publication.

RZ = ,25972 (Agree: 56.2%; Disagree: 37.6%)

5. If a university official asks a student editor to publish a
particular news story, the editor should publish it.

RZ = ,24768 (Agree: 31.3%; Disagree: 68.8%)

6. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

RZ = .22211 (Agree: 25.67%; Disagree: 49.0%)

7. A student newspaper should be related structurally to a jour-
nalism education program.

R% = ,22165 (Agree: 50.0%; Disagree: 22.9%)

8. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

R% = ,20995 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 66.6%)

Among journalism administrators, 69 percent agreed that a principal
reason for supporting a student newspaper is the training it provides
for future professional journalists. Interestingly, 26 percent disa-

greed with that statement and 6 percent were undecided or neutral.

Regarding advertising policy, 76 percent disagreed that university
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officials should make decisions regarding acceptable advertising. And,
in the pattern of responses from this group on the first independent
variable, 60 percent disagreed with the concept that a student newspaper
should be organized and operated to support the instructional mission of
a university.

Only one dependent variable is affected by the independent vari-
ables of the factor:

1. It is a university administration's responsibility to establish
the policies for its student newspaper.

R% = 36153 (Agree: 15.5%; Disagree: 78.9%)

Differing considerably from the journalism administrator group, 78
percent of the newspaper advisers agreed that a principal reason for
supporting a student newspaper is the training it provides for future
practicing professionals. Equally strong was the 75 percent
disagreement on the concept that university officials should determine
what is acceptable advertising for the student newspaper. And, in the
pattern of the administrative group, there were 51 percent of the
advisers who disagreed with the premise that a student newspaper should
be organized to support the instructional mission of a university.

Seven dependent variables are explained, in part, by the attitudes
expressed on the independent variables:

1 Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

2

R® = .35762 (Agree: 30.1%; Disagree: 47.6%)
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2, It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a
specialized publication than as a "regular” or "ordinary"” newspaper.
R = .25256 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 82.5%)
3. The mistakes and shortcomings of student editors and reporters
should be excused because "they are only students."
R = .23535 (Agree: 3.3%; Disagree: 96.7%)
4, A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-
papers do.

R2

= ,23055 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 88.97%)
5. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethilcs
of jourmalists.
R% = ,21135 (Agree: 87.3%; Disagree: 12.7%)
6. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in
deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.

RZ

= ,20382 (Agree: 20.6%; Disagree: 65.1%)

7. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher.

R = .20374 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 87.3%)

Commercial editors and publishers differed widely from journalism
administrators on the question of support for a student newspaper for
its career training function; 71 percent agreed that career training is
a principal reason for supporting the student newspaper. At the same
time, 51 percent disagreed with the proposition that university

officials are the ones who should decide questions of acceptable

advertising and 57 percent disagreed with the idea that a student
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newspaper should be operated to support the instructional mission of a
university.

Seven dependent variables have a predictive relationship with the
independent variables:

1. Reporters on a student newspaper should be required to reveal
their sources of information for news stories if asked to do so.

R? = .33266 (Agree: 21.9%; Disagree: 65.6%)

2. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news—
papers do.

RZ = ,32656 (Agree: 23.5%; Disagree: 71.9%)

3. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R? = .31264 (Agree: 23.8%; Disagree: 71.4%)

4, A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste"” differs from that of the local area.

R% = .30964 (Agree: 54.07%; Disagree: 31.8%)

5. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a

specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary” newsapaper.
RZ = ,25305 (Agree: 34.47%; Disagree: 59.4%)

6. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content.

2

R® = ,22928 (Agree: 30.2%; Disagree: 58.7%)
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7. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize

others.

R? = .21832 (Agree: 53.1%; Disagree: 11.0%)

Editors and Publishers: Education

This factor has been titled Editors and Publishers: Education and

is composed of the following conceptual statements which comprise the
independent variables for this portion of the analysis:

a. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

b. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethics
of jourmalists.

c. The mistakes and shortcomings of student editors and reporters

should be excused because "they are only students.”

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Among presidents, 38 percent agreed that one of the problems with
student newspapers 1is that they are treated like miniature commercial
newspapers but 46 percent disagreed; 17 percent were undecided. There
was no disagreement on the matter of teaching more about ethical
responsibilities in journalism education programs; however, 94 percent
agreed this should be done and 6 percent were undecided. Presidents
(88%) disagreed that mistakes and shortcomings of student reporters
should be excused because they are students; however, 8 percent agreed

with the statement.
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The independent variables partially explain the variance on two
dependent variables for this group:

1. The "watchdog"” role of student newspapers seems to assume that
university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.

R% = .30637 (Agree: 54.27%; Disagree: 31.3%)

2. Reporters on a student newspaper should be required to reveal

their sources of information for news stories if asked to do so.
R? = ,20574 (Agree: 10.4%; Disagree: 72.9%)

Journalism administrators (65%) disagreed that it is a problem for
student newspapers to be treated like commercial newspapers and 80
percent agreed that journalism»education should place more emphasis upon
a journalist's ethics. This group disagreed substantially (90%) with
the notion that the mistakes of editors and reporters should be excused
because "they are only students."”

The independent variables explain no significant variance on any of
the dependent variables for this group.

Advisers (73%) disagreed with the concept that it is a problem with
student newspapers for them to be treated like their commercial counter—
parts, and 87 percent agreed that journalism education should place more
emphasis upon the ethics of journalism. There was near unanimous dis-
agreement (97%) with the statement that the mistakes of student staff
members should be excused because they are students.

The independent variables partially explain the variance on nine
dependent variables for this group:

l. Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responsi-
bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.

R% = .42436 (Agree: 31.8%; Disagree: 65.1%)
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2. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.
R%Z = .40420 (Agree: 34.9%; Disagree: 50.8%)
3. The correct way to operate a student newspaper is to have
guidelines for acceptable content.
R% = ,29625 (Agree: 46.07%; Disagree: 50.8%)

4, Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize

R? = ,28894 (Agree: 53.9%; Disagree: 38.17%)

5. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories,

R = ,28645 (Agree: 34.9%; Disagree: 50.8%)

6. The key issue surrounding a student newspaper is the assignment
of respomnsibility for liability.

R = 26875 (Agree: 26.37%; Disagree: 45.9%)

7. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

RZ = ,26805 (Agree: 16.4%; Disagree: 72.1%)
8. It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.
R% = ,24190 (Agree: 28.6%; Disagree: 46.0%)

9. Many student newspaper staff members seem to have difficulty

accepting criticism of their journmalistic efforts.
RZ = .22698 (Agree: 45.97%; Disagree: 41.0%)
Although 24 percent of the commercial editors and publishers agreed

that it is a problem for student newspapers to be treated like commer—

cial newspapers, another 56 percent disagreed and indicated they believe



150

it is not a problem; 21 percent were undecided. By a substantial
margin, this group agreed (92.2%) that journalism education should place
more emphasis on the ethics of journmalists and 95 percent disagreed with
the notion that mistakes of student editors and reporters should be
excused because "they are only students.”

The independent variables partially explain the variance of only
one dependent variable for this group:

1. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize
others.

RZ = ,20517 (Agree: 53.1%; Disagree: 11.0%)
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Function: Career Training

Factors

Advisers: Professional Values

Editors and Publishers: Professional Values
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Advisers: Professional Values

This factor has been titled Advisers: Professional Values and 1is

composed of the following conceptual statements which comprise the
independent variables in this portion of the analysis:

a., Accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a
responsible student newspaper.

b. Opinions expressed in a student newspaper should be confined to
editorials, opinion columns and letters to the editor.

c. News values which apply at a commercial newspaper do not apply

at a student newspaper.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Among presidents, 94 percent agreed that accuracy and fairmess are
the hallmarks of a responsible student newspaper and 92 percent agreed
that opinions in a student newspaper should be confined to the tradi-
tional outlets: editorials, opinion columns and letters to the
editor. There is majority disagreement among presidents, however, (56%)
that a different set of news values is operative for student papers as
contrasted to commercial newspapers.

The independent variables in this factor have a partial predictive
relationship with four dependent variables:

1. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R = 42762 (Approve: 53.2%; Disapprove: 38.3%)
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2. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

R2

= ,31182 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 66.0%)
3. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing opiniomns.

RZ

= .24515 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 6.88%)

4, 1t is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a

specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary" newspaper.
RZ = .23626 (Agree: 62.5%; Disagree: 35.4%)

Among jourmalism administrators, 89 percent agreed that accuracy
and fairness are the two most important qualities of a respomnsible
student newspaper and 85 percent agreed that opinions should be confined
to editorials, opinion columns and letters to the editor. On the item
of two sets of news values being operative to distinguish between
student and commercial newspapers, 87 percent disagreed that this dual
standard is in place.

Five dependent variables are explained, in part, by their relation-
ship with the independent variables:

1. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a
specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary"” newspaper.

RZ = .33376 (Agree: 40.8%; Disagree: 54.9%)

2. University policies are not a legitimate target for criticism
by student newspapers.

RZ = ,29949 (Agree: 2.8%; Disagree: 97.2%)

3. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R2 = 24443 (Agree: 30.3%; Disagree: 62.8%)
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4., A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

R? = .23817 (Agree: 38.5%; Disagree: 50.5%)

5. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers_and thus tend to behave
that way.

R% = ,20923 (Agree: 19.7%; Disagree: 64.8%)

Almost 100 percent of the newspaper advisers (977%) agreed that
accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a respon
sible student newspaper, and 91 percent agreed that opinions should be
confined to the traditional content areas: editorials, opinion columns
and letters to the editor. Disagreeing that two sets of news values are
operative to distinguish student newspapers from commercial newspapers
were 87 percent of this group.

Only three dependent variables show a rather weak relationship to
the independent variables of this factor for advisers:

1. If a university official asks a student editor to publish a
particular news story, the editor should publish it.

R%Z = .21771 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 84.1%)

2. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content.

RZ = ,21662 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

3. University officials should not adopt a "grin and bear it"

attitude when they are criticized by their student newspaper.

R? = 20215 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 79.4%)
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Commercial newspaper editors and publishers were in agreement 100
percent that accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities
of a responsible student newspaper and 94 percent of this group agreed
that opinions should be confined to editorials, opinion columns and
letters to the editof. But there was a large group (86%) who disagreed
that two sets of news values are in place to distinguish between student
and commercial newspapers.

There were no dependent variables significant enough to have an
explanatory relationship within this group insofar as the independent

variables were concerned.

Editors and Publishers: Professional Values

This factor has been titled Editors and Publishers: Professional

Values and is composed of the following conceptual statements which
comprise the independent variables for this portion of the analysis:

a. Accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a

responsible student newspaper.

b. Opinions expressed in a student newspaper should be confined to
editorials, opinion columns, and letters to the editor.

c. A principal reason for supporting a student newspaper is the

training it provides for future staff members of commercial newspapers.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Presidents agreed strongly (947%) that accuracy and fairness are the
two most important qualities of a responsible student newpaper, and——
equally strongly—-92 percent agreed that opinions should be confined to

the traditional opinion content positions. A substantial majority (69%)
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agreed that a principal reason for supporting a student newspaper is the
training it provides for future professional journalists.

Only two dependent variables are partially explained by the re-
sponses of presidents to the independent variables:

1. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R% = .29728 (Agree: 53.2%; Disagree: 38.3%)

2. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.

R% = ,23938 (Agree: 41.7%; Disagree: 45.8%)

Journalism administrators tended to share the perceptions of presi-
dents, in that 94 percent agreed that accuracy and fairness are the two
most important qualities of a responsible student newspaper and 85
percent agreed that opinions expressed in a student newspaper should be
expressed in the conventional opinion content sections: editorials,
opinion columns, and letters to the editor. This group also indicated
69 percent agreement with the statement that a principal reason for
supporting a student newspaper is the training it provides for future
members of commercial newspapers.

One dependent variable is eiplained by the responses of this group
to the independent variables:

l. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards éf taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

RZ = .23817 (Agree: 38.5%; Disagree: 50.0%)

Among newspaper advisers, 97 percent agreed that accuracy and fair-

ness are the two most important qualities of a responsible student
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newspaper and 91 percent agreed that opinions should be expressed only
in editorials, opinion columns, and letters to the editor. This group
also expressed 78 percent approval of the concept that a principal
reason for supporting a student newspaper is the training it provides
for future staff members of commercial newspapers.

Only three dependent variables are affected by the responses of
this group to the statements which comprise the independent variables:

1. A student newspaper should not function primarily as "a forum
for student expression.”

R2 = ,25845 (Agree: 36.5%; Disagree: 55.6%)

2., If a university official asks a student editor to publish a

particular news story, the editor should publish it.

RZ

= ,21771 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 84.1%)

3. A university president is justified in relie;ing a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content,

R2 = .21662 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

Among commercial newspaper editors and publishers there was 100
percent agreement that accuracy and fairness are the two most important
qualities of a responsible student newspaper and 94 percent agreement
that opinions expressed by a student newspaper should be confined to
editorials, opinion columns, and letters to the editor. Although opin-
ion was divided, 70 percent agreed that a principal reason for
supporting a student newspaper is the training it provides for future
staff members of commercial newspapers; 30 percent disagreed.

There are no dependent variables which are explained by the inde-

pendent variables associated with this group in this factor.
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Role: Watchdog

Factors

Presidents: Watchdog

Advisers: Watchdog
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Presidents: Watchdog

This factor has been titled Presidents: Watchdog and is composed

of the following conceptual statements which comprise this portion of
the analysis:

a. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news—
papers do.

b. The "watchdog"” role of a student newspaper should be encour-
aged.

c. The "watchdog" role of a student newspaper does not have a

disruptive influence upon the instructional mission of a university.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Among presidents there was a 60 percent block who disagreed with
the premise that universities cannot uphold concepts of free expression
in a student newspaper on a par with commercial newspapers. Also, 61
percent of the presidents agreed that the “"watchdog" role of the student
newspaper should be encouraged and 65 percent said the "watchdog"” role
is not a disruptive influence upon the academic mission.

For presidents, the three independent variables in this factor are
predictive upon six dependent variables:

1. A student newspaper should not function primarily as a "forum

for student expression.”

R = .26892 (Agree: 49.07%; Disagree: 46.8%)
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2. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

RZ = ,25558 (Agree: 37.5%; Disagree: 45.9%)

3. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize

R? = 22707 (Agree: 72.97%; Disagree: 14.6%)

4., Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.

R% = ,22021 (Agree: 70.9%; Disagree: 18.8%)

5. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing opinions.

R2 = ,21321 (Agree: 27.17%; Disagree: 68.8%)

6. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R% = .20428 (Agree: 53.2 7%; Disagree: 38.3%)

Among journalism administrators, 90 percent disagreed that a uni-
versity cannot be expected to uphold the concept of free expression in a
student newspaper on a par with commercial newspapers and 93 percent
agreed that the "watchdog"” role of a student newspaper should be encour-
aged. There 1is also 76 percent agreement that a student newspaper's
"watchdog"” role is not a disruptive influence upon the academic mission
of a university.

None of these independent variables was predictive at the .20000
level or higher for this group, however.

Among newspaper advisers, there was substantial disagreement (89%)

with the notion that a university cannot be expected to uphold the
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concepts of free expression in a student newspaper in the same way that
commercial newspapers do, and 97 percent agreement with the idea that a
"watchdog"” role should be encouraged in the student press. Another
substantial majority (91%) indicated agreement that the "watchdog” role
of the student press does not disrupt a university's academic mission.

Eleven dependent variables rely upon the three independent vari-
ables of this factor for predictive qualities:

1. Student newspaper editors should publish controversial news
when they can prove the truth of what they report.

R% = ,59973 (Agree: 96.8%; Disagree: (0.0%)

2. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in

deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.

RZ

= ,55306 (Agree: 20.6%; Disagree: 65.1%)

3. Omne of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

R% = .32247 (Agree: 6.4%; Disagree: 73.1%)

4, If a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a

bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.
R? = 30962 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

5, The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher,

2

R = .29558 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 87.3%)

6. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize

others,

2

R = ,24593 (Agree: 53.97%; Disagree: 38.1%)
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7. The correct way to operate a student newspaper is to have
guidelines for acceptable content.
RZ = ,23522 (Agree: 46.0%; Disagree: 50.8%)
8. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.
R% = .23055 (Agree: 22.27%; Disagree: 74.6%)
9. When a student newspaper functions as "a forum for student

expression,"” the newspaper adviser really has a rather meaningless
position.,
R? = .22326 (Agree: 6.3%; Disagree: 87.3%)
10, For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.
RZ = ,20566 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 85.7%)
11, If a university official asks a student editor to publish a
particular news story, the editor should publish it.
R? = .20886 (Agree: 3.27%; Disagree: 84.1%)

The commercial newspaper editors and publishers indicated, by a 72
percent majority, their disagreement with the concept that a student
newspaper cannot uphold freedom of expression as well as commercial
newspapers and agreed by an 87 percent majority that the "watchdog” role
of the student press should be encouraged. In similar fashion, 76
percent felt that the "watchdog"” role of a student newspaper is not a
disruptive influence upon the academic mission of a university.

Six dependent variables are targets for predictive influences from

among the independent variables of this factor:
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l. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.
R% = ,40548 (Agree: 39.6%; Disagree: 50.8%)
2. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is

proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"”

careers in jourmalism.

RZ = ,30278 (Agree: 34.47%; Disagree: 59.4%)

3. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

R2

= ,28864 (Agree: 29.7%; Disagree: 67.2%)

4. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste"” differs from that of the local area.

R? = .28502 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)

5. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a

specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordimary" newspaper.
R% = ,22088 (Agree: 34.4%; Disagree: 59.4%)
6. University officials should be responsible for determining what

is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R% = .20256 (Agree: 23.8%; Disagree: 71.4%)

Advisers: Watchdog

This factor has been titled Advisers: Watchdog and is composed of

the following conceptual statements which comprise the independent
variables of this portion of the analysis:
a. The "watchdog" role of a student newspaper should be encour-

aged.
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b. The "watchdog" role of a student newspaper does not have a
disruptive influence upon the imstructional mission of a university.

c. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward umniversity officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"

careers in jourmalism,

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Among presidents, 61 percent agreed that the "watchdog"” role of the
campus press should be encouraged: 65 percent agreed that the
"watchdog" role of the student newspaper is not a disruptive influence
upon a university's academic mission; and 88 percent disagreed with the
notion that adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials
is proper training for future career journalistic "watchdogs."

The preceding independent variables partially explain the attitudes
of presidents on two dependent variables:

1. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

rZ

= ,25558 (Agree: 37.5%; Disagree: 45.9%)
2. The "watchdog" role of student newspapers seems to assume that
university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.
R? = .27080 (Agree: 54.2%; Disagree: 31.3%)
Among journalism administrators, 93 pefcent agreed that the
"watchdog" role of the campus press should be encouraged; 76 percent
agreed that the "watchdog" role of a student newspaper does not have a

disruptive influence upon an institution's academic mission; but opinion

was divided on the concept of using an adversarial attitude toward
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university officials as proper training for those who will be profes-
sional "watchdog” journalists in thelr careers after graduation. Omn
this latter point, 50 percent agreed that adopting the adversarial |
attitude 1s proper training while 40 percent disagreed. There were 10
percent who were undecided on this issue.
The preceding independent variables partially explain the attitude
of journalism administrators in three dependent variables:
1. University policies are not a legitimate target for criticism
by student newspapers.
R? = .32601 (Agree: 2.8%; Disagree: 97.2%)
2. Student newspaper editors should publish controversial news
when they can prove the truth of what they report.
RZ = ,29558 (Agree: 97.27%; Disagree: 1.47%)
3. Cultural values of a university and its local community should
be supported by the student newspaper.

r2

= .20757 (Agree: 44.4%; Disagree: 28.6%)

Student newspaper advisers were in almost unanimous agreement (977)
that the "watchdog" role of the campus press should be encouraged (37
were undecided), and there was almost equal agreement (91%) that the
"watchdog"” role does not have a disruptive influence upon the academic
mission of a university. Mixed reactions were noted relative to using
an adversarial attitude toward university officials as a proper training
mode for those who will pursue professional "watchdog" careers in jour-
nalism, however., There were 30 percent who agreed that the adversarial
attitude is proper training; 48 percent who disagreed with this tactic,

and 22 percent who were indecided.
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The preceding independent variables partially explain the attitudes
of advisers on seven dependent variables:
1. Student newspaper editors should publish controversial news
when they can prove the truth of what they report.
RZ = ,59973 (Agree: 96.7%; Disagree: 0.0%)
2. A student newspaper adviser should review content material
prior to publication.
R%Z = .35838 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 80.9%)
3. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.
R%Z = ,32184 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 93.6%)
4, 1If a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a
bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.
RZ = ,30962 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)
5. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in
deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.
RZ = ,29686 (Agree: 20.6%; Disagree: 65.1%)
i? 6. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.
RZ = ,21241 (Agree: 34.9%; Disagree: 50.8%)
7. 1f a university official asks a student editor to publish a
particular news story, the editor should publish it.
R%Z = .20886 (Agree: 3.27%; Disagree: 84.17%)
Among commercial newspaper editors and publishers, 87 percent
agreed that the "watchdog"” role of the campus press should be encour-
aged; 76 percent agreed that, in their opinion, the "watchdog"” role of a

student newspaper does not disrupt the instructional mission of a
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university, but 59 percent disagreed with the concept of using an
adversarial attitude toward university officials as proper training for
future professional journalists. However, 34 percent of this group
agreed that adopting this attitude is a proper training tactic for
educating future journalists.

There were no dependent variables which are partially explained by

the independent variables associated with editors and publishers in this

factor.
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Presidents: Responsibility

This factor has been titled Presidents: Responsibility and is

composed of the following conceptual statements which comprise the
independent variables of this portion of the analysis:

a, It is a university administration's responsibility to establish
the policies for its student newspaper.

b. If a university official asks a student editor to publish a
particular news story, the editor should publish it.

c. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

d. Student editors and reporters tend to be overly-sensitive about

their rights and privileges under the First Ammendment.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

In reacting to these statements, presidents were in general agree-
ment in the direction of their responses: 69 percent disagreed that a
student editor should publish a requested news story if asked to do so
by a university official; 51 percent disagreed that university officials
should decide the appropriateness of advertising in the student news-
paper; and 64 percent agreed that student newspaper staff members tend
to be overly-sensitive about their prerogatives under the First
Amendment.

Presidents tended to be rather evenly divided on the matter of re-
sponsibility for student newspaper policies, however, with 48 percent

saying the administration should be responsible and 46 percent saying
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newspaper policies are not the responsibility of a university adminis—
tration.

Among presidents, the four independent variables of this factor are
significantly predictive at an adjusted R2 of .20000 or higher on five
dependent variables. In descending order of importance, as reflected by
the values of Rz, the dependent variables for which this factor explains
a significant portion of the presidents' responses are as follows:

1. The governance system of a university and the notion of a free
press are concepts that do not work well together.

RZ = 40511 (Agree: 8.5%; Disagree: 87.2%)

2. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in

deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.
R = .39961 (Agree: 45.9%; Disagree: 33.47%)

3. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing opinions.

R% = ,32945 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 68.8%)

4. Many student newspaper staff members seem to have difficulty
accepting criticism of their journalistic efforts.

R% = .29894 (Agree: 67.7%; Disagree: 20.8%)

5. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

RZ = ,24394 (Agree: 53.27%; Disagree: 38.3%)

The journalism administrator group rejected the concept of a uni-
versity administration being responsible for student newspaper policies
by much larger disagreement (79%) than presidents. Even stronger was

this group's level of disagreement (86%) on the matter of requiring a

student editor to publish a news story if a university official requests
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it, and there was 76 percent disagreement on the matter of university
officials deciding what advertising is acceptable in a student newspa-
per. This group also disagreed strongly (647%) with the notion that
student newspaper staff members are overly-sensitive about First
Amendment rights and privileges.

Among journalism program administrators, only one dependent vari-
able was revealed as having a predictive relationship with the four
independent variables:

l. If a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a
bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.

R? = .32673 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

Not unpredictably, student néwspaper advisers were in strong dis-
agreement (78%) with the concept that it is a university
administration's responsibility to establish student newspaper policies,
and 84 percent disagreed that a student editor should publish a news
story if asked to do so by a university official. There was also a
level of 74 percent disagreement with the concept that university offi-
cials should decide what advertising is acceptable in the student
newspaper. However, this group was similar to presidents in its reac-
tions to student staff sensitivities to First Amendment rights: 49
percent agreed that students are too sensitive on this matter, and 41
percent had the opposite view.

For student newspaper advisers, this factor yields reasonably

strong relationships with six dependent variables:
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1. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher.

R2

= ,44463 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 87.3%)

2. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

R% = ,30880 (Agree: 6.4%; Disagree: 73.1%)
3. Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responi-
bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.
r% = .28831 (Agree: 31.8%; Disagree: 65.1%)
4, It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.
RZ = .28662 (Agree: 28.6%; Disagree: 46.0%)

5. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officlals is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

R% = ,25570 (Agree: 30.1%; Disagree: 47.6%)

6. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser 1is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community pff campus.

RZ = ,24296 (Agree: 16.4%; Disagree: 72.1%)

Among commercial newspaper editors and publishers, 59 percent
disagreed that it is a university administration's responsibility to
establish policies for its student newspaper. By a stronger margin, 82
percent disagreed with the concept that a student editor should publish

a particular news story 1f asked to do so by a university offical, and

74 percent disagreed with the idea that university officials are the
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ones to decide what is acceptable advertising in the student news-
paper. However, by a rather sustantial majority (61%) this group agreed
that student staff members tend to be overly-semnsitive about their
rights under the First Amendment.

This factor is predictive on 10 dependent variables for commercial
newspaper editors and publishers:

1. University officials should be respomnsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

RZ = .43930 (Agree: 23.8%; Disagree: 71.4%)

2. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

R% = .36873 (Agree: 47.67%; Disagree: 39.7%)

3. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

R% = .33556 (Agree: 29.7%; Disagree: 67.2%)

4. Reporters on a student newspaper should be required to reveal
their sources of information for news stories if asked to do so.

RZ = .33266 (Agree: 21.9%; Disagree: 65.6%)

5. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a

specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary" newspaper.
R? = ,33256 (Agree: 34.4%; Disagree: 59.4%)

6. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free

expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-

papers do.

R%Z = ,32656 (Agree: 23.5%; Disagree: 71.9%)
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7. 1t is all'right to use profanity in a student newspaper.
R? = ,30964 (Agree: 20.3%; Disagree: 71.9%)

8. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content,

RZ = ,28037 (Agree: 30.2%; Disagree: 58.7%)

9. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize

others.
R? = .27458 (Agree: 53.1%; Disagree: 11.0%)
10. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news

stories

R = .24412 (Agree: 65.7%; Disagree: 6.3%)

Advisers: Responsibility

This factor has been titled Advisers: Responsibilty and is com—

posed of the following conceptual statements which comprise the
independent variables of this portion of the analysis:

a. Accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a
responsible student newspaper.

b. The key issue surrounding a student newspaper is the assignment
of responsibility for liability.

c. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in

deciding what should be published in a studeﬁt newspaper.,

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

A substantial majority (94%) of the presidents agreed that accuracy

and fairness are the primary qualitites most important in a responsible
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student newspaper but tended to be rather evenly divided on whether the
assignment of respomsibility is the key issue; 42 percent disagreed, and
13 percent were undecided, Regarding a university's well-being as a
guideline for determining what should be published in a student news-
paper, 42 percent agreed that this concern was a valid criterion while
33 percent disagreed; 21 percent were undecided.

The preceding independent variables partlially explain the variance
in the following five dependent variables:

1. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a sfudent newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

R = .37125 (Agree: 25.6%; Disagree: 49.0%)

2. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

RZ = ,31527 (Agree: 38.3%; Disagree: 51.1%)

3. The "watchdog” role of student newspapers seems to assume that
university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.

RZ = ,31051 (Agree: 54.27%; Disagree: 31.3%)
4. A laboratory newspaper does a better job of serving the jour-
nalism profession than other forms of student newspaper operations.
R% = ,29928 (Agree: 34.0%; Disagree: 29.8%)
5. It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.
R% = .28652 (Agree: 16.7%Z; Disagree: 73.0%)

Among journalism administrators, 89 percent agreed that accuracy
and fairness are the two most important qualities in a respomnsible
student newspaper but a slight majority (53%) disagreed that the assign-

ment of responsibility for liability is the key issue surrounding a
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student newspaper. However, 29 percent agreed that assignment of re—-
sponsibility is the key issue and 18 percent were undecided on this
item.. A majority of this group (51%) also disagreed that concern for a
university's well-being is a valid guideline for deciding what should be
published in a student newspaper.

The preceding independent variables, as components of this factor,
do not explain the variance in any dependent variable for this group of
respondents,

Newspaper advisers were almost unanimous (97%) in their agreement
that accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a
responsible student newspaper but they demonstrated mixed feelings about
what is the key issue surrounding a campus paper: 26 percent agreed
that the assignment of responsibility for liability is the key issue but
46 percent disagreed; 28 pércent were undecided. And 65 percent did not
agree that concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline
for deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.

The preceding independent variables in this factor partially ex-
plain the variance in a large number (16) dependent variables related to
this respondent group:

1. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher,

R%Z = .51268 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 87.3%)

2., A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-—
papers do.

R%Z = .49301 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 88.97%)
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3. Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responsi-

bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.
RZ = 48841 (Agree: 31.8%; Disagree: 65.1%)

4, Many student newspaper staff members seem to have difficulty
accepting criticism of their jourmalistic efforts.

R%Z = .47650 (Agree: 31.8%; Disagree: 41.0%)

5. One of the problems with student newspapers is that they are
treated like miniature commercial newspapers and thus tend to behave
that way.

R% = ,39395 (Agree: 6.47%; Disagree: 73.1%)

6. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.

R? = .38014 (Agree: 34.,9%; Disagree: 50.8%)

7. Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize
others.

2

R® = ,32212 (Agree: 53.9%Z; Disagree: 38.1%)

8. It is a university administration's responsibility to establish

the policies for its student newspaper,

R? = ,32071 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 77.7%)

9. The correct way to operate a student newspaper is to have

guidelines for acceptable content,

2

R° = .31853 (Agree: 46.0%; Disagree: 50.8%)

10. University officials should decide what advertising is accept—
able in a student newspaper.

R? = ,26807 (Agree: 22,0%; Disagree: 74.6%)
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11. University officals should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.,

R2

= ,24818 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 93.6%)

12. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

R% = .24547 (Agree: 16.4%; Disagree: 72.1%)

13. Student newspaper editors should publish controversial news
when they can prove the truth of what they report.

R% = ,24560 (Agree: 96.8%; Disagree: 0.0%)

14, If a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a
bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.

R%Z = ,22658 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)
15. It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.
RZ = ,20526 (Agree: 28.6%; Disagree: 46.0%)

16. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethics
of journalists.

RZ = ,20284 (Agree: 87.3%; Disagree: 3.2%)

Commercial newspaper editors and publishers agreed 100 percent that
accuracy and fairnmess are the two most important qualitites of a responm—
sible student newspaper but they, as with other groups, were divided on
what is thevkey issue surrounding the campus press. Agreeing that the
assignment for liability is the key issue were 49 percent but 31 percent
disagreed and 20 percent were undecided. This group was also divided on

the question of concern for a university's well being as a criterion for

deciding student newspaper content: 42 percent agreed that concern for
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institutional well-being is a valid criterion for selecting material for
publication but 47 percent disagreed, and 11 percent were undecided.

The preceding independent variables partially explain the variance
in the following five dependent variables:

1. Cultural values of a university and its local community should
be supported by the student newspaper.

R% = .38890 (Agree: 57.2%; Disagree: 23.8%)

2. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-
papers do.

R% = .24433 (Agree: 23.5%; Disagree: 71.9%)

3. University officials do not have an obligation to support the
presence of a student newspaper on campus if its content becomes too
obnoxious.

RZ = ,21950 (Agree: 64.1%; Disagree: 34.4%)

4., A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

R% = .21612 (Agree: 54.0%; Disagree: 31.8%)

5. A university president is justified in relieving a student

newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over

content.

R%Z = .20515 (Agree: 30.2%; Disagree: 58.7%)
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Presidents: Professional Standards

This factor has been titled Presidents: Professional Standards and

is composed of the following conceptual statements which constitute the
independent variables for this portion of the analysis:

a. Accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a
responsible student newspaper.

b. Opinions expressed in a student newspaper should be confined to
editorials, opinion columns and letters to the editor.

c. University policies are not a legitimate target for criticism
by student newspapers.

d. A student newspaper should be considered an official publica-

tion of a university.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

Only 2 percent of the presidents disagreed with the concept that
accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a respon-
sible student newspaper; 94 percent agreed. A similar pattern was in
evidence on the matter of where opinions should be expressed in a stu-
dent newspaper: 92 percent of the presidents said those opinions should
be confined to editorials, opinion columns and letters to the editor.
Presidents disagreed almost unanimously (98%) with the statement that
university policies are not a legitimate target for criticism by student
newspapers, and there was also general disagreement (77%) with the idea
that a student newspaper should be considered an official publication of

a university.



181

Only two dependent variables have a predictive relationship with
the independent variables of this factor:

1, Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R% = ,29728 (Agree: 53.2%; Disagree: 38.3%)

2. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials 1is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

RZ = ,29187 (Agree: 6.3%; Disagree: 87.5%)

Journalism administrators reacted to the concept of accuracy and
fairness as hallmarks of a responsible student newspaper by indicating
89 percent agreement, but 10 percent disagreed. On the item related to
proper location of opinion material in the columns of a student news-—
papér; 85 percent agreed that editorials, opinion columns and letters to
the editor are the proper location but 15 percent of these administra-
tors disagreed. As was found among presidents, 97 percent of this group
disagreed with the notion that university policies are not a legitimate
target for criticism by student newspapers, and 92 percent disagreed
with the idea that a student newspaper should be considered an official
publication of a university.

Variance in eight dependent variables is partially explained by the
independent variables of this factor:

1. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R% = ,46028 (Agree: 5.67%; Disagree: 94.3%)
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2. It is all right for a student newspaper that 1s supported by
public funds to compete with a commercial newspaper for local advertis~
ing.

RZ = .32190 (Agree: 93.07%; Disagree: 4.2%)

3. I1f a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a

bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.
R% = .31111 (Agree: 2.1%; Disagree: 95.8%)
4. News values which apply at a commercial newspaper do not apply

at a student newspaper,

R? = .29949 (Agree: 11.3%; Disagree: 88.5%)

5. A student editor should not be permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of
“good taste"” differs from that of the local area.

R% = ,28490 (Agree: 38.57%; Disagree: 50.0%)

6. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content.

RZ = ,26268 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

7. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher.

R2

= ,24120 (Agree: 26.47%; Disagree: 68.1%)
8. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-

papers do.

RZ = .21948 (Agree: 8.3%; Disagree: 90.2%)
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9. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R = ,20516 (Agree: 30.0%; Disagree: 62.8%)

Among newspaper advisers, 97 percent agreed that accuracy and fair-
ness are the two most important qualities of a student newspaper, and
there was comparable agreement (917%) that opinions should be confined to
editorials, opinion columns and letters to the editor. However, 97
percent of this group disagreed with the idea that university policies
are not a legitimate target for criticism by student newspapers, and 76
percent disagreed with the premise that a student newspaper should be
considered an official publication of a university.

Two dependent variables are partially explained by input from the
independent variables:

1. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R% = ,24204 (Agree: 25.3%; Disagree: 71.4%)

2. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if thefe is a dispute over
content,

R% = ,21662 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

Commercial editors and publishers were in total agreement (100.0%)
that accuracy and fairness are the two most important qualities of a
responsible student newspaper, and 94 percent agreed that opinions in a
student newspaper should be confined to editorials, opinion columns and
letters to the editor. A sizable majority (97%) disagreed with the

statement that university policies are not a legitimate target for

criticism by a student newspaper, and 69 percent disagreed with the idea
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that a student newspaper should be considered an official publication of
a university.

Only two dependent variables are partially explained by input from
the independent variables:

1. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher.

R%Z = ,35382 (Agree: 31.3%; Disagree: 62.5%)

2. University officials should be responsible for determining what

is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.

R%Z = ,31258 (Agree: 25.47%; Disagree: 71.47%)

Advisers: Professional Standards

This factor has been titled Advisers: Professional Standards and

is composed of the following conceptual statements which compromise the
independent variables of this portion of the analysis:

a. A university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of free
expression in a student newspaper in the same way that commercial news-
papers do.

b. It is more appropriate to think of a student newspaper as a
specialized publication than as a "regular" or "ordinary" newspaper.

c. Concern for a university's well-being is a valid guideline in
deciding what should be published in a student newspaper.

d. A student newspaper should be organized and operated to support
the instructional mission of a university.

e. Cultural values of a university and its local community should

be supported by the student newspaper.
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f. A student editor should not be'permitted to substitute his/her
standards of taste in a campus newspaper when the editor's definition of

"good taste" differs from that of the local area.

Relevant Crosstab and Regression Results

A majority of presidents disagreed (60%) with the idea that a uni-
versity is unable to uphold concepts of free expression in its student
newspaper equal to that which is done by commercial newspapers but they
did agree (63%) that a student newspaper is more of a specialized publi-
cation than a regular newspaper. As to whether concern for a
university's well-being is a valid guideline for deciding what should be
published in a campus newspaper, 46 percent agreed it is and 33 percent
disagreed; 21 percent were undecided. Presidents were also rather
evenly divided on the level of instructiomal support a student newspaper
should give a university: 42 percent agreed that the newspaper should
be operated to support the instructional mission while 46 percent dis—
agreed. A small majority (54%) agreed that the student paper should
support cultural values of the local area. Presidents were also evenly
divided on allowing a student editor to substitute a differing set of
standards of taste when the editor's definition of "good taste" differs
from the local area: 42 percent agreed that the editor should not be
permitted to inject a different standard, while 33 percent disagreed; 25
percent were undecided.

The preceding independent variables partially explain the responses

of presidents on 17 dependent variables:
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1. When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment

should prevail.

RZ = ,40348 (Agree: 25.6%; Disagree: 49.0%)
2. University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.
RZ = .40171 (Agree: 38.3%; Disagree: 51.1%)
3. A student newspaper adviser should review content material
prior to publication.
R? = ,39361 (Agree: 56.2%; Disagree: 39.6%)
4, The governance system of a university and the notion of a free
press are concepts that do not work well together.
R% = .35027 (Agree: 8.5%; Disagree: 77.2%)

5. A student newspaper should not function primarily as "a forum

for student expression.”

RZ = ,34728 (Agree: 49.0%; Disagree: 46.8%)

6. It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.
RZ = .31950 (Agree: 16.7%; Disagree: 73.0%)
7. TFor a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.
R% = ,29401 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 66.6%)
8. Student newspaper editors should not have the exclusive right
to determine the content of their newspaper.
R% = .28639 (Agree: 43.87%; Disagree: 43.8%)
9. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing opinions.

R% = .28259 (Agree: 27.l1%; Disagree: 68.8%)
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10. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.
R = ,28164 (Agree: 53.2%; Disagree: 38.3%)
11, News values which apply at a commercial newspaper do not apply
at a student newspaper.
R = ,25543 (Agree: 27.1%; Disagree: 56.3%)
12. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.
R% = ,25362 (Agree: 16.7%; Disagree: 77.17%)
13. The "watchdog” role of student newspapers seems to assume that
university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.
RZ = .23874 (Agree: 54.27%; Disagree: 31.3%)
14, Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize
others.,
RZ = ,22706 (Agree: 72.9%; Disagree: 14.6%)
15, Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.

R

= ,22021 (Agree: 70.9%; Disagree: 18.8%)

16. Errors that student reporters make in a campus newspaper are
not comparable to mistakes those same reporters might make on a math
quiz.

r2

= ,21875 (Agree: 40.4%; Disagree: 42.3%)
17. Many student newspaper staff members seem to have difficulty
accepting crtiticism of their journmalistic efforts.
R? = ,21603 (Agree: 66.77%; Disagree: 20.8%)
Among journalism administrators, 90 percent disagreed with the

statement that a university cannot be expected to uphold the concepts of
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free expression in a student newspaper as commercial newspapers do, but
there were divided feelings about whether as student paper should be
considered a specialized publication: 41 percent agreed that it is more
appropriate to think of the student paper as a specialized publication
while 55 percent disagreed with that statement. Administrators were
also divided in their reaction to concern for a university's well-being
functioning as a valid guideline for student newspaper content: 44
percent agreed that this concern is a valid guideline but 51 percent
disagreed. There was substantial disagreement (60%) on the statement
that a student newspaper should be operated to support the imnstructional
mission of a university, with only 23 percent agreeing with that prem—
ise. Opinion was divided again on the matter of support for cultural
values: 45 percent agreed that the campus newspaper should support
local cultural values but 39 percent disagreed; 17 percent were undecid-
ed. Agreeing that a student editor should not be permitted to
substitute his/her definition of "good taste"” in a student newspaper
were 39 percent, with 50 percent disagreeing.

These independent variables partially explain the attitudes of
journalism administrators on the following 13 dependent variables:

1. If a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a
bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.

R? = .36872 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

2, Student newspapefs do not have an inherent right to be provoca-

tive in publishing opinions.

2

R = .,32513 (Agree: 19.5%; Disagree: 75.0%)
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3. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

RZ = ,28832 (Agree: 35.8%; Disagree: 58.5%)

4, When there is a difference of opinion between an editor and an
adviser regarding content of a student newspaper, the adviser's judgment
should prevail.

R% = ,28073 (Agree: 20.0%; Disagree: 68.6%)

5. If a university official asks a student editor to publish a

particular news story, the editor should publish it.

RZ

= ,27801 (Agree: 13.9%; Disagree: 86.1%)

6. News values which apply at a commercial newspaper do not apply
at a student newspaper.

R%Z = 26767 (Agree: 11.3%; Disagree: 84.5%)

7. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser of his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute over
content.

RZ = .26601 (Agree: 4.27%; Disagree: 91.5%)

8. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

R% = .25876 (Agree: 36.0%; Disagree: 62.87%)

9. A student newspaper adviser should review content material
prior to publication.

R = ,22620 (Agree: 39.47%; Disagree: 57.7%)
10. It is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.

R% = ,22218 (Agree: 43.5%; Disagree: 39.1%)
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11. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher.

R% = .21086 (Agree: 26.47%; Disagree: 68.1%)

12. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog”
careers in journalism.

R% = ,20757 (Agree: 50.0%; Disagree: 40.0%)

13. For a university to be host to a student mewspaper and not to
exert influence over content makes no sense.

R% = ,20702 (Agree: 11.1%; Disagree: 86.1%)

The response of newspaper advisers to the independent variables
showed 89 percent disagreed with the concept that a university cannot be
expected to uphold free expression in a student newspaper in the same
way that commercial newspapers do; 83 percent disagreed with the notion
that a student newspaper is a specialized publication; 65 percent dis-
agreed with the statement that concern for a university's well-being is
a valid guideline for deciding on content for a student newspaper; and
51 percent disagreed with the proposition that a student newspaper
should be operated to support the instructional mission of a univer—
sity. On this latter item, there was 35 percent agreement that the
newspaper should support the instructional mission. Opinion was rather
divided over support for cultural values by a student newspaper, with 44
percent agreeing that the campus press should support local values
while 29 percent disagreed and 27 percent were undecided. Only 19

percent agreed that a student editor should not be permitted to
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substitute his/her standards of taste for local standards while 60
percent disagreed; 21 percent were undecided.

The preceding independent variables partially explain the attitudes
of advisers on 25 dependent variables:

1. The president of a university is ultimately responsible for the
content of a student newspaper, regardless of who is designated as the
publisher.

R = .55896 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 87.3%)

2, University officials should decide what advertising is accept-
able in a student newspaper.

R% = .37189 (Agree: 22.2%; Disagree: 74.6%)

3. University officials should not adopt a "grin and bear it"
attitude when they are criticized by their student newspaper.

R% = .35458 (Agree: 12.7%; Disagree: 79.4%)

4, Student newspaper staffs are often too quick to criticize
others.

R% = .35274 (Agree: 53.9%; Disagree: 38.1%)

5. Many student reporters tend to be too subjective in their news
stories.

R% = .34810 (Agree: 34.97%; Disagree: 50.8%)

6. It is a university administration's responsibility to establish
the policies for its student newspaper.

RZ = .33228 (Agree: 15.9%; Disagree: 77.7%)

7. Many student reporters do not seem to understand the responsi-
bility they have for accuracy in their news stories.

R = ,32399 (Agree: 31.87%; Disagree: 65.1%)



192

8. One of the reasons for having a student newspaper adviser is
the need to maintain a standard of taste which is acceptable to the
local community off campus.

R? = .31762 (Agree: 16.47%; Disagree: 72.1%)
9. University officials should be responsible for determining what
is acceptable taste in a student newspaper.
R% = .30670 (Agree: 3.2%; Disagree: 93.6%)
10. Student newspapers do not have an inherent right to be provoca-
tive in publishing news.

RZ

= ,28908 (Agree: 41.2%; Disagree: 44.4%)

11. Adopting an adversarial attitude toward university officials is
proper training for students who will pursue professional "watchdog"
careers in journalism.

R% = .28748 (Agree: 30.1%; Disagree: 47.6%)

12. The governance system of a university and the notion of a free
press are concepts that do not work well together.

R = 28149 (Agree: 36.5%; Disagree: 63.5%)

13. A student newspaper should be related structurally to a jour-
nalism education program.

RZ = ,27605 (Agree: 42.9%; Disagree: 41.2%)

14. Journalism education should place more emphasis upon the ethics
of jourmalists.

RZ = ,27080 (Agrée: 87.3%; Disagree: 3.2%)
15. 1t is all right to use profanity in a student newspaper.

R% = .26037 (Agree: 28.6%; Disagree: 46.0%)
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16. Student newspaper editors should publish controversial news
when they can prove the truth of what they report.

R%Z = .24560 (Agree: 96.8%; Disagree: 00.0%)

17. A student newspaper should not function primarily as "a forum
for student expression.”

RZ = .24012 (Agree: 36.5%; Disagree: 55.6%)

18. The mistakes and shortcomings of student editors and reporters
should be excused because "they are only students.,"

R% = ,23535 (Agree: 3.3%; Disagree: 96.7%)

19. The "watchdog" role of student newspapers seems to assume that

university officials tend to do more things wrong than right.
RZ = ,23037 (Agree: 41.3%; Disagree: 47.6%)

20. If a news story in a student newspaper would give a reader a

bad impression of the university, the story should not be published.
RZ = ,22658 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

21. A university president is justified in relieving a student
newspaper adviser from his/her responsibilities if there is a dispute
over content.

R? = ,22504 (Agree: 0.0%; Disagree: 100.0%)

22. When a student newspaper functions as "a forum for student
expression,” the newspaper adviser really has a rather meaningless
position.

R = .22326 (Agree: 6.37%; Disagree: 87.1%)

23. For a university to be host to a student newspaper and not to

exert influence over content makes no sense.

R% = .20566 (Agree: 9.5%; Disagree: 85.7%)
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24, 1t is all right for a student newspaper that is supported by
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