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Introduction

In the spirit of self-evafuation and self-improvement, Dn. Walten
Weber, President of .tﬁe Thind College Senate, appointed an Ad Hoe
Committee fast Apnil, charged with the nesponsibility of dewténg an
ins tument that would gather ‘mﬁolumtléon on the opdindions and habits
0§ the Senate's constituents 1 nelation to the entire Apectruum of
Senate actiulétée/s, with the undenstanding that nesponses wene to be
Limited to the Third Senate only, thus providing an equal vantage

point fon appraisal fon all participants.

Membens of the Committee were Ellen B. Fletchen, Chaimman, Robeat Keeden,

Sarah Komnt, Dn. John Muwway, Davdid Noveshen, Da. Cheryl Opacinch and

Canol Pauldis Dalht.

A questionnaine was desdgned §or this punpose and distributed on a

broad basis to all full-time, plwﬁuééénaﬂ insthuetional and non-A{nstuetional.
faculiy; to alt membens of the Student Government Association Councik;

and to Atudent memberns of Senate commitices ana subcommittees, as well

as to student presidents of carnpus organizations.

1§ genernalizations can be made, cverall evaluation of the responses

would {ndicate that the constifuents have a fium undernstanding ¢f the

note o4 the College Senate as defined by 4its Constitution--a representative
body empowered, through demccratic processes, to develop and £o make
necommendations to the Presdident of the Co€lege in the name of the

faculty, with provision fon full faculty regenenduwn.
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T;é‘%rganizafion of this report follows the organization of the
questionnaire jtsolf:
Part A describes the respondents in terms of their primary
area ot responsibility;
Part B presents and discusses .all participants' responses
to questions of a general nature concerning the Senate;
Part C deals with Senators! views of the Senate;
Part D presents evaluations of Standing Committees by their
members; and
Part E is concerned with Subcommitten members; analysis of
Subcommitiees.

This report concludes with recommendations.

A cemmon format is utilized for each part which "ncludes a descriptive
overview, commentary on the questions' responses, selected direct
aquotations from respondents, recommendations when appropriate, and the

actual questions with percentajes responding to each option.

ERIC
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- PART A ~ DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS

Anonymity of the returns was maintalined throughout, with no inquiry

as to name, department, or division, although participants were requested

to indlcate their primary area of responsibility in order to furnish the
- framework for more precise interpretation of the data, If required, and

to ald in the recognition of trends or patterns of response should they

develop within a partlcular sector.

On May 22, 1972, 250 questionnaires were distributed, to be completed i
and returned by June |, just prior to finai.exam week; 147 persons cr
59% responded to the survey. Three additional surveys were received too
late for inclusion in the numerical tabulations; their comments were |

reviewed and considered, however.

Of these 147 persons, 76% or 111 were instructional faculty; 1% or 16

were non-instructional faculty; 9% or 13 were Student Government
Association Council members; and 5% or 7 were student members of coﬁmiffees,
subcommi ttees or student leaders. That the instructional staff should
‘respond in greater proportion than the non-instructional faculty is not
surprising: the Senate, although representative of all segments of the
camnus community, is considered the major instrument for articulation

in the policy-making process by the instructional faculty, Significanf;
also, is the obsarvation that the Council of the Student Government
Association participated 100% as the Council's full complement is thirteen

members.,




PART 8 - GENERAL QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE SENATE

Part B presented a group of general questions applicab}e to all participants,
which sought information on patterns of attendance at meetings of the

Senate and Senate committees, and evaluation of the atmosphere during

those meetings; on reading habits in regard fo the three major Senate
publications, and evaluation of the contents as a source of campus
communication; on assessment of intercommunication with the Divisional
Senator and opinion of the Senator's "representativeness'; and on init-
iation of charges to the Senate and appraisal of the-handling of those

charges.

Each question also provided space for voluntary explanation of a chosen

response or for a brief comment.




Supportive attitude toward the ideal of shared governance, howeven,

was qualified by some senlous, constructive suggestions for impﬂoué)nerbt,
by a degree of ‘:app)teherwion concerning the Lack of "gfaith" in the
commi.ttce/éubcqméttae Aystem, and by a few sharp wonds in regard to

adninistrative {ngluence.

Interest in nosponding to the majon open-ended questions was clearly
shoun as opindions seemed freely stated by all groups of participants
with an oceasional dash of humon and a remarkable absence of total

negativism, Opportundity for bried comment on explanation on {ndividual

questions was also utilized by nespondents, aLtﬁough to a much Lessern degree.

Student responses to both the swwey (tself and to the opinion questions
wene clear, direct and of particularn {ntenest becawse they nevealed

several "blind spots" which can be neadily eliminated, such as the Lack
0§ familianity with parkiamentarny procedune at formal meetings and the

Lack o4 awareness of the Senate's open meeting policy.

Detacled nesults of the swrvey ane presented An the following pages
utilizing a gommat widich gdves a descaiptive overview 0§ each section,
commentary on the numerical totals and percentages, some direct
quotations grom beth faclty and students and, (n most instances, the

survey questiond. Lhemselves.

In conclusdon, on behalf of the Commdittee, we wish 0 cxphess owr
appreciation to all these whe wklingly participated 4in the swrwey and
who expressed 30 candidly thein views and suggestions 4n regard to Senate

affains. The Committee feels that this {nitial project has achieved



Ats main objectives and that the information ascentained {4 of value
to the continued success of futunc Senates which can, from a podition

0§ reassurance, confdidently give axtention to the areas 04 concenn.

Finally, particular acknowledgment 48 duc the staff of the 0ffice of

Ins titutional Rescarch forn all thein assistance {n producing the Survey,

as well as tiis nepont.

EZlen B. Fletcher
Chenyl A, Opac.dinch
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Attendance at Meetings

Respondents indicated that they 'reqularly' or !'frequentiy!
attended meetings of the Senate (32%), subcommittees (24%),
and standing committees (13%). Approximately 40% of the

respondents said they "never'! attended meetings of any of these

groups.

Comments indicated overwhelmingly that "time" was the major
factor in non-attendance: insufficient time for obligations;
inconvenient hour of meetings; conflict with teaching schedule,
One or two respondents stated flatly "no interest," while two

others expected to attend more frequently during the coming year.

Comments from students revealed that they tend to feel out of
place and that they are unfamiliar with formal meeting procedures;
three were previously unaware that they could attend these meet-

ings. '""Very pleased," added one.

These findings suggest that better publicity concerning time,
place, and agenda of all meetings, as well as reaffirmation of

3
fhe general open-meeting policy, would be warranted,

I. Do you attend meetings of the Senate?

29% |. Yes, regularly (about 75%

3 2. Yes, freguently (about 507%)
269 3. Yes, occasionally (less than 25%)
428 4. Never

3. Do you attend open mectings ot the standing committens?

8% 1. Yes, regularly (about 75%)
54 2. Yes, frequently (about 50%)
49% 3. Yes, occasionally (less than 29%)

L
.

Q 38% Hever




5. Do you attending meetings of the subcommittees?

7% 1. Yes, regularly (about 75%)

. ... 1% 2. Yes, frequently (about 50%)
32% 3. Yes, occasionally (less than 25%)
43% 4. Never

Atmosphere at Meetings

Atthough most respondents agreed that the atmosphere during

meetings 'usually' or 'frequently' permitted free deliberation

of all problems, more thought that this was true in subcommittees (88%)
than in standing committees (86%) or the Senate (82%). Examining

‘only the 'usuatlly! resbonses shows a greater spread of opinion:

66% felt that free deliberation of all problems occurred usuatlly,

at standing committees, 65% at subcommittees and 48% at the Senate.

- Comments indicated that severa! persons recognized the time
factor in limiting Senate debate and thus were dismayed at the
disproportionate amount of time devoted to minor points; two
others mentioned the 'formal preseﬁfafion' in the Senate as a
deterrent Té any real exchange; on the committee level, another
betieved that ‘the presence of certain administrators seemed to
inhibit discussion. A student protested that "student involve-

ment has no reail affect on Senators."

The data subsfanfiafés the experience that there is more freedom
and greafer opportunity for exchange of ideas during smaller,
more informal committee meetings (therein their strength when
functioning properiy) than during the necessarily more formal
Senate meetings. While 'insufficient time for free deliberation'

o was not defined, its usage in Senate context implies the inter-




retated time available per item, together with the number and
scope of agenda items, against a background of ra}her inflexible,
prescheduled dates andﬁfimes of meetings. Other va}iables in
the creation of 'atmosphere,' such as size and composition of
+he'group; or ability of the chairman, were not isolated for
survey purposes although references to these factors wi!l be
found in the unstructured résponses at the conclusion of this

section.

One of the purposes here was to determine the constraining
influence, if any, upon the desired atmosphere by the relentless,

impersonal element of time, with the assumption that some con-

crete steps could be suggested to alleviate the condition;

questions involving the other variables mentioned above, which
frequently hinge on personalities and thus defy redress, were

deliberately avoided.

2. Do you feel that the atmosphere during Senate meetings permits
free deliberation of all problems?

48% 1. Yes, usually

34% 2. Yes, frequently, but time is insufficient
5% 3. Rarely, conclusions predictable

(1% 4. No

4, Do you feel that the atmosphere during standing committee
meetings permits free deliberation of all problems?

66% 1. Yes; usually
20% 2. VYes, frequentiy, but time is insufficient
104 3. Rarely, conclusions predictable

4% 4. No

6. Do you feel that the atmosphere during subcommittee meetings
permits free deliberation of all problems?

65% 1. Yes, usually

23% 2. Yes, frequently, but time is insufficient
%4 3. Rarely, conclusions predictable
7% 4. No



Senate Publications

Over 90% of the resﬁondenfs indicated they read the Agenda,
Summary and Minutes éf the Senate. Approximately 80% of the

. respondents said they read thase publications 'regularty' or
"frequently!'. Approximately 90% evaluated these publications
as 'excellent' or 'good!, with slightly more respondents feeling

thls was true of Tﬁe Senate Minutes.

Few comments were added and they were primarily appreciative
of the work involved, with an occasional "minutes too long,"
"not prompt enough,” and even "never got any" from a faculty
member. Or "Could they be shorter? | feel guilty if [ don't

read them.,"

Although institutional resources, in ferms of expense and time,
are required to Issue the Senate publications, the data indicates
that they are viewed as a good source of information and are

well received.

7. The Senate reqularly issues three separate publications

pertaining to cach meeting which provide comprehensive
coverage: Please {ndicate youn néading frequency of each

publication.

(I)Regularly (2)Frequently (3) Occasionally (4) Never
|/ * Agenda 769 12% 6% 7%
2. Summary 63% 23% ‘ 8% _ 6%
3. Minutes 60% 18% 14% 7%

8. Please evaluate each publication as a source of information.

(1 JExcellent (2)}Good (3)fFair (4)Poor
. Agenda 49% 399, wlad 2%
2. Summary A7% 417 12%
3. Minutes 55% 38% 7%




Divislonal Senators

70% of the respondents indicated that Divisional® Senators
represented the views of the Division 'regularly; or 'frequently',
20% saic¢ toccasionally! and 9% sald 'no'. 90% of the respondents
said that they expressed opinions on Senate issues to the
Dlvisional Senators and 77% said that thelr views were solicited

by the Divisional Senators,

tnterestingly, 70% of the respondents said that Divisional Senators
"regularly' or 'frequently' represented their Divisional views
during Senate deliberations, yet only‘54% sald they 'regularly!'

or 'frequently' expressed their views to the Divisional Senators
and 47% said their views were 'regularly' or !'frequently!
solicited. Thus, Divisional Serators were perceived to represent
the views of the Division to a greater extent than they are
perceived to interact with members of the Division in order to

obtain their views.

Comments Indicafed that those replying made a distinction between
the Division Chairman, who is an ex officio Senator, and the
elected Senator{s). Division Chairmen were observed as being

more conscientious in discussing Senate matters and more sensitive
to the wishes of their Division, while some degree of dissatis-
faction was expressed with the manner in whlch the elected
Senator(s) fulfilled their responsibility toward their constituents.
It is admiffédly iﬁpossibie to know the views of all members of

a large Division, but it was nonetheless feilt that some Senators
made no attempt to communicate with their constituents or solicit

their opinions. "Why not?" "! wish you would ask them!"




Students emphasized that there was frequent exchange of views

at their weekly SGA Council meetings.

A feeling of pique was revealed in three replies from non-
instructional faculty members who complained of having only
one ex officio Senator and no elected Senafor. "Quite frankly,

| do not feel adequately represented in the Senate."

Such ‘responses point to a multi-faceted problem evolving from
the original Senate Constitution and its formula for adminis-
trative department representation, compounded by the substantial
increase in professional staff since that time. The situation

obviously deserves thorough investigation.

9. Do your Divisional Senators represent the views of your
Division during Senate dellberations?

39% (. Yes regularly

31 2. Yes, frequently

20¢ 3. Yes, occasionally
9% 4. MNo

i0. Do you express your opinions on Senate issues to your
Divisional Senators?

%% 1. Yes, regularly
199 2. Yes, frequently
36% 3. Yes, occasionally
{02 4. No

[{. Do your Divisional Senators solicit your vicus, either
formally or informally, on problems currently before the Senate?

22% 1. Yes, regulariy
259 2. VYes, freguently
30% 3. Yes, occasionally
238 4. No



Senate Charges

Only 8% of the resr ‘dents indicated that they had initiated

a charge to the S.nate. Of these persons, 73% were satisfied

with the handling of the charge.

Perhaps the greatest value of this question was to publicize
the opportunity, open to ail, to initiate a charge; comments
proved that many were unaware of the availability of the option.
Unfortunately, those who had found the handling of their charge
less than satisfactory did»nof volunteer information on the

nature of their dissatisfaction.

2. 0id you initiate a charge to the Senate through the Vice-

President, and, if so, were you notified of the conclusions
of the committee's deliberation of the charge?

7% 1. Yes, | initiated a charge and was notlfied
t€ 2. | initiated a charge but was not notified
9t% 3. No, | did not initiate a charge

if you did initiate a charge (responses | or 2 above)
vere you satisfied with the handling i your charge?

73% 4. Yes, the hand!ing was satisfactory
27% 5. No, | was not satis?ied

Opinions
Part B concluded with three major open-cnded questions, two of
which were deliberately structured to polarize the respondent's
thinking on the positive and then the negative characteristics
of the Senate. Question |5 requested that the respondent define

one recommended change for the Senate.

A gratifying 71% of atll responding or 104 persons made extensive

use of this opportunity: 82 replies were from the instructiona)
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staff, 8 from non-Instructional staff, 13 from the SGA Counci |
(again 100%), and one from the Student Leader Group. Most
followed the question and answer format; some combined their
thoughts in one lengthy statement; a few used the occasion

to report their serlous personal concern about the Inadequacy

of the College's phitosophy and the proliferation of college

activities.

All answers to Question |3, which requested identification of

some positive aspects of the Senate, were essentiallty variations
on a theme: the constituents perceived the Senate as a strong,
viable instrument in representative governance and as an open
forum for campus communication, with some expression of tolerance
for its {imitations. Sample comments on the strengths of the
Senate:

1t provides a mechanism for the teaching faculty to
parnticipate in the formulation of College policy.

Faculty involvement s maximized.

Its capability for accomplishing Eeg&AEai&on in a
neasonable Length of time.

Divernsity of 4£s membens An Lexms of abilities, talents
and range 0§ opindon.

Tnclusion of students; open meetings.

Meetings ane conducted <n a very fairn and business-
£iRe mannen.

That it exists.

1ty nepresentativencss -
Intendepantmental contacts on campus (more of this is needed).
Free discussions.

E4fonts of membons to constantly Lmprove the mission of
the Coflege.
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A forwm whereby problems of one division can be discussed 4
i nelation to othern divisions, the adminis tration, and
the College as a whole.

Campus-wide deliberation rather than administrative
appoiinted committees.

1ts batanced views comprise all segments of the College;

as it showld be, things are not casy to get through.
tt should be gratifying to all those who have supported the
concept of a College Senate and all who have actually participated
'n its activities during its formative years that its strengths

can be recognized and defined.

Should it be felt that important aspects have been overlooked,
better communication and publicity, particularly directed toward

new faculty members, mighf be the answer.

Question 14, which requested the identification of the weaknesses

of the Senate, evoked an overwhelming number of responses from

which several dominant areas of criticism emerged: excessive

amount of time devoted to discussing minor matters such as semantics,
details, and qUesTions that could be resolved outside; lack of
preparedness by Senators who have not done their homework, i.e.,
reading of the committee proposats and the supporting data
accompanying the agenda: delay in bringing committee reports fo

the Senate floor; backlbg which creates an unreatictic volume

of critical items toward the end o? the year; lack of t-ust in

the work of the conmittees as the Senate scems compelled to redebate
the issues; excessive number of meefingsvfn the spring; late hour

of the meetings; disproportionately small representation af

~a hﬁ??*%
4‘_’_"

BN

A€
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emp loyment of Robert's Rutes and its jargon, while an equal number

desired more strict adherence to parliamentary procedures. |llustrative

comments on additional negative aspects of the Senate:

The quonum &4 oo high; Senate body is oo Large.

Too dominated 'bg the administhation: committees and
sdubcommittees ane chosen for particwlan nesults in mind.

Fist and second yean faculty feel very isolated §rom
the workings of the Senate . '

Mattens concerning the vested interests of the teaching:
faculty are affected too much by the voting patterns
0§ the non-teaching faculty.

Charges given to the Senate Aimply a particulan change
on desined cutcome,

Salong influence in the direction of the administration's
wishes,

Senatorns are not representing thein constituency nokr
voting thein wishes.

Greatest drnawback is its inability to function quickly.

Students are 40 outnumbered /theg feel uncomfortable and ) -’
hesitate to participate in the déscussion.

Three-year terms make Senatorns complacent.

Lack o;{ nepresentation fon service personned who
often have a valuable overview of the campus.

Senate does occasionally get intoxicated with its
own . powen to the neglect 0f faculty views on
Ampontant Lsdues.

Human weaknesses and those inherent in the democratic
system. '

kA high degree of perception and a wide range of concern Is re»yeal‘edk

~in these comments which encompass procedures, ~sTrucfuyrek,¢k‘fxe_ell.ngsk, Sl :

':;éhd;bpihfé;fopersonalrinfereéf;~ Many‘berfqina}qfiﬁférfgiaféq:Qf””':”: “

 overlapping problems; a number of major sissues present themselves
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Whlle not every respondent who wrote of an unfavorable aspect of

the Senate followed it by an explicit recommendation for change in
reply to Question 15, many of the proposed modificatlons did
directly correspond fto the general themes of criticism. In additlon,
there were numerous suggesfions on such diverse aspects of Senate

affalrs that they defy summarization. For example:

Have more student Senators, not necessanily SGA
membens who are s0 4nvolved as to have Little time
forn Senate affains. Could student Senatons be
elected by the student body?

Great amount 0§ documented reseanch re Senate proposals
L& shelved in the Librany and that's as far as Lt goes.
Would expedite mattens L§ hesearch wene presented to
staff at a collective gathering.

Have yearly election of Senatons with up to three
consecutive tems; one-yecan terms forn all.

Change nefenendum procedure £o requine 33% of faculty
1o call a meeting to neconsider a Senate hecommendation.
The present 15% allows a small minoaity Lo pursue
personal chusades.

Considen nepresentation of non-phrofessional and
supporntive stagd.

ELiminate needless overlapping of committees and
subcommittees.

Foam a committee 10 study ways of Amproving the inten-
action between Senatons and thein constituents.

Have both majority and minority ﬁepo)z,t/s

Membens of the Professdional Affains Commitiee Ahould
be elected by the full faculty.

ELiminate Educational P)wgh,amé Committee and have at
- cwwioula mattens nesolved by the affected Divisions
 and fowarnded to the Administration fon 5utaL i
- {fdec,oswn, with Sena/te uzdoluned 05 )Le)suba
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In summary, this portion of the questionnaire seemed to create

a dichotomy among fhesparficipanfs: 1% of the respondents took:
the time to reply fully, while 29% chose to ;m{f the section
entirely. Apparently, the questions gave the majority a welcome
opporfun!fy for unrestricted éxpresslon of opinlon which was

ufillzed‘wi+h a ﬁoficeable degree of enthusiasm to formallze

many concerns,




PARTS C, D, AND £ -~ INTERNAL REVIEW

Sections C, D, and E of the survey presented questions structured

for an Introspective analysls of each organlzation--the Third College
Senate, the Standing Commlttees, and the Subcommittees--with respondents
limited to members of the respective groups. When the replles were
examined In toto, the Information disc}osed mutual and interrelated
rather than exclUsive problems, and corresponded with the data pre-

viously developed. Noteworthy was the emphasis on the iImportance of

the chairman's role in the effective functioning of a committee.




PART C -- SENATORS VIEW THE SENATE

Overall, Senators were very posltive in thelr views of the Senate.

Most Senators felt that meetings were conducted well, that committee
chalrmeh were well prepared, that the committee recommendéfions were
thorough and conclusive and that the Senate deliberations were 'usually!
or 'frequentiy!' thoughtful and thorough. A minority view worthy of
conslderaffon was expressed by 30% of the respondehfs who felt that

'occasionally' or 'never' were Senate deliberations thoughtful or thorough.

39% of the Senators responding rated Senate deliberations as the most
influential factor in thelr decision—méking process, with 31% selecting
constituents' wishes and 29%, personal analysis. Thls choice would
seem to supporf‘and encourage continuation of the Senate's custom of
alloﬁing full debate, as far as practicable.

Comments from this Senators-only group did not reveal any substantially

®

new material, as prevlously mentioned weak polints were reITerafed;
Lack of preparation such as not haw&ng read committee evidence
supporting a p)wpo/.me,
 Senate debate nepetitious of committee de&&benaiion,
Too many details clouding Jthe Lhsues;
Tou many meetingé.‘

One Senaton expne)s/sed the wew,oouz,t- "Ra/twnale AA ha)uiﬁy ever
| sufficient.” |

o Again, the necommendmon ocewu;ed that come changeA and nw
‘;cowuseszslwuﬂ, be‘_the p)wvmce oé“tﬁ Anvoly ed D/wos/con on&y



2.
3.

Are the Senate meetings conducted Impartially and ethically (l.e.,
conforming to professional standards of conduct)? ‘

82% I. Yes, usually (about 75%)
145 2. Yes, frequently (about 50%)
5% 3. Yes, occasionally (once or twice)

Are the committee chairmen well prepared when they present their
commi ttee reports and proposals?

74% 1., Yes, usually

- 23% 2. VYes, frequently

2% 3. VYes, occaslonally
4. No

Is the rationale for the committee recommendations thorough and

conclusive?

33% 1. Usually
51% 2. Frequently

12% 3. Occasionally
54 4. No

Are the Senate deliberations thoughtful and thorough?

354 1. Usually

35% 2. Frequently:
23% 3. Occasionally
7% 4. No

Please rank all the factors listed as to their influence in
determining your:votes.

» Most: Influentlal Least Influential
Constituents' Wishes 317 24% 45%
Senate delibgrations 39% 27% 34%

Personal analysis 29% 51% 20%




PART D == STANDING COMMITTEES VIEW THFMSELVES

Overai}, the Standing Committees were very positive regarding the manner
in which their commlttees functioned and the way in which thelr
recommendations were presented. 79% of the respondents felt that all
campus viewpolints seemed represented on Their commit*ens, although about
half of the respondents indicated that they had expressed an interest in

serving and about half indicated that they were ask:d to serve.

The respondents expressed very favorable views about their committee
chairmen. 91% said that the committee chairman 'usuallv' encouraged
participation by all members and 100% said that both chalrman and)suh—
committee chairman represented the committee's views and recommendations

well and fairly to the Senate.

Respondents were slighfly Iéss enthusiastic about the rational fér
.recOmmendaTlons presented by the subcommittees. Although 65% said "usually'
the rationale was thorough, 30% said that this was {he casa 'frequently!

or about half the time. Responses also indicated that there was "room

for improvement" in Senate dgfgberé+ions of thair recommendations.

36% said that deliberations were 'usually thoughtful an& thorought,

but 50% éaid-fhaf ?Too much time was spentdeliberating wHa+‘was covered

in committee.' lnferesfingly, | 4% said that they 'didn't know! which

; m|gh+ lndlcafe fhat fhey had no+ affended %ena+e menfrnqg when ?hesr g

‘L}fﬁrecommendaflons were presenfed.ﬁ}y#;;k f;ffﬁkw“ .

» non-Membersiqfiéqmmjfféd‘ﬁééf7n§$fhéf

hy reduhdan+
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occur at Senate meetings. Respondents indlcated that about haif the

time only one or twc non-members are present and about a quarter of the

time either none or at least five non-members are present.

Mambers of standing committees also expressed concern about the frequency
of student member participation. 37% sald that students 'occaslonally!

contributed, 26% said 'frequently!, 21 said 'never' and 16% sald ‘regularly.'.f

Comments revealed the prevalent and discouraging feeling that not enough
authority is given to the Standing Committegs. One member mentloned the
isolated view that work often seems to be created to keep the committee
busy, while another member felt "the standing committees' real value
should be in their avallability when a problem arises within their particular
Jurisdiction."
. Did you notify anyone that you wished to serve on a particular

standing committee?

45% 1. Yes, | checked my availability on the form distributed
by the Dean of Instruction.

14% 2. Yes, | rotlfied my Division Chalrman, a Senate Ufticer,
or a Committee Chalrman. '

414 3. No, | was asked to serve.
2. Did the membership of the committee reflect a variety of viewpoints?
794 1. VYes, all viewpoints seemed represented. |
. 21% 2. Some were represepted; others were not.
0 3. No, membership seemed to represent only one view.
3, Did the Committee chairman encourage participation by all members?
914 |. Yes, usually (about 75%)
4% 2. Yes, frequently (about 50%) T
4% 3, Yes, occasionally (less than25%) . .
colaa N e e e e
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Did the subcommlttee present thorough rationale for thelr recommendations?

65% 1. Yes, usually
304 2. VYes, frequentlyg

3. Yes, occas(onaltﬁ?ﬁn;h
4% 4. No AT

Were the committee!s recommendations presented to the Senate fairly?

{002 1. Yes, chalrman and subcommittee chairman represented our
views well. ) :
2. No, the presentation did not reflect the committee's thinking.

3, Other

Please evaluate the deliberation of the Senate on the committeels
recommendations.

364 |. Usually thoughtful and thorough.

50% 2. ,Too much time spent deliberating what was covered In committee.
3, Usually voted without due deliberation

14% 4. Don't know. ~

Approximately how many non-members usual ly attend committee meetings?
256 1. Flve or more o
54% 2. One or two e

21% 3. None

N
u

1f students serve on fhg'commiffee, please indicate the frequency of
their contribution. - ;

6% 1. Regularly

26% 2. Frequently ~#
379 3. Occasionally 3z
21% 4. Never -
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PART £ -- SUBCOMMITTEES EVALUATE THEMSELVES

In general, subcommittees were favorable about their functioning and
the manner in which their recommendations were received. The sub-
committee members were perceived to be diverse In their viewpolnts;
78% of the respondents felt that all viewpoints were represenfed;
Stightly less .than half of the respondents said that they had notlfled
either the Dean of instruction or ano+her person that they wished to
serve and slightly more than half were asked to serve without prior

indication of thelr interest.

The subcommittee chairman was viewed as 'usuatly';enéouraglng all
members to participate by 87% of respondehfs; 114 said he 'frequently!'

and 2% said he occasionally' did so.

Subgommitiées were asked if they used open hearings. Of the one-half
who said they had used open hearings, somewhat less than one-half sald
they were valuable, Although subcommittee members were not asked to
rate the dﬁalify of student participation, they were asked to rate the
quantity. 33% said students ‘régqlarly' participated, 25% said

ffrequen+ly' and 42% sald 'never.!

Subcommittee members were also asked to rate processing of their
recommenda+inns 76% of the respondents sald they were invited to
affend +he commif?ee meeftng durlng wh|ch +heir recommendaflons ‘
1  would be cons;dered and 24% sand +hey were no+ invlfed, 66% of respondenfs ‘
’  satd fhaf The|r views had been solic!fed.r !n general, respondenfs felf

‘“+ha+ fhe fime allotfed To presen+ recommenda?lons #o The comm:f#ee was i;jj_  -
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adequate. 61% said that there was tample' time!, 26% said it was

'slightly rushed' and 13¢ said that there was Yinsufficient time.!

When asked to evaluate the deliberations of the committee on subcommittee
recommendations, 65% of the respondents said that these deliberations

were 'thoughtful and thorough.! However, 27% said the deliberations could
have been more thorough and the 8% thought there was little or no deliber-

ation which suggests that some imprcvements might be in ordgr.

Comments concentrated on the difficulties inherent in committee organization:
the problem of a common meeting time, the necessity of a capable chairman,
the need to select members interested in investigating the charges. One

solution offered was a campus-wide arrangement whereby both students

and faculty could indicate their interests and preferences for committee
assignments. Additionally, earlier appointment of subcommittees was

cinn
B I e e S

. with the parent committee. A strong plea was entered for gréafer reassur-
ance of acceptance of the subcommittee's research and proposals. A note

of discouragement was voiced at the poor response to open hearings.

. Did you notify anyone that you wished fo serve on a particular subcommittee?

294" |. Yes, | checked my availability on the form distributed by X
the Dean of Instruction.

134 2. Yes, | notified my Divislon Chalrman, a Senate Offlicer, or
a committee chairman.

584 3. Mo, | was asked to serve.™

>
L
b

2. Did the membership of the subcommittee reflect a variety of viewpoints?

78% 1. Yes, all viewpoints seemed represented.
22% 2. Some were represented; others were not. ,
3. No, membership seemed to represent only one view.
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OId the subcommittee chalrman encourage participation by all members?

87% 1. Usually (about 75%)

[1§ 2. Frequently. (about 50%)

2% 3. Occasionally (about 25%)
4. No

Were you tnviTea to attend the committee meeting when your subcommittee
recommendations were being received?

66% 1. Yes, the committee sought my rationale.

10§ 2. Yes, but the committee did not solicitemy views.
24% 3. No, | was not Invited.

Did the subcommittee have adequate time in which to present ‘its
recommendations to the committee?

612 |. Ample time
26% 2. 3llghtly rushed
3% 3. Insufficient time

Please evaluate the deliberations of the committee on your subcommittee
recommendat ions.

65% |. Thoughtful and thorough
27% 2. Could have been more thorough

3¢ 3. Committee acted with little deliberation
5¢ 4, None, really

Did your subcommlttee use open hearings and, if so, were they of value?

304 |. Yes, we found them valuable.

21% 2, VYes, but they were of little value.

49% 3. No, we did not think them necessary.

If students serve on the subcommittee, please indicate the frequency
of their contribution. o

33% I. Regularly
25% 2. Frequently

3. Occasionatty
42% 4. Never
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Considering Parts C, D, and £ as a unit, and recognizing the precfsely
limited number of respondents in each Instance, there is, nonetheless,

a discernable fack >f verve and of Sriefness of reply which may be
attributed to the overall demands of the lenéfh of the combined qhesfion-
nafres and to the apparent fact that many of the thoughts had previousiy
been exéressed. Possibly, also, there was inadequate forenotice of |

these subsequent inquiries.

Guidelines for future surveys might recommend employment of such simple
€
measures as the use of different colored paper, or individual mailing to

members only, for added attention and emphasis.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

>

A valuable body of Informatlon, contributed voluntariiy and In good
falth, has been assembled for the purpose of Improving the effectiveness

and responslveness of ithe Senate and the Senators to all thelr con-

stituents. Furthermore, each Senate differs from its predecessor In

developing its ‘own sét of variables reflecting the annual election of
officers, the revolplng Senate memberéhip, the nature of the charges
and resulting problemé. It is, therefore, our recommendation that fhe
President of the Fourfh College Senate appoint an Ad Hoc Committee

charged with the following responsibilities:

I. Examine the materlial presented here, establish
priorities, and, dependent upon thls analysis,
delineate appropriate actlon recommendations
or commence further investigation.

.2, In February, begin to observe the unique problems
arising within the Fourth Senate, and while an
annual survey is not necessarity ‘fecommended,
prepare a |imited questlionnaire addressed to the

"specific needs identified.
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