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Preface 

The present study, which is similar in general purpose and 
design to two earlier studies of the Senate and its com
mittees made by the senior investigator, examines the 
Senate's composition and functioning under the constitution 
adopted in 1969. Special attention is given to the two sets 
of committees (Senate and University) established as major 
agencies for developing the University's educational policies. 

Though this investigation was independently planned and exe
cuted, thanks are due to several persons for help afforded 
in this task. Dr. Donald Beatty provided important records, 
Cecilia Wirth aided in the tabulations, and Jo Zimmar, Alvina 
Torvik and Richard Smith in the design and reproduction of 
the text. Printing costs were defrayed from funds provided 
by the President's and Dean of Education's offices • 

Had more time been availahle, further aspects of the problems 
discussed might have been explored. The present authors 
therefore hope that continuing studies may help the Senate 
and its committees discharge their mission more effectively. 

Ruth E. Eckert, Regents' Professor of Higher Education 
Marcia S. Hanson, Graduate Assistant in Higher Education 

September 1973 
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THE UNIVERSITY SENATE AND ITS COMMITTEES 

An Analysis and Critique 

Ruth E. Eckert and Harcia S. Hanson 

During the 1960's American colleges and universities made impressive 
strides in the area of participatory community governance. The formation 
of academic senates or the broadening of their representation were common 
phenomena, with provisions typically made to include junior faculty and 
students in these decision-making structures.! In the 1970's academicians 
are also becoming conscious of the need to include more women in such 
bodies. The present report briefly reviews the experiences of one insti
tution - the University of Minnesota - as it has grappled with these prob
lems. 

Development of ~1innesota' s University Senate 

A University Senate, constituted in 1912 of all professors and asso
ciate professors, continued to operate on this basis for more than forty 
years. In 1954 this body was reduced in size and made more representative 
of the faculty by according representation to assistant professors and in
structors. According to the formula adopted, one Senate member was to be 
elected for each ten senior faculty members (associate and full professors) 
or fraction thereof, and one for each forty junior faculty members (in
structors and assistant professors) or fraction thereof, with this choice 
made by persons in the specified ranks. 

In 1962 the constitution'was again revised to add assistant professors 
and research associates to the senior staff (professors and associate pro
fessors) as electors of Senate representatives, using the same ratio for 
this purpose as that previously set for senior faculty members. However, 
with representatives now jointly elected by the three groups, assistant 
professors had less chance of being selected than when junior faculty mem
bers chose their own representatives. Instructors lost the vote accorded 
them in the constitution adopted in 1954. 

In a new constitution and set of by-laws adopted by the Senate in June 
1969, the University Senate now regularly includes student representatives, 
elected by fellow students in the various colleges on the basis of one rep
resentative for every thousand students or fraction thereof, and faculty 

1. Hodgkinson, Harold L. "Broadly-Based Senates: A First Report," The 
Research Reporter, Center for Research and Development in Higher--
Education, University of California at Berkeley. pp 5-8, 1973. 
Several other investigations, notably the series of studies by T. R. 
McConnell and Kenneth Mortimer, and the ERIC Report 11 on University 
Governance, provide useful comparative data for the present analyses. 
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representatives selected by all persons holding full-time academic appoint
ments (including instructors), with one representative allotted for each 
twenty full-time faculty members or fraction thereof in each of the units 
involved. Using these formulae assures that approximately a third of the 
Senate members will be students. 

In adopting a ne~1 Senate constitution in 1969, the faculty also ac
cepted three new governing bodies - the Campus Assemblies - constituted to 
deal with issues and decisions specifically related to the Minneapolis-
St. Paul, Duluth, and Morris campuses. This amount of autonomy in decision
making was considered essential to preserving diversification. Twin Cities 
representatives to the University Senate also serve as the Twin Cities Cam
pus Assembly, whereas the other Campus Assemblies include the University 
Senators from these areas and additional elected faculty and student repre
sentatives. 

The formation of these Assemblies had significant implications for the 
Senate committee structure. Committees dealing with Student Affairs and 
Intercollegiate Athletics became committees of each individual campus. 
Several of the Senate's committees have parallel committees in the Assem
blies; for example, the Committees on Educational Policy, Committees, and 
Business and Rules. But the present report is limited to all-University 
committees, not those operating for particular campuses. 

Under the constitution, a second level of committees was developed 
within the University Senate. Whereas responsibilities in broad areas of 
University concern were delegated to Senate committees, certain University 
committees were created as standing sub-committees of the Senate committees • 
This dual committee structure, designed to focus more sharply the concerns 
of the University Senate, has increased substantially certain faculty mem
bers' and students' out--of-class commitments. But it also has provided 
broader opportunities for both faculty and students to participate in uni
versity governance. 

Purpose and Scope of Study 

The present study is chiefly concerned with the question of who serve 
on the University Senate and its committees. Although the Senate has gen
eral legislative authority over most educational matters, the task of ex
ploring issues and of drafting 2lans and policies is normally carried on 
within the Senate's committees. Hence this study examines the membership 

2. When this term is used \vithout qualification in the present report, it 
includes both Senate and University committees, or all those charged 
with policy-making at the all-University level. Separate statistics 
will be given at some points for these two groups, with the term "Senate" 
then used to characterize the parent committees and "University" those 
which operate essentially in a sub-committee role. 
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of these committees to ascertain how representative these groups are, singly 
and in aggregate, of the Senate itself and of the faculty and student body 
as a whole. Specifically probed is the representation of women, lower 
faculty ranks, and persons in non-administrative roles. Limited attention 
is also given to how faithfully Senate members fulfill these responsibili
ties, as judged by their attendance records, and to the kinds of reports 
the Senate receives from its committees. 

Some Assumptions 

Before a Minnesota AAUP Committee made an earlier study of Senate com
mittee representation, it formulated a series of statements aimed at clari
fying its own views regarding the constitution and functions of Senate com
mittees. The present investigators share the earlier Committee's belief 
that the major work of the Senate occurs in its committees, that the primary 
criterion in selecting members should be the individual's ability to aid 
significantly in the committee's work, and that a reasonable spread in mem
bers' backgrounds and current professional roles should enrich discussions 
and result in wiser decisions than might result from a less balanced repre
sentation of the University community. 

Relation to Earlier Studies 

Investigations of the composition of Senate committee memberships at 
Minnesota have spanned more than three d-ecades. The first one, sponsored 
by the AAUP Committee on Faculty-Administrative Relations, investigated 
membership on Senate committees in 1945-48 and 1955-58. The findings showed 
that the teaching faculty - and particularly those at junior ranks - had 
been accorded a rather minor role in studying all-University problems.3 
Although the Senate's own membership had been broadened during these thir
teen years to include representatives elected by instructors and assistant 
professors, the composition of Senate committees, where much of the real 
work of the Senate is done, had not changed. These analyses also revealed 
that only occasional committees included students or women faculty members. 

Comparable inf~rmation was gathered in a follow-up study conducted for 
the 1965-68 period. Although the position of students had improved signi
ficantly, junior faculty members still had a great distance to go in gaining 
a real voice in the University's governance. Women, too, constituted a 
relatively insignificant percentage of the membership of both the Senate and 
its committees. Although the size of Senate committees had approximately 
doubled by the 1965-68 period, this had not resulted in a more genuinely 
representative membership. Other analyses revealed that leadership on Senate 
committees was still largely concentrated in the hands of full professors and 
administrators. 

3. Ruth E. Eckert, "The Share of the Faculty in University Policy-Making," 
AAUP Bulletin, Autumn, 1959, pp. 346-51. 

4. Ruth E. Eckert, "Participation in University Policy-Making: A Second 
Look," AAUP Bulletin, Fall, 1970, pp. 308-314. 
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Since the 1969 constitution required a major reorganization of the 
University Senate, the present study is concerned with the membership of 
the Senate and its committees during early years (1970-73) of the new con
stitution's functioning. Comparisons with the 1965-68 figures afford a 
picture of the Senate and its committees during the latter years of the 
old constitution and the early years of the new one. 

Plan of Study 

For each year of the study, a list was compiled of Senate members, and, 
in the case of faculty members, information gathered from the Student-Staff 
Directory regarding their sex, rank, subject field, college affiliation, and 
current type of position. Because limited data are available in the Dir
ectory on students, analyses had to be restricted to the sex and college 
affiliation of those elected to the University Senate. 

In addition, a master card was prepared for each of the 353 faculty 
members and 221 students whose names appeared on at least one Senate or 
University committee list in the 1970-73 period. The card included infor
mation on all Senate and University committee appointments held, years of 
service on such committees, sex, college affiliation, and, in the case of 
faculty, academic rank, subject field, and any administrative position held. 

To discover possible trends since the early post-World War II years, 
statistics based on the recent three-year period were compared, where pos
sible, with those derived from the earlier studies - for 1945-58, 1955-58, 
and 1965-68. In addition, the committees were classified into four general 
types, and possible differences in their composition explored. Because the 
recent constitutional revision created two levels of committees, compari
sons on this latter point are somewhat limited. 

Going beyond earlier analyses, the present report includes some in
formation on attendance at Senate meetings and an exploratory study of the 
kinds of reports that Senate committees submitted to the Senate for infor
mation or action during the past three years. 

Composition of the University Senate 

The University Senate, as stipulated in its Constitution, is composed 
of the President of the University, who serves as Chairman of the Senate, 
members of the Senate Administrative Committee, who serve as ex officio, 
nonvoting members, members of the Consultative Committee, who serve as ex 
officio voting members, and elected faculty and student representatives-.
The faculty members of the Senate constitute a Faculty Senate which may meet 
to consider items of purely faculty concern, such as revision of the tenure 
code. Student members constitute a Student Senate, which deals with items 
of special concern to students. The average size of the University Senate 
for the three-year period was 244 members, 197 of whom were voting members. 
Of the latter, 65 - or roughly a third - were students. 
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Representation from Various Colleges 

Because faculty are elected according to the number of full-time aca
demic members within their particular college, those colleges with the 
largest faculties - the College of Liberal Arts, Health Sciences, out-state 
campuses, Institute of Technology, and Institute of Agriculture - have the 
largest number of faculty Senators (see Table 1). The College of Liberal 
Arts, which heads the list, contributes one-fifth (20.0 per cent) of the 
faculty Senators. In colleges with large research staffs, such as those in 
the health, technological and agricultural fields, faculty representation 
is significantly larger than student enrollment figures would suggest. 

As with faculty, the representation of students from various colleges 
is determined by constitutional mandate. The College of Liberal Arts claims 
the largest number of student Senators (27.0 percent), followed by the out
state campuses, Graduate School, Continuing Education and Extension, Insti
tute of Technology, and College of Education (see Table 1). 

Representation of Women 

More women faculty were elected to the Senate during the period studied, 
with the percentage of women in 1972 (12.8 per cent) double that for 1970 
(see Table 2). In 1967-68 (under the older Constitution), the figure was 
only 4.2 per cent. However, when the numbers of individuals involved 
(7 for 1970-71 and 17 for 1972-73) are considered, the influence of women on 
the Senate continues to be limited. Their Senate participation remains well 
below the percentage of women on the faculty as a whole, reported as 17.4 
per cent in Fall 1971. 

Student representation on the University Senate, as indicated in Table 
2, is also predominately male. Although ~ore than a fourth (26.2 per cent) 
of the student seats are held by women, this figure is well below the pro
portion of women (37 per cent) in the student body as a whole. No consistent 
increase occurred during the three years studied in the representation of 
women students, as was the case for women faculty members. 

Representation of Junior Faculty 

Some increase has also occurred recently in the representation of lower 
ranked faculty on the University Senate (see Table 3). Assistant professors, 
for example, constituted 8.9 per cent of the elected faculty Senators during 
the period studied, as compared with 5.3 per cent in the late 1960's. As in 
the case of women, the percentage has more than doubled during the three 
years studied (5.6 to 12.8 per cent). A few instructors were elected re
cently (2.3 per cent) and the representation of associate professors has also 
increased (to 17.7 per cent), with a correlate decrease in the representation 
of full professors. 
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Table 1 

Faculty and Student Representation on 
the University Senate By College (1970-73) 

1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 Total * 

College Faculty Student Faculty Student Faculty Student Faculty Student 
N = 126 N = 67 N = 136 N = 70 N = 143 N = 67 N = 405 N = 204 

General College 2.4% 4.5% 2.4% 4.3% 2.1% 4.5% 2.2% 4.4% 
College of Liberal Arts 19.1 29.9 10.6 25.7 20.3 25.4 20.0 27.0 

University College ---** 1.5 ---** 1.4 ---** 1.5 ---** 1.5 

Out-State Campuses 14.3 14.9 13.2 14.3 12.6 14.9 13.3 14.7 

Extension 2.4 10.4 .7 11.4 1.4 11.9 1.5 11.3 

Institute of Technology 13.5 4.5 12.5 4.3 12.6 4.5 12.8 4.4 

College of Agriculture 11.1 3.0 8.8 2.9 10.5 3.0 10.1 2.9 

College of Forestry .8 1.5 2.2 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 

College of Home Economics .8 1.5 • 7 1.4 • 7 1.5 . 7 1.5 

College of Veterinary Medicine 2.4 1.5 3.7 1.4 3.5 1.5 3.2 1.5 

College of Biological Sciences 2.4 1.5 2.9 1.4 2.8 1.5 2.7 1.5 

College of Education 7.9 4.5 7.4 4.3 7.7 4.5 7.7 4.4 

College of Business Administration 3.2 1.5 2.9 1.4 3.5 1.5 3.2 1.5 

Law School 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 

Health Sciences 11.9 3.0 15.4 7.1 16.1 6.0 14.6 5.4 
Graduate School ---** 10.4 ---** 11.4 ---** 11.9 ---** 11.3 

Central Services 6.3 --- 5.1 --- 3.5 --- 4.9 

Unknown 0.0 4.5 0.0 4.3 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.9 

*Totals here and elsewhere are "man-year" sums, or a simple addition of figures for the three years. 

**Graduate faculty members are tallied by their regular college affiliation, and University College does 

not have a faculty of its own. 

' 0\ 
I 
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Faculty Members 

Male 
Female 

Student Members 

' Male 
Female 

-7-

Table 2 

Sex of Elected Representatives 

to the University Senate (1970-73) 

1970-71 

N ~ 126 

94.4% 
5.5 

N = 66 

77.3% 
22.7 

1971-72 

N = 137 

92.7% 
7.3 

N • 67 

70.2% 
29.8 

1972-73 

N = 133 

87.2% 
12.8 

N = 62 

74.2% 
25.8 

Total* 

N = 396 

91.4% 
8.6 

N = 195 

73.8% 
26.2 

*Totals here and elsewhere are "man-year" sums, or a simple addition of 
figures for the three years . 
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Table 3 

Voting Faculty Membership on the 

University Senate (1970-73) 

* Characteristic 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 Total 
N = 126 N = 137 N "" 133 N = 396 

Rank 
Professor 71.4% 69.3% 60.9% 67.2% 

Associate 
Professor 15.9 16.8 20.3 17.7 

Assistant 
Professor 5.6 8.0 12.8 8.9 

Instructor .8 2.2 3.8 2.3 

Lecturer .8 0.0 .7 .5 

Not given 5.6 3.7 1.5 3.5 

Position 
Dean or Director's 

Office 10.3% 13.9% 12.0% 12.1% 

Department Head or 
Chairman 19.8 20.4 17.3 19.2 

Teaching or Re-
search Faculty 61.9 59.9 68.4 63.4 

Non-instructional 
Services 5.6 5.1 2.2 4.3 

Unknown 2.4 . 7 0.0 1.0 

*Totals here and elsewhere are "man-year" sums, or a simple addition of figures 
for the three years. 
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Representation of Persons in Non-Administrative Roles 

The representation of faculty chiefly engaged in teaching or research 
has also increased (from 61.9 to 68.4 percent) during the three years studied. 
With two-thirds of the faculty eligible to vote at Senate meetings drawn from 
non-administrative positions, the interests of the academic community at large 
would seem to be reasonably well-represented in this top policy-making body. 

Attendance at Senate Meetings 

Using records published in the Senate minutes for the 1970-73 period, 
analyses were made of faculty and student attendance by sex, college, and, in 
the case of faculty, by academic rank (see Table 4). Findings on this point 
are quite disquieting, for they suggest considerably less attention to Senate 
affairs than might have been expected from elected representatives. During 
this three-year period, for example, faculty Senators attended an average of 
2.8 of the five meetings held each year, or just over half of the sessions. 
The record for student Senators was even poorer (averaging 1.6 meetings per 
year for this three-year period). 

Women Senators had better annual attendance records (averaging 3.5 meet
ings for faculty and 1.9 for students) than did their male colleagues 
(2.6 and 1.6 meetings respectively). Junior faculty (assistant professors, 
instructors, and lecturers) likewise attended more meetings (3.0 per year) 
than did senior faculty (2.7 per year) • 

Attendance rates for Senators from the different colleges shifted some
what during the three years studied, but with the best record set by those 
in the College of Biological Sciences, who averaged 3.9 meetings per year. 
Representatives from the General College and the Institute of Technology 
ranked next highest in attendance. The poorest records were those of the 
Business Administration and the Health Sciences faculties (2.0 and 2.3 meet
ings respectively per year). 

Rather surprisingly, students from the out-state campuses had better 
records (2.2 meetings per year) than those in the Twin Cities. Students 
from the College of Biological Sciences and the University College also 
ranked well up in this respect, whereas those in the Law School and College 
of Business Administration averaged only one meeting annually in the three 
years studied. 

Since Administrative Committee members have ex officio status on the 
Senate, which entitles them to attend sessions an~speak but not to vote, 
their attendance records were briefly studied. The number present at in
dividual Senate sessions ranged from 5 to 14, with a median figure of 9 for 
the three years involved - or just about 20 percent of all members of this 
committee. Although relatively few go to Senate meetings, many participate 
in Senate Committee deliberations, as later analyses show. 
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Table 4 

Average Number of University Senate Meetings Attended Per Year (1970-73) 
Average Per Year 

1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1970-73 
Group Involved Students Faculty Students Faculty Students Faculty Students Faculty 

N = 67 N = 126 N = 88 N = 144 N = 83 N = 143 N = 238* N = 413* 

All Elected Members 1.5 2.7 1.9 2.9 1.5 2.7 1.6 2.8 

~: 
Male 1.8 2.6 1.8 2.8 1.3 2.5 1.6 2.6 
Female 1.9 3.8 2.0 4.2 1.7 3.0 1.9 3.5 

Rank: 
Professor and Associate 

Professor --- 2.6 --- 2.8 --- 2.6 --- 2.7 

Assistant Professor 
and below --- 3.0 --- 3.1 --- 3.0 --- 3.0 I 

I-' 
0 

College: I 

General College 1.7 4.0 .7 2.3 1.3 4.0 1.2 3.4 
College of Liberal Arts 1.9 2.5 2.9 2.9 1.2 3.4 1.8 2.9 
University College 3.0 --- 1.0 --- 0.0 --- 2.0 
Outstate Campuses 1.4 2.3 2.0 2.6 3.0 2.7 2.2 2.5 
Extension Division 1.0 2.3 1.0 2.0 .9 4.0 1.0 2.8 

Institute of Technology 1.7 3.2 2.3 3.5 1.8 3.1 1.9 3.3 
Agriculture, Forestry, 

Home Economics, 
Veterinary Medicine 1.0 2.8 1.7 2.9 .2 2.6 1.0 2.8 

Biological Sciences 1.0 4.3 3.0 3.3 2.0 4.0 2.0 3.9 
Education 2.3 2.4 1.0 3.4 2.0 1.9 1.8 2.6 
Business Administration 0.0 1.3 1.0 2.7 1.0 2.0 .7 2.0 
Law School 0.0 3.5 0.0 4.0 2.0 1.5 .7 3.0 
Health Sciences .5 2.4 1.8 2.4 2.0 2.1 1.6 2.3 
Graduate School 1.4 --- 1.8 --- 2.1 --- 1.8 

Central administration 
and central services --- 3.3 --- 2.9 --- 2.8 --- 3.0 

*N's here represent voting membership of these committees (not~ officio appointees), with each person 
represented by the number of years he served in the indicated role. In other words, these are "man year" 
totals, not head-counts. 
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Though non-members of the Senate (both faculty and students) can also 
attend Senate meetings, only occasionally do they go. The number ranged in 
this instance from 5 to 59 for the individual sessions involved, or a median 
figure of 28 for the three-year period. Sessions attracting the largest num
ber of non-Senators dealt with the Senate Committee on Resources and Plan
ning's report - "Toward 1985 and Beyond" and with the Senate Committee on 
Research's "Proposed Standards and Procedures Related to the Use of Human 
Subjects in Research, Hedical and Social." 

Organization, Appointment and Functioning of 
Senate and University Committees 

Whereas the earlier Senate constitutions provided for Senate committees 
only, the 1969 revision created two levels of committees reporting to the 
University Senate.S The following sections provide information regarding 
their organization, appointment procedures, terms of service, and reporting 
practices. 

Organization of Senate Committees 

Responsibilities in broad areas of University concern were delegated to 
ten Senate committees (Academic Standing and Relations, Administrative, Senate 
Committees, Consultative, Educational Policy, Faculty Affairs, Judicial, 
Library, Research, and Resources and Planning). University Committees, of 
which there are currently sixteen, are standing committees affiliated as sub
committees with five of the ten Senate committees. 

Provision for Student Representation 

Student participation in Senate committees dates back to the Senate's 
establishment, for at the first meeting in October, 1912, two students were 
appointed to the Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics. In the By-Laws 
adopted in June, 1913, student representatives were designated for five of 
the eleven Senate committees (Intercollegiate Athletics, Finance and Audit, 
Student Publications, Student Affairs, and Debate and Oratory). 

This number declined during the next several decades, so that the By
Laws for the 1954-60 period prescribed student representation on only three 
(Student Affairs, Intercollegiate Athletics, and ROTC) of the nineteen com
mittees. By 1966, student membership was specified for six committees, the 
additions being for the Library, Closed Circuit TV, and University Printing 
and Publications Committees. This was a kind of "token" representation, 
though, with two studen~s typically specified for each of these committees. 

5. The size, duties, and responsibilities of Senate Committees are specified 
in the By-Laws of the University Senate, and for University Committees in 
the Rules and Operational Procedures. 
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The 1969 rev1s1on of the University Senate specified the addition of 
students as voting members of the Senate and its related Campus Assemblies, 
and also gave them voting membership on all but three Senate committees 
(Administrative, Judicial and Faculty Affairs). In addition, students were 
to be appointed to all University committees except that on Tenure. But the 
Senate amended its Rules in Winter, 1973, to add two students to this latter 
committee. Generally, the ratio of faculty to student members on Senate and 
University committees is two to one. 

Appointment Procedures 

Appointment to University committees and all but three Senate committees 
is made by the President of the University, who also serves as chairman of 
the Senate. From a double slate of nominees to faculty and student positions 
from the Committee on Senate and University Committees, he selects names and 
recommends their approval to the University Senate. ~embers of two commit
tees, the Senate Consultative Committee and the Committee on Senate Commit
tees, are elected, in the first instance by the members of the Faculty and 
Student Senates from their own memberships and in the second by these same 
persons from the faculty and student bodies as a whole. Members of the Senate 
Administrative Committee, which is by far the largest one, are persons hold
ing major administrative positions, mainly vice-presidents and deans. 

Appointments or election of faculty to committees are for three years, 
with a third of the positions to be filled each year. Faculty may serve no 
more than two consecutive three--year terms nor simultaneously on more than 
two appointed Senate or University committees. Students, who are appointed 
for one-year terms, are eligible for re-appointment. The By-Laws and Rules 
also specify ex officio, non-voting membership from administrative offices. 
These members represent either central administrative offices or support ser
vices within the University. 

Size and Length of Service on Committees 

With the addition of more students to Senate committees, the typical 
size of these groups has increased to 17.5 members (see Table 5), as com
pared with 16.0 in 1965-68. But there is considerable range in size, with 
the Judicial and Faculty Affairs Committees having six and eight members re
spectively and the Administrative Committee 47 members. Except for the 
latter committee, those dealing with educational policies and planning are 
the largest, typically including 18 members. The University Committees are 
expectedly somewhat smaller than their parent Senate Committees, with a 
median of 13.0 members and considerably less variation in size (from 8 to 18 
members for the sixteen committees involved. 

More than three-fourths (76.2 percent) of the faculty and administra
tors appointed to Senate and University Committees served on only one com
mittee during the 1970-73 period (see Table 6). Of the remaining faculty 
and administrators, about a sixth (16.4 percent) served on two committees, 
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Table 5 

Median Size of Committees at the University of Minnesota, 1970-73 

Name of Committee 

SENATE COMMITTEES 

Educational Policies & Planning: 
Academic Standing & Relations 
Library 
Research 
Educational Policy 
Resources & Planning 

Student and/or Faculty Relations: 
Faculty Affairs 
Judicial 

Senate Operations: 
Senate Committees 

Administrative & Consultative: 
Administrative 
Consultative 

MEDIAN SIZE OF SENATE COMMITTEES 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES 

Educational Policies & Planning: 
Educational Development 
Council on Liberal Education 
University College Governing Council 
Summer Session 
Use of Human Subjects in Investigations 

Student and/or Faculty Relations: 
Social Policy 
Tenure 
Appeals on Academic Freedom and 

Responsibility 
All-University Honors 
U-ROTC Relationships 

Senate Operations: 
Business and Rules 

Educational Services: 
Instructional Materials and Media 
Schedule 
Extension & Community Programs 
Printing & Publications 
Computer Facilities 

MEDIAN SIZE OF UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES 

Median Size 

17 
19 
18 
18 
19 

8 
6 

12 

47 
16 

17.5 

13 
18 
16 
12 
12 

14 
8 

11 
13 
16 

12 

15 
13 
18 
13 
14 

13 .o 
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Table 6 

Number of Committee Appointments and Total Man-Years of 
Service on Senate and University Committees (1970-73) 

Distribution 

Number of Committees 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 or more 

Number of Years 
of Committee Service 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 or more 

Faculty* 
N = 353 

76.2% 

16.4 

4.2 

1.1 

.6 

1.4 

34.9% 

27.5 

20.1 

5.9 

5.9 

2.6 

1.1 

.3 

1.7 

Students 
N = 221 

87.3% 

10.9 

1.8 

78.3% 

19.0 

1.3 

.5 

.9 

*Faculty here includes all committee members (voting and ex-officio). 
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and 7.4 percent on three or more committees. 6 Students were less likely to 
serve on more than one committee, with 87.3 percent appointed to a single 
committee during the period studied. But this represented some improvement 
over the situation in 1965-68, when 95.1 percent of the students involved 
were affiliated with only a single committee. 

During the three years studied, slightly more than a third (34.9 per
cent) of all £acuity members served only a single year on a Senate or Uni
versity committee7 and 47.6 percent for two or three years. A small number 
(5.7 percent) of the faculty and administrative appointees accumulated six 
to ten years of service. 

In contrast, nearly four-fifths (78.3 percent) of the students appointed 
to committees served only a single year and 19.0 percent for two years. Very 
few (2.7 percent) accumulated three or more total man-years of service on 
Senate or University Committees. Such short terms of service would appear to 
limit seriously the role that students may play in developing University poli
cies. 

Service of Committee Members on the University Senate 

The amount of overlap during this recent three-year period between mem
bership on the University Senate and its committees was explored by checking 
the official rosters of Senate members, issued yearly. Of faculty members 
serving on Senate or University committees, 20.8 percent were simultaneously 
voting members of the University Senate, and another 2.5 percent served on 
the Senate at some time during 1970-73 but not during the year(s) of their 
committee membership. Less than a fourth (23.3 percent) of the committee 
members thus served as members of the chief academic governing body. When 
members of the Senate Administrative Committee, who often serve ex officio 
on Senate or University committees and may attend Senate meetings but with
out the right to vote, are added to the total faculty members, the extent of 
overlap is considerably higher, 36.5 percent. 

A comparable number (21.2 percent) of the student members of Senate or 
University committees also served simultaneously as voting members of the 
Senate, and another 1.4 percent served at some time other than the year(s) 
of their committee membership. These figures, added to those for faculty 
and Administrative Committee members, make a total overlap of 33.6 percent 
between committee membership and that of the parent body during the three
years studied • 

6. While the Rules and Operational Procedures of the University Senate 
stipulates that no member of the faculty or student body may serve on 
more than two standing committees of the Senate at a time, the figures 
in Table 6 represent memberships during three years, during which the 
total number of committees on which an individual may have served may 
exceed two. 

7. In interpreting these figures, it must be remembered that some faculty 
were finishing terms to which they had been appointed earlier and that 
others were in the initial year of a three-year term. 
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In 1965-68 about a third (30.3 percent) of all non-student Senate com
mittee members served simultaneously as representatives to the University 
Senate, or a figure slightly above those obtained for the current period. 
But when students and faculty, who should be familiar with the procedures 
and concerns of the Senate because of their membership on the Senate at some 
other time, are also included, the current amount of overlap is much the same 
as it was in the late 1960's. 

In the absence of evidence as to how much overlap of this type is desir
able, it is difficult to evaluate the present situation. But the appointment 
to Senate and University committees of two-thirds of students and faculty 
from outside the Senate's own ranks must help to bring fresh perspectives to 
bear on all-University problems. This should also constitute a wholesome 
challenge to any "establishment" position, whether it be that of an entrenched 
administration or a student-faculty governing body. 

Representation of Various Groups on Senate and University Committees 

Of special concern in the present study is the question of who these 
appointed or elected persons are that serve on the Senate's policy and program
proposing units. Successive analyses reported below describe, for the 1970-73 
period, the relative representation of colleges, of men vs women, of senior vs 
junior faculty, and of those holding administrative posts vs those engaged 
primarily in teaching and research. Where earlier statistics on these points 
were available, comparisons suggest possible trends related to the new consti
tutional provisions. 

Representation of Colleges 

Although Senate and University committee members are not appointed as 
spokesmen for their own departmental or college concerns, it is interesting 
to examine the colleges represented by these selections (see Table 7). Not 
surprisingly, the college most frequently represented in faculty appointments 
is the College of Liberal Arts, (19.3 percent of Senate committee members and 
25.8 of University committee members). The representation from the out-state 
campuses ranks second, followed by that from the St. Paul Colleges of Agri
culture, Forestry, Horne Economics, and Veterinary Medicine. These findings 
concur with those given earlier regarding college representation in the 
University Senate itself. 

When ex officio membership is included in the tabulations, a fifth 
(20.7 percent) of the faculty Senate committee members come from the central 
administration. This figure is much lower for University committees 
(9.5 percent), where a significant number of members (8.2 percent) are drawn 
from the support services of the University, such as the library, printing 
department, and university relations. 

Out-state campuses were most often represented by appointments of stud
ents to Senate committees, with the 29.1 percent figure largely due to speci
fication in the By-Laws for six committees that two of the five to seven 
students involved shall be from out-state campuses. The College of Liberal 
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Table 7 

Faculty and Student Representation on 
Senate Committees By College 

College Senate Committees University Committees 

Faculty Student Faculty Student 
N = 383* N = 103* N = 349* N = 178* 

General College 2.1% 0.0% 4.0% 3.9% 

College of Liberal Arts 19.3 21.4 25.8 34.3 

University College .8 5.8 .6 2.8 

Outstate Campuses 16.1 29.1 18.3 12.9 

Extension 1.6 0.0 2.3 1.7 

Institute of Technology 9.7 1.9 10.0 5.1 

College of Agriculture 5.7 0.0 6.0 2.8 

College of Forestry .8 1.0 1.7 0.0 

College of Home Economics 1.0 1.0 1.4 3.9 

College of Veterinary Medicine 1.0 0.0 0.0 .6 

College of Biological Sciences 2.3 1.9 5.7 1.7 

College of Education 5.7 4.9 6.9 3.9 

College of Business Administration· 3.1 0.0 3.2 2.2 

Law School 3.1 4.9 4.6 .6 

Health Sciences 7.6 2.0 5.8 2.2 

Graduate School 21.4 12.4 

Central Administration 12.8 1.1 

Central Services 7.1 2.9 

Unknown 4.9 9.0 

*N's here represent voting membership of these committees (not ex officio 
appointees), with each person represented by the number of years he served in 
the indicated role. In other words, these are "man-year" totals, not head-counts. 
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Arts and the Graduate School ranked second, each accounting for 21.4 percent 
of the members. On University committees, 34.3 percent of the appointees were 
students in the College of Liberal Arts; 12.9 percent were from out-state 
campuses; 12.4 percent were graduate students. These findings harmonize with 
those for the Senate and the student population as a whole, since the College 
of Liberal Arts and Graduate School claim the largest number of Senators and 
student enrollees. 

As Table 7 indicates, there are some disparities between the figures for 
faculty and students. Whereas Graduate faculty members are tabulated by their 
college affiliation, this is not the case with students, many of whom serve on 
Senate and University committees. In contrast, the Institute of Technology 
and Health Science staffs contribute more faculty members proportionately to 
these committees than they do students. By and large, students in the pro
fessional schools are much less involved in Senate committee activities than 
are those in liberal arts and graduate programs, probably because the former 
programs combine extended practical training with a full load of coursework. 

Representation of Women 

Women faculty members have been appointed in. increasing numbers to the 
committees of the University Senate (see Table 8). Whereas the 1965-68 study 
showed that \-JOmen constituted only 6. 6 percent of the faculty appointees to 
such committees, the current study (1970-73) shows that 12.5 percent of the 
faculty members of Senate committees are women. When the Administrative Com
mittee, whose composition is determined by top leadership responsibilities, 
is excluded from consideration, women's representation on Senate Committees 
is 16.3 percent. For University Committees, one appointee in ten (10.6 percent) 
during this three--year period was a woman. 

Two committees, the University Committee on All-University Honors and the 
Council on Liberal Education, included no women faculty members. Charged with 
soliciting nominations of faculty for various University honors and Outstanding 
Achievement Awards, the former committee has proposed few such awards to women. 
Although the Council on Liberal Education is concerned with undergraduate pro
grams, where more women faculty and students are involved than in graduate and 
professional programs, no women served on this committee during 1970-73. 

When a special year-to-year analysis was made of the percent of women ap
pointed to Senate committees, a quite dramatic gain was registered in their 
representation over this recent three-year period. In this instance the three 
Senate committees with non-appointive membership (Administrative, Consultative, 
and Committee on Committees) were excluded in order to focus on those for which 
the Committee on Committees makes nominations - in other words, on those over 
whose constitution it exercises some control. The resulting figures, given in 
Table 9, show a sharp gain by 1972-73 in ~vomen appointees {to 21.7 percent for 
the seven Senate committees and 16.4 percent for the sixteen University com
mittees), attesting to a concerted and successful effort to search out promis
ing women for these posts. 

Women students have been appointed to committees in close proportion to 
their representation in the student body at large. Thus women, who consti
tuted 37 percent of the student population in the 1970-73 period, were appointed 
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Table 8 

Faculty Composition of Senate and 
University Committees (1970-73) 

Characteristic 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Rank 

Professor 
Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 
Instructor 
Lecturer 
Teaching or Research 

Associate 
Not given 

Position 

President's Office 
Dean or Director's 

Office 
Department Head or 

Chairman 
Teaching or Research 

Faculty 
Non-instructional 

services 

All Senate 
Conmtittees 
N = 383* 

87.4% 
12.5 

68.1% 
19.8 
5.0 

.3 
• 3 

.3 
6.3 

15.7% 

38.1 

11.7 

34.2 

.3 

Senate Committees 
excluding the 

Administrative Committee 
N = 245* 

87.7% 
16.3 

65.7% 
25.3 

7.3 
.4 
.4 

.4 

.4 

3.7% 

24.9 

16.7 

54.7 

0.0 

University 
Committees 

N = 349* 

89.5% 
10.6 

57.2% 
26.6 
14.9 

.6 

.3 

0.0 
.6 

2.0% 

27.7 

18.9 

50.9 

.6 

*N's here represent voting membership of these committees (not ex officio 
appointees), with each person represented by the number of years he served 
in the indicated role. In other words, these are "man-year" totals, not 
head-counts. 
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Table 9 

Year-by-Year Analysis of the Representation of Faculty Women 
and Persons Holding Junior Academic Rank on Senate and 

University Committees 

Type of Committee 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 

Senate Committees 

(seven appointive 
types N = 192)* 

Percent of \<lOmen 10.0% 12.7% 21.7% 

University Committees 

(N = 348)* 

Percent of women 4.7 10.7 16.5 

Senate Committees 

(seven appointive types) 

Percent of junior staff 6.7 9.5 13.1 

University Committees 

Percent of junior staff 9.4 14.9 22.3 

*N's do not include ex-officio members or persons serving on the three 
Senate appointive committees, as explained in the text • 
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to 35.9 percent of the Senate committee student seats and to 37.1 percent 
of those on University committees. These figures are well above women stud
ents' 26.2 percent representation on the University Senate (see Table 2), 
where positions are elective. The University Committee on Computer Facili
ties is the only committee with student representation to which no women 
students have been appointed. 

Representation of Academic Ranks 

Full professors received most of the appointments to Senate and Univer
sity committees during this period (see Table 8), with more than two-thirds 
(68.1 percent) of the voting Senate committee appointments from the faculty 
awarded persons holding this top rank. This figure represents a significant 
increase in top-level faculty from the 62.8 percent figure for professors 
reported in the 1965-68 study. Somewhat ironically, their proportionate mem
bership on Senate committees advanced during the very years when their re
presentation in the Senate declined. When figures for the two senior ranks 
are consolidated, the percentages advance from 74.4 percent for the 1945-58 
period to 80.4 percent for the 1955-58 period, to 85.4 percent for the 1965-68 
period, and to 87.9 percent for Senate committees8 and 83.8 percent for Uni
versity committees in the 1970-73 period. 

Persons holding the rank of Assistant Professor, Instructor, Lecturer, 
or Teaching or Research Associate accounted for 5.9 percent of all Senate 
committee appointments during this recent period (8.5 percent when the Admin
istrative Committee is excluded), with a larger proportion (15.8 percent) 
represented on University committees. Two committees, the Senate Consulta
tive Committee and the University Committee on All-University Honors had no 
junior faculty members during the 1970-73 period studied. But a year-by-year 
analysis, similar to that described above for the representation of women, 
showed some heartening gains during these recent three years (see Table 9). 
By 1972-73 the representation of junior faculty had risen to 13.1 percent for 
the seven appointive Senate committees and 22.3 percent for the sixteen Uni-
versity committees, or more than double the 1970-71 figures. The remaining 
7.9 percent of Senate committee appointments and .6 percent of University 
committee appointments are held by persons without academic rank (on Civil 
Service appointments in the business, student personnel, and library divi
sions, for example). 

Representation of Teaching and Research Faculty 

Although chief administrative officers (the President, Vice-Presidents, 
and deans or directors of major units) are non-voting members of the Univer
sity Senate, many play a prominent role in Senate Committees. As Table 8 
has indicated, nearly half (45.3 percent) of all voting faculty appointments 
to Senate committees (excluding the Administrative Committee) and a similar 

8. This figure is slightly higher (91.0 percent) when members of the Senate 
Administrative Committee are excluded from the computation. 
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number (48.6 percent) of faculty appointments to University Committees in
volve persons with some administrative responsibility in the President's 
office or in the offices of deans, directors, or department chairmen. The 
number of administrative officers serving on these committees as voting 
members has decreased, however, since the 1955-58 and 1965-68 studies, when 
correlate figures for Senate Committees were 64.9 and 66.4 percents re
spectively. 

The remaining appointments (54.7 percent for Senate committees, 50.9 
percent for University committees) for the 1970-73 period involve persons 
engaged primarily in teaching, research, counseling, or related educational 
services. As Tables 10 and 11 indicate, they are most strongly represented 
on those committees concerned with Faculty Relations (the Committee on 
Faculty Affairs and the Judicial Committee, where 70.3 percent of the mem
bers on each committee are classified as teaching or research faculty) and 
with Senate operations (the University Committee on Business and Rules, for 
example, which deals with Senate operations, is composed chiefly - 85.6 
percent- of teaching and research faculty). In contrast, only 42.6 percent 
of the voting members of the University Educational Policy and Planning Com
mittees are persons engaged primarily in teaching and research. 

Leadership Roles 

With primary responsibility vested in the chairman for effective func
tioning of the group involved, it is important to know something about the 
leadership of these Senate and University committees. With the limited in
formation at hand, analyses had to be limited to census facts, but even 
these are quite revealing. 

The 1965-68 study pointed out a large measure of seniority in the ap
pointments of chairmen, with 79.7 percent of all appointees holding the rank 
of full professor. The current study shows a significant increase, with 
86.3 percent of the chairmen of Senate committees and 86.6 percent of the 
chairmen of University committees holding this top rank (see Table 12). 
Slightly more than half (51.8 percent) of the chairmen of Senate committees 
also hold administrative posts, chiefly in deans' or directors' offices. 
For University committees the correlate figure is much higher (82.2 percent), 
indicating that administrators hold key roles in shaping these committees' 
proposals. 

Women had never been appointed as chairmen of any Senate Committees at 
Minnesota until 1970. Since then, a fourth (24.1 percent) of these posts 
have been filled by women. For a year or more they have chaired the Aca
demic Standing and Relations, Educational Policy, Faculty Affairs, Senate 
Committees, and the Judicial Committees. But only one woman has been ap
pointed chairmen of a University committee, the Committee on Summer Session. 

It also became evident, as the analyses proceeded, that a relatively 
small number of people have been in a potentially powerful position to in
fluence Senate and University committee actions. Serving on three or more 
such committees, they should be better informed regarding matters under 
study by the Senate and probably also influentially related to persons 



Table 10 

Faculty Composition of Various Types of Senate Committees (1970-73) 

Characteristic I. Educational II. Student and/or III. Senate IV. Administrative Total 
Policy and Faculty Operations and Consultative I - III 
Planning Relations 

N = 151* N = 41* N = 24* N = 170* N = 216* 

Sex 

Male 86.8% 78.1% 79.2% 91.7% 84.3% 
Female 13.2 21.9 20.8 8.2 15.7 

Rank 

Professor 58.9% 63.4% 75.0% 77.0% 61.5% 
Associate Professor 31.1 24.4 16.7 8.8 28.2 I 
Assistant Professor 8.6 9.8 4.2 .6 8.3 N 

w 
Instructor 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 .5 I 

Lecturer 0.0 0.0 4.2 0.0 .5 
Teaching or Research 

Faculty 0 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 .5 
Not given .7 0.0 0.0 13.5 .5 

Position 

Central Administration 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0% 4.2% 
Dean or Director's 

Office 25.2 12.2 41.7 54.7 24.5 
Department Head or 

Chairman 15.9 7.3 29.2 6.5 15.7 
Teaching or Research 

Faculty 53.0 80.5 29.2 8.2 55.6 
Non-instructional 

Services 0.0 o.o 0.0 .6 0.0 

*N's here present voting membership of these committees (not ex officio appointees), with each person represented 
by the number of years he served in the indicated role. In other words, these are "man-years" totals, not head-counts. 
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Faculty Composition of Various Types of University Committees (1970-73) 

Characteristic I. Educational II. Student and/or III. Senate IV. Educational Total 
Policy and Faculty Operations Services I - IV 
Planning Relations 

N = 151* N = 88* N = 21* N = 110* N = 350* 

Sex 

Male 89.7% 90.0% 80.9% 89.2% 89.5% 
Female 9.9 9.1 19.0 10.9 10.6 

Rank 

Professor 63.8% 61.6% 47.6% 47.3% 57.2% 
Associate Professor 24.3 25.1 33.3 29.1 26.6 I 

Assistant Professor 9.1 13.7 19.0 21.8 14.9 
N 
~ 

Instructor 1.5 o.o 0.0 o.o . 6 
I 

Lecturer .8 0.0 o.o 0.0 .3 
Teaching or Research 

Associate 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Not given o.o 0.0 o.o 1.8 .6 

Position 

President's Office 3.8% 1.1% 0.0% . 9% 2.0% 
Dean or Director's 

Office 28.1 22.8 14.3 33.7 27.7 
Department Head or 

Chairman 25.1 18.2 0.0 15.5 18.9 
Teaching or Research 

Faculty 42.6 58.1 85.7 48.2 50.9 
Non-instructional 

Services o.o 0.0 0.0 1.8 . 6 

*N's here represent voting membership of these committees (not ex officio appointees), with each person represented by 
the number of years he served in the indicated role. In other-;ords, these are "man-years" totals, not head-counts. 
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Table 12 

Characteristics of Chairmen of Senate and University Committees (1970-73) 

Characteristic 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Rank 

Professor 
Associate Professor 

Position 

President's Office 
Dean or Director's 

Office 
Department Head or 

Chairman 
Teaching or Research 

Faculty 

Senate Committees 
N = 29* 

75.9% 
24.1 

86.3% 
13.8 

10.4% 

34.5 

6.9 

48.3 

University Committees 
N = 45* 

97.7% 
3.3 

86.6% 
11.1 

8.9% 

55.5 

17.8 

17.8 

* These again are ''man-year" totals, with each individual counted for 
each year he or she served as chairman. 
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shaping Senate policies. A special study of these twenty-six persons re
vealed that four-fifths (80.8 percent) held senior academic rank, and 88.5 
percent had some administrative title (see Table 13). The average number 
of man-years served by these members was 7.6 for the three years studied. 
All levels of administrative responsibility were represented, with 46.2 
percent of these administrators in the President's or other central offices, 
34.6 percent in deans' or directors' offices, and 7.7 percent in depart
mental offices. Only one of the twenty-six was a woman. These findings 
are similar to those of the 1965-68 study, when 86.2 percent of the twenty
nine faculty members serving on three or more committees were full profes
sors, 93.1 percent held some administrative position, and only two of the 
twenty-nine were women. 

All twenty-six of these persons were voting members of at least one 
committee, although twelve voted only on the Senate Administrative Committee. 
Of the remaining fourteen almost all (92.9 percent) were male, and the same 
proportion were full professors. Though these fourteen people who were not 
on the Administrative Committee, more than two-thirds (71.4 percent) held 
some other type of administrative post. Also noteworthy is the fact that, 
during the period studied, every Senate or University Committee, except the 
latter's Appeals Committee on Academic Freedom and Responsibility, included 
at least one of these twenty-six persons. In other words, these individuals, 
whether or not they had voting rights, were in a potentially powerful posi
tion to influence discussion and action, and to do so from a distinctly 
administrative perspective. 

Reports of Committees to the University Senate 

Although an analysis of the functioning and achievements of Senate Com
mittees was beyond the province of the present study, limited attention was 
given to the reports filed by these committees during the 1970-73 period. 
The purpose was to determine the extent to which these committees had re
ported to the Senate, the intent of such reports (for information or action), 
and the parent body's reception of these documents. The present summary is 
confined to University Senate sessions, where the elected faculty and student 
representatives jointly considered these proposals. Sessions of the Faculty 
Senate, which were chiefly concerned in 1972-73 with hearings on the revised 
Tenure Code, were not reviewed. 

Each report from a Senate or University committee was examined to dis
cover its major theme or purpose and to record the Senate's acceptance or 
revision of the statement. In such tabulations, each one requiring separate 
action was treated as a unit, even though the committee involved may have 
presented two or three such documents at a single Senate meeting. Where re
ports were jointly filed (by two or more Senate committees, which has occurred 
often in recent years), each committee was credited with the item since all 
were involved in its submission to the Senate. Some study was also given to 
items introduced under old and new business to explore what the Senate does 
beyond reacting to its committees' reports. 
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Table 13 

Faculty* Serving on Three or More 
Senate or University Committees (1970-73) 

Characteristic 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Rank 

Professor 
Associate Professor 
Not known 

Position 

Central Administration 
Dean or Director's 

Office 
Department Head or 

Chairman 
Teaching or Research 

Faculty 

Committee Members 
N = 26* 

96.1% 
3.9 

80.8% 
7.7 

11.5 

46.2% 

34.6 

7.7 

11.5 

*All committee members (both voting and ex-officio) are included here. 
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Reports for Information 

The initial analyses, summarized in Table 14, deal with committee re
ports presented for informational purposes only. As these figures indicate, 
most Senate committees reported at least once each academic year, with the 
Educational Policy, Academic Standing and Relations, Resources and Planning 

and Consultative groups heading the list. In all, the Senate Committees 
filed 69 such reports (including the joint ones) during 1970-73, with the 
Faculty Affairs and Committee on Committees trailing with only a single in
formational report. 

University Committees did much less reporting, as indicated by a total 
of 27 such reports for the three years involved. The Business and Rules 
committee, which is concerned with the Senate's own operations, was by far 
the most active, with eight reports filed. Four University committees 
(Educational Development, Council on Liberal Education, All-University Honors, 
and Schedule) filed no reports. Some of these may have reported through 
parent committees, a point impossible to check in Senate minutes. 

Most of the informational reports, whether presented by Senate or Uni
versity committees, were of a rather routine nature, involving University 
schedules, happenings on the five campuses, changes in titles of units and 
in rules and dates of Senate elections, regulations regarding Senate proce
dures, budget information, and similar housekeeping matters. Moreover, prac
tically everything so reported was accepted by the Senate without discussion. 
The committees therefore got little feedback, to aid in their further work on 
the same or related questions. 

Reports for Action 

Somewhat fewer Senate committees and only an occasional University com
mittee recommended policies or programs for the Senate's adoption during the 
three years studied. Such proposals, including those jointly made, totaled 
50 for Senate committees and 13 for University committees for this period 
(see Table 15). The Senate Committee on Committees headed the list, with 14 
reports requiring action - in this case approval of its committee nominations. 
The Educational Policies, Academic Standing and Relations, Resources and Plan
ning, and Consultative committees ranked next, with from five to eight such 
proposals filed, whereas the Faculty Affairs, Judicial, and Research Com
mittees made the fewest sets of recommendations. Twelve of the sixteen Uni
versity committees reported nothing for action during the three years, per
haps making their proposals through established Senate committees instead. 
Again the Business and Rules committee was the most active as judged by this 
rough criterion. 

Some of these proposals for action were long and excellently prepared 
documents, reflecting the great investment of time made by the sponsoring 
committees. The Senate Committee on Educational Policy, for example, met 32 
times in 1970-71, sometimes jointly with the Consultative Committee and the 
Senate Committee on Resources and Planning. Particularly noteworthy, during 
these three years, were the reports presented on Academic Freedom and Respon
sibility, Guidelines for Faculty Women, Secrecy in Research, Use of Human 
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Table 14 

Informational Reports of Senate and University Committees 
to Senate in 1970-73 

Committee 

Senate Committees 

Ed. Policies and Planning: 
Academic Standing and Relations 
Library 
Research 
Educational Policy 
Resources and Planning 

Student and/or Faculty Relations 
Faculty Affairs 
Judicial 

Senate Operations 
Senate Committees 

Administrative and Consultative 
Administrative 
Consultative 

University Committees 

Ed. Policies and Planning 
Educational Development 
Council on Liberal Education 
Univ. College Governing Council 
Summer Session 
Use of Human Subjects in Investigations 

Student and/or Faculty Relations 
Social Policy 
Tenure 
Appeals on Academic Freedom and 

Responsibility 
All-University Honors 
Univ.-ROTC Relationships 

Senate Operations 
Business and Rules 

Educational Services 
Instructional Materials and Hedia 
Schedule 
Extension and Community Programs 
Printing and Publications 
Computer Facilities 

1970-71 

3 
1 
1 
6 
1 

1 
1 

1 

3 
3 

1 
1 
1 

1 

2 

1 

1 
1 

1971-72 

4 
1 
1 
7 
8 

4 
5 

1 

4 

1 

1 
1 

1972-73 

6 
1 
2 
1 
3 

2 

1 
2 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

Total 

13 
3 
4 

14 
12 

1 
3 

1 

8 
10 

N =69 

2 
2 
1 

1 
2 

1 

1 

8 

3 

3 
2 
1 

N =27 
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Table 15 

Recommendations for Action by Senate and University Committees 
to Senate in 1970-73 

Committee 

Senate Committees 

Ed. Policies and Planning: 
Academic Standing and Relations 
Library 
Research 
Educational Policy 
Resources and Planning 

Student and/or Faculty Relations 
Faculty Affairs 
Judicial 

Senate Operations 
Senate Committees 

Administrative and Consultative 
Administrative 
Consultative 

University Committees 

Ed. Policies and Planning 
Educational Development 
Council on Liberal Education 
Univ. College Governing Council 
Summer Session 
Use of Human Subjects in In

vestigations 

Student and/or Faculty Relations 
Social Policy 
Tenure 
Appeals on Academic Freedom and 

Responsibility 
All-University Honors 
Univ.-ROTC Relationships 

Senate Operations 
Business and Rules 

Educational Services 
Instructional Materials and Media 
Schedule 
Extension & Community Programs 
Printing & Publications 
Computer Facilities 

1970-71 

1 
1 
1 
2 

1 

7 

2 
2 

2 

1971-72 

3 
1 
1 
3 
5 

1 

1 
1 

3 

1 

1972-73 

4 
2 

3 

6 

2 

1 

4 

1 

1 

Total 

8 
4 
2 
8 
5 

1 

14 

3 
5 

N =50 

1 

9 

2 

1 
N =13 
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Subjects in Investigation, "Toward 1985 and Beyond," Faculty Tenure Regula
tions, and Perspective and Recommendations on the Improvement of Liberal 
Education. Some provoked sufficient discussion to require special Senate 
meetings. In the case of the Tenure document, twelve sessions of the Faculty 
Senate were held during 1972-73 before the University Senate acted on this 
important set of proposals . 

Additional Observations on Reports 

Rather striking was the dearth of evidence that Senate and University 
committees consult with the Senate while preparing major reports. The Tenure 
Committee, for example, held review sessions with the Consultative and Edu
cational Policies Committees, but the extraordinarily protracted sessions of 
the Faculty Senate, involving two readings of the hundred-page document on a 
line-by-line basis, might have been telescoped if the Senate had earlier re
viewed the basic issues involved, such as its commitment to egalitarianism 
or the merit principle if University funds should be drastically curtailed. 
Decisions on these central points would certainly have helped to resolve 
rather complex procedural matters. From the Senate minutes it would appear 
that the parent body surveys finished reports but seldom gets involved in 
"the tug of the contest" from "rhich creative solutions may develop. Perhaps 
this is why substantial numbers of Senators skip meetings and thereby miss 
forensic displays that often do not contribute to shaping University policies. 

This impression of apathy is supported by another observation, namely 
that seldom are questions or issues initiated for discussion by Senate mem
bers (apart from their work on the Senate's committees). Perhaps because 
Senate agenda are crowded with informational reports, most Senators appear 
too wearied near the close of sessions to introduce new business. In the 
1970-73 minutes only four instances were found of Senate-initiated inquiries, 
two of which concerned relatively minor points. The exceptions were the April 
1973 mandate to the Consultative committee to explore with the President the 
"epidemic" of major administrative resignations and the May 1973 resolution 
regarding Consumption of Alcohol on the campus. 

Although the Constitution designates the President as chairman of the 
Senate, he did not preside at any of the fifteen meetings held during these 
three years. A vice-chairman elected for each year ably conducted these meet
ings, but the absence of the President may have subtly influenced some Sena
tors' appraisals of their importance. Twice the President gave informative 
"state of the university" talks, but in neither instance did any dialogue 
ensue on the points raised. More interaction between top administrative offi
cers and faculty and student representatives might help to make the Senate a 
more significant policy-making body. 

Another impression emerging from this cursory review is that the Senate 
has taken little responsibility for monitoring its adopted policies. Rather 
striking by their absence were reports indicating what had been done to trans
late certain of its adopted policies into action. Even queries by Senate 
members were lacking, under old business, as to the progress made along these 
lines. Although responsibility for implementing Senate-adopted policies is 
properly entrusted to administrative officers, periodic reports should be 
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compiled and presented to describe the nature and extent of the actions taken. 
A case in point is the excellent "Guidelines for Faculty Women" document, 
adopted in Spring 1971, but with no follow-up reports to the Senate on what 
these directives have meant in hiring, promoting, and granting appropriate 
financial and academic recognition to qualified women. Without such contin
uing appraisal, an academic Senate cannot intelligently revise or otherwise 
strengthen its earlier policy statements . 

Findings and Conclusions 

The present study has examined the extent of student and faculty in
volvement in top-level policy-making at the University of Minnesota, speci
fically their membership in the University Senate and its committees during 
1970-73. It thus covers three of the four years since a new Constitution, 
adopted in 1969, provided for broadened participation of both students and 
faculty in University governance. This up-to-date analysis has permitted 
comparisons with findings from studies of the Senate and its committees in 
1945-58, 1955-58, and 1965-68, when earlier constitutions were in force. 
Outlined below are some major findings, followed by a brief statement of 
conclusions from this recent look at the Senate's composition and operations. 

Findings 

Although the analyses dealt with only a few selected characteristics of 
the persons chosen for these posts, they revealed some important findings. 

Size and Constitution of the Senate 

1. During the three years studied, the average size of the Senate 
was 244 members, with 197 of these being voting members. Of the 
latter, approximately a third were students. 

2. Representation for both students and faculty members of the colleges 
involved conformed closely to the size of the groups involved, as 
the new constitutional provisions had intended. 

3. The situation has improved since 1965-68 in terms of women faculty 
members' representation, with an advance from 5.5 percent in 
1970-71 to 12.8 percent in 1972-73. But this is still well below 
their 17 percent representation on the academic staff. 

4. Women students fared somewhat better, constituting 26.2 percent of 
the membership elected by students in the various colleges. But 
this is still significantly lower than their 35 to 40 percent re
presentation in the student body. 

5. Representation of persons of junior rank has advanced somewhat -
from 5.3 percent for the latter 1960's to 11.7 for the three recent 
years studied. There was also an encouraging change during this 
latter period, with a shift from 7.2 percent in 1970-71 to 16.6 in 
1972-73, and a correlate decrease in the election of full professors 
(from 71.4 to 60.9 percent respectively). 
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6. Attendance at Senate meetings has been relatively poor, averaging 
about 50 percent annually for faculty and 30 percent for students. 
Women faculty and students maintained better records than their male 
colleagues, as did junior as compared with senior faculty members. 
Representatives from undergraduate colleges generally achieved better 
records than those from the professional schools. 

Number and Composition of Senate Committees 

1. Ten Senate committees operated during the selected years. Two of 
the ten (the Consultative and Committee on Committees) had elected 
members, and the Administrative Committee included all persons who 
held major administrative posts. For the seven whose members were 
nominated by the Committee on Committtees, the median size was 
eighteen persons, including some ex officio members. Students were 
included on all but three of the Senate committees. 

2. The sixteen University committees, which function as sub-committees 
for five of the Senate committees, were somewhat smaller, with a 
median size of thirteen members. Students served on all University 
committees, the membership for which is also proposed by the Senate 
Committee on Committees. 

3. vfuereas three-fourths (76.2 percent) of the faculty members appointed 
to Senate and University committees served on only one committee dur
ing the period studied, a small number (7.3 percent) were affiliated 
with three or more committees during these years. About a third 
(34.9 percent) served only a single year during this limited period, 
and nearly half (47.6 percent) for two or three years. 

4. Most students (87.3 percent) were appointed to only a single committee, 
and a substantial majority (78.3 percent) served only one year. These 
figures reflect a slight improvement since 1965-68, when students' 
service was even more limited in extent. 

5. Of all faculty appointees (or elected individuals in the case of two 
Senate committees), slightly more than a fifth (20.8 percent) were 
simultaneously members of the University Senate, and another 2.5 per
cent were Senators at another time during the three years studied. 
About the same extent of overlapping between Committee and Senate mem
berships existed for student representatives. If ex officio committee 
members are included, the percentage of faculty members serving both 
on the Senate and one or more of its committees at some time during 
these three years is substantially higher (36.5 percent). 

6. Representation of faculty and students from different units of the 
University on Senate and University committees deviated somewhat from 
the relative size of the units involved. Most undergraduate colleges 
had proportionately larger quotas of student than faculty representa
tives, and the professional schools the reverse, due to inclusion of 
many clinical and research professors on the latter staffs. 
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7. Faculty women's status has improved considerably with respect to 
committee appointments, with an advance from 6.6 percent represen
tation in 1965-68 to 12.5 for Senate committees (16.3 percent when 
the Administrative Committee is excluded) and 10.6 for University 
committees for these past three years. Though two important com
mittees still lacked any women faculty members, the gain for women 
was impressive when studied on a year-to-year basis. Thus the per
centage of women had doubled by 1972-73 (over 1970-71) for appointed 
Senate committees and more than tripled for University committees. 

8. Full professors continued to dominate Senate committees, with 69.1 
percent of the voting members holding this top rank. When the two 
senior ranks are combined, the percentages advanced from 74.4 for 
the mid-1940's to 80.4 percent for the mid-1950's, 85.4 for the 
mid-1960's, and 87.9 for Senate committees and 83.8 for University 
committees in the 1970-73 period considered as a whole. But again 
encouraging gains were registered from 1970 to 1973 for junior staff, 
with a doubling of their representation this past year on both Senate 
and University committees. 

9. Although chief administrative officers are non-voting members of the 
Senate, nearly half (45.3 percent) of the persons appointed to Senate 
committees (other than the Administrative Committee) had an admini
strative title, as did close to half (48.6 percent) of those on Uni
versity committees. But this constitutes some improvement over the 
1965-68 situation when persons with administrative responsibility re
ceived two-thirds (66.4 percent) of the appointments. 

10. Leadership roles on Senate and University committees, as reflected 
in the appointments of chairmen, are even more highly concentrated now 
than in former years in full professors, who accounted for 86.3 and 
86.6 percents respectively of such appointments. A majority of the 
chairmen also held administrative roles, primarily as deans, assist
ant or associate deans, or directors of special programs. Some im
provement was reflected, though, in women's status, evidenced by the 
first appointments in Minnesota's Senate history of five women as 
Senate and University committee chairmen. 

11. Practically all twenty-six persons who served on three or more Senate 
or University committees, with voting membership on at least one com
mittee, were male (96.1 percent) and the vast majority were full pro-
fessors (80.8 percent) and held some type of administrative post 
(88.5 percent). 

12. Brief analysis of reports filed by Senate committees showed that most 
were for informational purposes, with rarely more than minor correc
tions made before the Senate accepted them. Usually these reports 
dealt with procedural matters, not with questions relating to the 
University's goals, achievements, or projected future course. Senate 
committees, and notably those concerned with educational policies and 
planning, were more diligent than University committees in keeping 
the parent body informed on the matters involved. 
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13. Review of committee documents reported for action yielded a more 
encouraging assessment, though the credit here chiefly devolves on 
the committees rather than on the University Senate. With a few 
notable exceptions, the latter's contributions tended to be of a 
minor sort. By and large, these analyses sustained the hypothesis 
underlying the present study, namely that the constructive work of 
the Senate occurs largely in its committees, perhaps because the 
Senate is seldom consulted until a finished document is in hand. 
This tends to make the Senate more of a debating society, excessive
ly concerned with its own rules and regulations rather than with 
substantive educational issues. Noted, too, was the scant attention 
the Senate has been giving to critical review of its earlier actions, 
to judge how well the intended policies are functioning. Yet such 
continuing surveillance of its own policies and operations is essen
tial if the Senate is to chart imaginatively the University's educa
tional course. 

Conclusions 

From the foregoing facts a few more general statements appear justified. 

1. The position of students has improved substantially during the 
years studied, for they have gained voting membership on the 
University Senate and on all but three of its committees . 

2. Representation of women on the Senate has increased modestly, from 
4.2 percent in the later 1960's to 8.6 for the 1970-73 period, but 
with an encouraging upswing in the past two years. The situation 
is considerably better with respect to appointment of women to 
Senate committees, reflecting a vigorous search by the Committee 
on Committees for qualified females. By 1972-73, the last year 
studied, their representation (21.5 percent for the Senate's seven 
appointive committees and 16.5 percent for University committees) 
reflected fairly their membership on the faculty as a whole. For 
the first time since the Senate's establishment in 1912, a few 
women have also been appointed to committee chairmanships. 

3. In spite of attempts to make the faculty membership on both the 
University Senate and its committees more representative of the 
lower academic ranks, these bodies continue to be heavily loaded 
with full professors. But the representation of junior faculty 
has shown an encouraging increase, especially in 1972-73, the last 
year of the study. 

4. Participation in the Senate's deliberations is far below what might 
be expected for persons elected by their peers to represent them in 
policy-making activities. Whereas a minority faithfully discharge 
this obligation, fully as many attend no meetings at all. Many 
others are present at only one or two of the five meetings typically 
held each year. The record for student Senators was very poor, and 
male faculty and those in certain professional schools also seemed 
quite negligent about their University "citizenship" roles. 
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5. Leadership in Senate committees continues to be dominated by 
males who are both full professors and administrators. Inter
locking appointments (to three or more committees) also tend to 
give individuals with these same characteristics considerable 
influence in the shaping of University policies. 

In general, provisions for student representation in the governance pro
cesses of the University of Minnesota have improved considerably, and some 
nobilileadvances have been registered for women faculty and persons holding 
junior ranks. But these latter groups stand in need of still greater chances 
to develop and demonstrate their leadership potential. .Although Senate and 
committee memberships enable some faculty women, for example, to become knowl
edgeable about the workings of the institution and more visible in the Univer
sity community, such opportunities must increase significantly if women are to 
become top-level administrative officers within departments, colleges, and the 
University's central administration. Since assistant professors now seated on 
the Senate or its committees are likely to become associate professors, perhaps 
before their term is completed, more aggressive efforts must be made to recruit 
persons who can ably represent the younger faculty's concerns in the Univer
sity's top-level legislative body. 

An administrative· oligarchy is suggested by the heavy vesting of committee 
appointments and leadership roles in male administrative officers. This situ
ation is particularly disquieting in view of attempts in the 1964 and 1969 
Senate constitutions to insure that major administrators serve as~ officio, 
non-voting members of the Senate. If the intention was to place more respon
sibility in faculty hands, the appointment of so many administrators to Senate 
and University committees may have seriously hindered its realization. Ap
pointments of a few persons, mainly administrators, to three or more com
mittees have also created an "inner circle" of highly knowledgeable and poli
tically adroit individuals. How much they have capitalized on such potential 
is not known, but clearly they have been in an advantageous position to in
fluence committee and Senate action. 

A Look Ahead 

The constitution as revised in 1969 has already begun to come under attack. 
Currently there is talk of drastic revision, including the possible disestablish
ment of a University-wide Senate representing all five campuses and concentra
tion on smaller Campus Assemblies instead. Concern has also been raised over low 
attendance, problems in obtaining a quorum, lack of commitment on the part of 
both faculty and students, and scant accountability of Senators to their con
stituents. 

The committee structure has also been the focus of criticism. As more 
committees are added to the Senate structure, faculty members' and students' 
time and energy are becoming overtaxed. In addition, a few Senate and Univer
sity committees find themselves buried in business, whereas others meet only 
once a quarter, if at all. Many faculty have also criticized the administra
tive control over committee membership, which allows the President ultimately 
to name both the members and chairmen of all committees. Likewise under attack 
has been the rather casual reporting of some committees to the Senate, and the 
failure of certain ones to focus on central policy issues relevant to their 
ass igmnent s. 
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As crises have arisen over issues such as campus disturbances or faculty 
tenure, large numbers of students and faculty, many of them members of the 
Senate or its committees, have become impatient with the slow, laborious task 
of trying to move the Senate to action. Although it provides students and 
faculty with a forum in which issues and policies can be openly discussed, the 
Senate has often fallen victim to the problems of participatory government. 
Members of the University community,who are upset when decisions are made ad
ministratively without consultation, become equally disenchanted with the 
amount of time and effort involved in attempting to get agreement among Senate 
or committee members. 

Clearly, further studies are needed before a serious reorganization can 
take place. Studies of the composition and functioning of the Assemblies and 
their committees would be helpful. Comparisons of Senate and committee member
ships also need to be made with the composition of the faculty as a whole. Un
fortunately, data indicating rank, sex, and position are not systematically 
collected and made available by the central administration. This appears to 
be a serious oversight, especially at a time when the University needs to find 
out how well it has been implementing its affirmative action policies. 

Urgently required, too, are penetrating analyses of what actually trans
pires in sessions of the Senate and its committees. What roles do administra
tive officers, faculty members and students play in shaping policies? in 
affirming, revising, or rejecting proposals submitted by the various commit
tees? To what extent are the adopted policies implemented? What kinds of data 
are gathered to aid in evaluating the operation of new policies or programs? 
These and many related questions beg for answers • 

The Senate itself has no data-collecting agency which can systematically 
analyze its own membership and report findings to persons proposing or making 
committee appointments or to faculty electing new Senate members. If such 
analyses were available, concerted efforts might be made to correct the more 
obvious imbalances. 

By failing to keep itself continuously informed about its membership, an 
academic governance structure may be defeating its own purposes. Only when it 
can point to itself as representative of and accountable to its constituency 
can it fully justify its existence to the faculty, student body, administrative 
officers, and the larger society supporting the University endeavor. If the 
concepts of intelligent dialogue and shared decision-making, so basic to the 
democratic process, are to triumph over the politics of confrontation, the 
University of Minnesota Senate - like those in other institutions - must become 
a more dynamic, action-oriented body. But the time is short for effecting 
these reforms on which the health of the entire University depends! 


