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Minutes of the College Senate 

18 April 2006 

Present: I. Alam, S. Bailey, J. Bearden, I. Belyakov, R. Bonfiglio, S. Bosch, P. Case, T. Cassidy, J. C~ester, 
R. Coloccia, K. Conway-Turner, C. Dahl, K. Deutsch, J. Dolce, G. Drake, R. Eckstrom, D. Farth~g, J. 
Forbes, C. Geiger, R. Gifford, B. Gohlman, D . Granger, G. Hartvigsen, ~· H~an, D. Johnson, K. Kun, D. 
Levy, M. Lima, J. Lovett, D. Mackenzie, K. Mapes, J. McLean, K. Mernll-Pttcher, B. Morgan, J. Mo~se, J. 
Over, B. Owens, P. Pacheco, D. Robertson, C. Rowley, A. Rutkowski, S. Sch...yartz, B .. See, C. Shm, D. 
Showers, A. Stanley, E. Stelzig, M. Stolee, M. Sutherland, Y. Tamura, E. Wallace, A. Wetbel, B. Welker, J. 

Williams, L. Zipp 

Guests: E. Crosby, E.R. Johnson, P. Schacht, S. West, C. Wilson 

Call to Order 

Chair Lima called the Senate to order at 4.03PM 

Adoption of the Agenda 

(Bulletin #9, pp. 190-192) 

The agenda was approved without corrections or additions. 

·Adoption of the Senate Minutes, 7 March, 2006 (Bulletin #8, pages 168-76) 

The minutes of the previous Senate meeting were approved without corrections or additions. 

Senate Reports 

Chair's Report 

1. Chair Lima said that she had emailed Department chairs with the results of the spring 2006 elections, 
asking them to hold elections for Department Senators, so she can pass their names on to Dennis Showers 
for next year's Senate Committees. 

2. Letters have gone out to three Roark Award nominees. Two have accepted; Lima said she would submit 
all materials to Executive Committee when she hears from the third. The winner will be announced at 
graduation as usual. 

President's Report 

1. Geneseo has signed a dual-diploma degree program agreement with Universidad de las Americas 
(UDLA) in Puebla, Mexico. Dahl commended the campus, its apartment-style Faculty housing for 
facilitating exchanges; and the Rector and Vice-Rector. Besides the Rector ofUDLA, SUNY Chancellor 
Ryan came to campus to co-sign the agreement. We would like to have him back for a visit in the fall. 

2. Mayor Robert Duffy of Rochester will speak at this year's commencement. This visit is helpful for the 
College as it continues partnerships with the city of Rochester. 

3. Turning to strategic planning, Dahl said the College Budget Advisory Committee has met repeatedly to 
review a long list of requests from all units and is preparing recommendations for the President. 
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4. But the College cannot deal with the recommendations until we have an actual State Budget. Dahl noted/ 
some bright spots: the State Budget is on time. We received $122 million in additional funding for SUNY 
as well as $441 million for capital funding. But the Governor vetoed almost every addition to the SUNY 
Budget. For the State-Operated .and Statutory Campuses, the Governor vetoed some $56.7 million in 
additional operating assistance, $25 million for additional enrollment costs and full-time Faculty and 
$31. 7million for mandatory costs. $85.3 million in additional money needed to avoid a $500 tuition 
increase was not vetoed. This takes us back to zero, but at least not to a negative position. 

Additional funding for high-needs programs $2 million was vetoed. $1 million in Executive Budget 
remains. All additional capital projects were vetoed $415 million for SUNY. Not vetoed was money for 
University of Albany and additional EOP funding at $1.7 million. Restorations to TAP funding were also 
vetoed. If this is not overridden, we will still have a fifteen-hour requirement to maintain TAP eligibility, as 
well as some other restrictions. 

What the Budget means for Geneseo's point of view is, first of all, that the proposal for the Doty Building 
was nofeven vetoed because it did not even get onto the capital projects list. We are still working on this. 
Moreover, the Honors College Proposal money never went into the Budget, but the Chancellor strongly 
supports the proposal, as does Senator Lavalle; but this didn't work because it did not begin in the 
Assembly. 

From the SUNY System's point of view, many veto overrides are likely. We strongly support overrides, and 
we are trying to make the case that the money for SUNY is essential, coming after 6-7 years in which we 
have NOT received adequate funding. Additional Faculty lines and essential money for increased 
equipment and supply costs are merely baseline issues to make us whole. Chancellor had one caveat on 
political lobbying: the legislature can override vetoes, but the Governor's Budget Office can impound 
funds-simply not release funds, even they have already been overridden. In light of this possibility, the 
Chancellor recommends a positive campaign. 

The Legislature is looking at overrides right now, and Dahl will let College know what happens. The 
Legislature returns this coming Monday. We support contacting Legislators and asking them to override. 

Provost's Report 

No report. 

Vice-Chair's Report 

The Vice-Chair attended University Faculty Senate recently and reported the following: 

1. A major theme of the Senate meeting, coming first from the President of University Senate first, was the 
question of Faculty representation on the SUNY Provost Search Committee. Representatives were not 
found through contacting Faculty Senate, and the University Senate wanted to let Chancellor Ryan know 
this. 

2. The Senate is involved in an Administrative, Faculty and Managed Professional Study to see if the ratio 
between administrative and instructional costs has changed. This study has turned out to be more 
complicated than originally expected since tracking roles by title is not revealing. Sometimes, the same 
person holds several titles. In any event, a preliminary report will appear by summer. 

3. The SUNY Budget was also discussed: vetoes, overrides, and impoundment. 
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4. Chancellor Ryan came to the University Senate on the last day, taking questions from _different se~tors of 
the SUNY System. Ryan addressed Faculty representation on the Provost Search Committee. He pomted 
out that this is the first Provost Search in a long time conducted by Committee rather than through an 
appointment. Also, no one from the Central Administration serves on the Search Committee. 

Ryan also stressed that increasing full-time Faculty is his number-one budget priority. 

Past Chair's Report 

No report. 

Treasurer's Report 

B. Welker said that the previous balance of$1388.16 increased with $190in receipts from the Senate's 
current fund drive. So now the balance stands at $1578.16. She said that the Senate looks forward to 
receiving more contributions. 

University Senator's Report 

W. Gohlman had no report, but he thanked Vice-Chair Showers for attending the University Senate 
meeting. 

Student Association Vice President's Report 

1. T. Cassidy reported on the Student Association's open forum last Tuesday. Non-Senators attended and 
listened to information about the Student Senators' roles and activities in Senate. · 

2. Tomorrow night, The Provost speaks to the Student Association. 

3. Next week, we have the changing ofthe guard to new Student Association officers. 

Reports of the Standing Committees of the Senate 

Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Report 

[DescriptionsofUCC Proposals appear on pages 198-210 of Bulletin #9] 

M. Stolee moved the following in clusters on behalf of her Committee: 

First Reading- New Courses: 
ARTS 316 - Figure Drawing III 
ARTS 321- Oil Painting III 
ARTS 326 - Watercolor III 
ARTS 336-: Digital Photography III 
ARTS 341- Sculpture III 
ARTS 346- Ceramics III 
ARTS 3 51 - Jewelry and Metals III 

The motion passed unanimously. 
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First Reading -Revised Courses: 
ARTS 101-F/Three Dimensional Design 
ARTS 200- Computer Art I 
ARTS 204- Graphic Design 
ARTS 205- F/Calligraphy 
ARTS 215 -Figure Drawing I 
ARTS 220- Oil Painting I 
ARTS 222- Mixed Media Painting 
ARTS 230- Printmaking I 
ARTS 240- Sculpture I 
ARTS 245- Ceramics I 
ARTS 25 0 -Jewelry and Metals I 
ARTS 265- Sophomore Foundation Portfolio Review 
ARTS 305- Metalsmithing 
ARTS 307 -Studio- Selected Media 
ARTS 310 -Drawing II 
ARTS 311 -Drawing III 
ARTS 315 - Figure Drawing II 
ARTS 320- Oil Painting II 
ARTS 330 -Printmaking II 
ARTS 335 -Digital Photography II 
ARTS 340 - Sculpture II 
ARTS 345- Ceramics II 
ARTS 370- Senior Art Exhibition 
ARTS 387- Junior Studio Seminar 
ARTS 399- Directed Study 
BIOL 304- DNA Technology 

The motion passed unanimously. 

First Reading- Program Revisions 

Bachelor of Science in Speech and Hearing Handicapped 
w/ NYS Initial Certification: Speech and Language Disabilities (N-12) 

Bachelor of Science in Conununicative disorders and Sciences 

Bachelor of Arts in Art Studio 

The motion passed unanimously. 

First Reading -Program Deletions: 
Anthropology concentration 
International Relations concentration 
Sociology concentration 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Second Reading'- New Courses 

BIOL 235: Disease and the Developing World 
BIOL 314: Biodiversity 
CDSC 261: Auditory Disorders and Assessment 
CDSC 262: Auditory Disorders and Assessment Laboratory 
CDSC 360: Seminar in Audiology 
GEOG 359: Geography of Canada 
PLSC 220: Failed States 
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PLSC 248: The European Union 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Second Reading- Revised Courses 

CDSC 238: Fundamentals of Clinical Processes 
CDSC 259: Speech Science 
COMN 368: Research in Media and Cultural Studies 
GEOG 261: Geography ofNorth America 
PHIL 237: Ethics and Management 
SOCL217: Urban Sociology 
THEA 240: Stage Movement 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Second Reading -Deleted Courses 

CDSC 356: Hearing Science 
CDSC 357: Clinical Audiology 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Undergraduate Policies Committee Report 

E Waliace moved the Second Reading of the United States History Proposal [pp. 159-61 of Bulletin #7] 

D. Levy (Philosophy) asked if the language of the proposal was setting a precedent for future general 
education courses; Wallace said that he did not think this was what was said in Committee, and he did not 
read this in the proposal. Schacht clarified that the learning outcomes show how we measure up to our own 
mission in matters of diversity; the word "precedent" might not be correct, but standard would be. It passed 
with one nay vote. 

Graduate Academic Affairs Committee Report 

D. Mackenzie moved the following proposals (descriptions ofGAAC proposals appear on pages 185-88 of 
Bulletin #8). 

Revised Course: First Reading 
CDSC 582: Clinical Practicum in Speech-Language Assessment 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Revised Program: First Reading 
Master of Arts Degree in Speech Pathology 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Student Affairs Committee Report 

No report. 

Faculty Affairs Committee Report 
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J. Morse moved the following on behalfofher Committee (discussion ofthe Committee's Recommendation 
can be found on pages 183-85 of Bulletin #8): 

Following the Task Force Report on Faculty Roles, Rewards, and Evaluation, FAC recommends 
that a pilot of the IDEA short form be done in the academic year 06-07 with the optional section 
to include the current SOFI questions for purposes of comparison, and that the results of that pilot 
be evaluated by Institutional Research and examined by next year's FAC Committee for 
effectiveness. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

· Old Business 

There was no old business. 

New Business 

There was no new business. 

Adjournment 

Chair Lima adjourned the Senate at 4.30PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Graham N Drake 
College Senate. Secretary 

*** 

College Senate Meeting Minutes 

25 April 2006 

Present: S. Bailey, I. Belyakov, S. Bossung, T. Cassidy, J. Chester, K. Conway-Turner, C. Dahl, J. Dolce, 
G. Drake, R. Dreifuss, R. Eckstrom, J. Forbes, C. Geiger, R. Gifford, D. Granger, G. Hartvigsen, K. 
Hinman, D. Johnson, K. Levison, D. Levy, M. Lima, J. Lovett, D. Mackenzie, R. McEwen, J. McLean, K. 
Merrill~Pitcher, B. Morgan, J. Morse, B. Owens, M. Pastizzo, D. Robertson, A. Rutkowski, S. Schwartz, C. 
Shin, D. Showers, G. Silverman, A. Stanley, E. Stelzig, M. Stolee, M. Sutherland, R. Vasiliev, A. Weibel, 
B. Welker, J. Williams, Y. Zhang, L. Zipp 

GUESTS: H. Levine, S. Georgis 

Call to Order 
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Chair Lima called the meeting to order at 4.03PM. 

Adoption of the Agenda (Bulletin #10, pages. 213 and 214) 

Lima added the second reading for Faculty Affairs Committee's Proposal for a fall pilot of the IDEA form. 
With this addition, the Senate adopted the agenda unanimously. 

Lima added that the adoption ofthe Senate Minutes for 18 April would be carried out electronically; she 
asked Senators to email her with any concerns. These minutes will appear in the next Bulletin. 

Senate Reports 

Chair's Report 

Chair Lima introduced H. Levine (Health and Counseling) to present the Diversity Commission's Campus 
Climate Survey produced in 2004. Levine thanked Lima for the .invitation, and explained that the survey 
was completed by a Subcommittee of the President's Commission on Diversity. Those working on the 
survey included T. Buggie-Hunt (Assistant Dean for Disability Services), M. Henry (English Department 
Secretary), Zhiming Zhao (Anthropology) and L. Miller (2005 Psychology graduate). 

President Dahl charged the Subcommittee with creating a Campus Climate Survey. This replicated the 
2000-01 survey by Zhao and R. Chierici (Anthropology). The survey instrument was developed by Zhao 
and Chierici, and the 2000-01 study included use of both the paper-and~pencil assessment and focus groups. 
The 2000-01 survey involved 582 Students, ·149 Faculty, and 124 Staff. The survey found that different 
groups perceived the campus climate differently based on ethnicity and race. Zhao and Chierici 
recommended replicating the survey every 2-3 years and less frequently conducting focus groups. 

1229 Students completed the 2004 survey-74% female, 24% male, and less than 1% transgender; some 
did not report gender. 12% identified as students of color, which is about the percentage on campus as a 
whole; 5% identified as gay/lesbian, lower than we would anticipate. Meanwhile, there was a slightly 
uneven distribution across academic class years: upperclassmen were more likely to participate, but very 
few graduate students were. 

Of Faculty, we had a total of 117 respondents; the gender distribution was pretty even. 52% were male, 
4 7% female; one person from faculty identified as transgender; 11% identified as non-white, but Levine was 
not sure how this compares with Faculty as a whole; perhaps there is over-representation in this part of the 
survey. 6 out of 105 Faculty identified as gay/lesbian; the vast majodty has been here for five or more years. 
Both professional and classified staff answered across all levels; none identified as trans gender; 6% 
identified as non-white; 6% were gay/lesbian; and the majority had five or more years of service at 
Geneseo. 

The original survey was broken into four areas based on Zhao's and Chierici's conceptualization: social 
environment, community-building, curriculum development, and individual growth. There were also six 
questions specific to Students, Faculty, or Staff. For data analysis, Levine said that analyses did not include 
the population-specific questions. 

The survey items all asked about people's experiences on campus and perceptions of the current social 
climate. The survey was web-based, using the College's web survey tool. At the beginning ofthe spring 
semester, Dahl sent an email to all Faculty, staff, and Students; embedded in the email were three links to 
three different versions of the survey according to group. Two weeks later, Dean of Students L. Sancilio, 
the Commission's Chair, sent a follow-up email, also with embedded links. 
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Stu~ents had a special incentive with the opportunity to enter name and email to win one of four $25 gift 
certificates for the College Bookstore. 

When ~e orig~al surv~y was finished, data analysis was conducted, item by item. That method of data 
~nalys1s made It very difficult to learn anything other than how people responded to each item. The 
mstrument was al~o not _orig~allr_ designed to give section scores or total scores. Also, some conducting the 
survey wondered If sections Identified actually measured the labeled sections. For instance this resulted in 
insufficient focus on class experience or curricula in the curriculum development part. ' 

To address this problem, we used factor analysis instead: a statistical procedure in which one takes an 
instrument that can be coded numerically-thus, only quantitative-and it looks to see how items cluster 
together. Highly-correlated items become apparent. This analysis, then, revealed two strong factors: one 

· seemed to deal with people's perceptions of current campus climate (Factor 1); the other revealed the value 
and importance that people placed on diversity and its discussion (Factor 2). 

Analyzing the Student group, for Factor 1, we found no gender differences in the experience of campus 
climate. Both men and women thought the climate fairly welcoming. Students of color found it less 
welcoming. Gay, lesbian, and bisexual experienced the climate as less welcoming than heterosexuals; frrst
year students found climate more welcoming than did jUniors and seniors. As for Factor 2, women and 
students of color thought this more important. No difference was found for gay and lesbian respondents. 
Also found, but not statistically significant, was that graduate students did not perceive the climate 
differently, but did they did perceive diversity as highly important. Many of our graduate students are in 
education and are perhaps thinking differently about issues at their level of training. 

Among Faculty, Factor 1 presented gender differences: men thought the campus more welcoming than 
women. But there were no differences based on ethnicity, sexual orientation, or years of service. With 
Factor 2, male, white, and heterosexual Faculty saw diversity as less important. There was no difference in 
years of service. · 

Similar to Faculty, male Staff thought the campus more welcoming than female Staff; non-white Staff found 
the campus less welcoming. This result diverges from non-white Faculty. Again, no differences appear 
based on years of service or sexual orientation. Women Staff members valued Factor 2 more; here again, 
there were no differences related to ethnicity, sexual orientation, or years of service. 

These statistical fmdings suggest that we have a moderately welcoming climate. For these items, the 
average scores were on the high side of the 6-point scale, hovering around 4. The lowest average was in the 
3-range in one case. There was also a general perception that diversity adds value to our educational 
experience and community; there is a stronger fmding for Factor 2 than for Factor I. Also, people in highly 
marginalized groups fmd the campus less welcoming than those who are not. These groups also placed a 
higher vai'ue on diversity. 

Those that found the climate least welcoming were Students of color, gay/lesbian/bisexual Students (who 
gave the lowest ratings to Factor I of any single group) and Faculty/Staff women. This is not heartening. 

More heartening, though, is Factor 2: Most Students thought diversity was important. Even the low was 4.2 
in men; the high was 4.79 among gay/lesbian/bisexual Students. Women Faculty and Staff, non-white 
Faculty, and gay/lesbianJbisexual Faculty and Staff thought diversity was very important (the third group 
had the highest rate of 5 .16). 

These scores do not tell us much that is surprising or that there is something abnormal going on at Geneseo. 
Our fmdings are consistent with other fmdings and those expected from historical context, current societal 
privilege, and social deprivation of privilege. We also found that groups without experience of personal 
discrimination re more ljkely to rate the environment as welcoming; and that lack of experience may 
underestimate the effects of discrimination. The high scores in general can also lead us as an institution to 
underestimate discrimination; we should be aware of this. 
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To provide some comparative context, Levine pointed to a recent six-campus ethnographic study b~ Penn 
State. All six campuses contained unsafe spaces for, e.g., students of color, who were oft~n less satisfied on 
campus; there was uneven facilitation of cross-cultural experiences and of espoused vs. hved values; there 
was limited discourse on race· and fewer mentors were available. ' . 

Other positive signs at Geneseo are the strong endorsements of diversity as ~port~t t~ an academic 
environment. We have ongoing discussions and initiatives, especially the dehberat~ve dtalogue.s that allow 
us to hear each other as we deal with challenging diversity issues. We need to contmue to momtor these 
issues qualitatively and quantitatively. We should also consider engaging an outside consultant, since it is 
hard for people embedded in an institution to do a really good qualitative study. 

R. Vasiliev (Geography) asked whether "community'' was self-defmed or clear. Levine said that in general 
tenns in the instrument were not clearly defmed; if the survey group were to do another quantitative study, 
she did not think they would use this instrument again. The instrument was mainly used this time in order to 
make a comparison with the 2001 study. Now, there are a lot of new instruments available with more 
clearly-defmed terms. · 

D. Mackenzie (Communicative Disorders and Sciences) asked whether the survey looked at Students who 
identified as disabled; Levine said that it did not. The survey asked the question, but for some reason it was 
not included in the analysis, perhaps because of sample size. 

E. Stelzig (English) asked whether sets of responses were consistent across the board or inconsistent. 
Levine answered that she had not brought all of the ranges of responses with her. Stelzig noted from 
Levine's report that, on the one hand, students of color and also gay, lesbian, bisexual students value 
diversity more highly. Also, students of color prefer same-race mentors. Levine said that that last statement 
had come from the Penn State study. Stelzig thou~t he saw some internal contradictions; were there ·any 
others? Levine could not think of any offhand. Potential discrepancies may point to how we are defming 
terms such as "diversity." "Diversity'' could mean, "I want to be on a campus with lots of different kinds of 
people"; or, for a student of color, the term could mean, "I want to be on a campus with lots of people like 
me." · 

J. Dolce (CIT) inquired whether, as in the Penn State study, our campus had any spaces where some 
Students felt unsafe. Levine said that the current survey did not address this question. She did not know if 
this issue had arisen in the 2001 focus groups. If we were to do another qualitative study, especially with an 
outside consultant, something could tum up. Dolce further asked whether the Penn State study found 
common spaces across campuses. No, Levine replied. Examples included a southern campus where the 
white students all played Frisbee together and talked in one place together; Hispanic and black students did 
not congregate in the same place because it turned out to be a mall full of Confederate statues. 

J. Lovett (Biology) asked if it would be useful to defme "campus" for the next survey instrument. Geneseo 
has a campus housing, student housing off-campus, and the town in general. Levine thought this a good 
point, noting that the divide between "campus" and "off-campus" is not as clear at Geneseo as it is at other 
schools. 

R. Gifford (School of Business) asked about Transfer Students, who bring in a different value system. 
Levine acknowledged this, though she said the survey had not asked about this group. It would be 
interesting to see how focus groups dealt with this. 

Vasiliev recalled that differences arose between freshmen and juniors/seniors; transfer students are usually 
in the latter group. 

Levine said she would send the full report to Senate. 
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President's Report 

President Dahl made two brief observations: 

1. He commended H. Levine for her report, and also thanked her and M. Schneider (Psychology) for 
agreeing to co-chair the Campus Commission on Diversity and Community next year. He called it an 
outstanding piece of work. 

2. Turning to the State Budget, the Governor vetoed practically everything. We are trying to make the point 
of overriding the vetoes while giving the Governor pause when it comes to impounding funds (refusing to 
release funds from the Budget Office). Expressions of concern to Legislators are still good; we should do 
this through the website. Dahl plans to thank everyone who votes to override. · 

Provost's Report 

Provost Conway-Turner announced this coming Friday's Undergraduate Research Symposium. There will 
be papers and poster sessions. Next spring,' a full research day will be set aside to combine this event with 
HUPS (Humanities Undergraduate Paper Symposium). 

Vice Chair's Report 

No report. 

Past-Chair's Report 

No report. 

Treasurer's Report 

B. Welker said that the Senate's previous balance was $1388.16; so far, $430 has arrived in the past few 
weeks for.the Senate Appeal, for a total of$1818.16. 

University Senator's Report 

No report. 

Student Association Vice President's Report 

No report. 

Reports of the Standing Committees of the Senate 

Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 

M. Stolee, UCC, chair, moved the following in clusters: 

Second Reading- New Courses: 
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ARTS 316- Figure Drawing III 
ARTS 321- Oil Painting III 
ARTS 326- Watercolor III 
ARTS 336- Digital Photography III 
ARTS 341- Sculpture III 
ARTS 346- Ceramics III 
ARTS 351- Jewelry and Metals III 

The motion passed unanimously. 

·Second Reading - Revised Courses: 
ARTS 101- F/Three Dimensional Design 
ARTS 200 - Computer Art I 
ARTS 204- Graphic Design 
ARTS 205- F/Calligraphy 
ARTS 215 -Figure Drawing I 
ARTS 220- Oil Painting I 
ARTS 222- Mixed Media Painting 
ARTS 230- Printmaking I 
ARTS 240- Sculpture I 
ARTS 245 -Ceramics I 
ARTS 250- Jewelry and Metals I 
ARTS 265 - Sophomore Foundation Portfolio Review 
ARTS 305 - Metalsmithing 
ARTS 307- Studio- Selected Media . 
ARTS 310- Drawing II 
ARTS 311 - Drawing III 
ARTS 315 - Figure Drawing II 
ARTS 320- Oil Painting II 
ARTS 330 -Printmaking II 
ARTS 335- Digital Photography II 
ARTS 340- Sculpture II 
ARTS 345- Ceramics II 
ARTS 370- Senior Art Exhibition 
ARTS 387- Junior Studio Seminar 
ARTS 399- Directed Study 
BIOL 304- DNA Technology 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Second Reading- Program Revisions 

Bachelor of Science in Speech and Hearing Handicapped w/ NYS Initial Certification: Speech and 
Language Disabilities (N -12) 
Bachelor of Science in Communicative disorders and Sciences 
Bachelor of Arts in Art Studio 

The motion passed unanimously. 

Second Reading- Program Deletions: 
Anthropology concentration 
International Relations concentration 
Sociology concentration 
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The motion passed unanimously. 

M. Stolee thanked her Committee, calling it hardworking and dedicated. She singled out three student 
members a~ the best students she had ever worked with. She also thanked G. Towsley for taking minutes at 
every meetmg. 

Undergraduate Policies Committee Report 

No report. 

Graduate Academic Affairs Report 

D. Mackenzie presented two proposals (descriptions of which appear on pages 187-88 of Bulletin #8): 

Revised Course: Second Reading 
CDSC 582: Clinical Practicum in Speech-Language Assessment 

Revised Program: Second Reading 
Master of Arts Degree in Speech Pathology 

Both motions passed unanimously. 

Student Affairs Committee Report 

No report. 

Faculty Affairs Committee Report 

J. Morse moved the following on behalf of her Committee: 

Following the Task Force Report on Faculty Roles, Rewards, and Evaluation, FAC recommends that a pilot 
of the IDEA short form be done in the academic year 06-07 with the optional recommendation to include 
the current SOFI questions for purpose of comparison, and that the results of that pilot be evaluated by 
Institutional Research and examined by next year's FAC Committee for effectiveness. 

Gifford said he had been involved with something similar at another other institution, and he saw it there as 
a cultural change. To deal with this change, what kind of training would be available? Morse did not know 
about training or preparation; but these questions focus on students' perceptions of students' learning. 
Gifford did not question the content, but he wanted to clarify the process to understand what is happening 
better. Morse explained that the short form is a set form with I 7-18 selected questions and a page for 
writing conunents; there is a space for ten questions, so we will probably use the current SOFI questions for 
comparison. There is a pilot currently being conducted over the Internet; separate from any change in SOFI 
questions. This one, however, changes SOFI questions. 

Conway-Turner said that any changes in the SOFI questions are yet to be determined. We would have to 
wrestle with a number of questions as well as with concerns with IDEA in general. There will be a lot of 
questions before we move to a new instrument. 

Lovett observed that we are talking about taking information and using it for evaluative purposes; but right 
now, we give students no instructions for the SOFis. 
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Stelzig, concurring with the Provost, reconunended seeing what comes of the pilot first-including the 
comparison with the current SOFI. 

G. Hartvigsen (Past Chair) asked how the comparison between IDEA form and SOFI would be made to 
determine that IDEA is better. Morse replied that this will be examined by next year's FAC Committee. 
The Provost added that no straightforward ·comparison is possible; we will just have more information after 

. this. 

J. McLean (Physics) reminded the Senate that we have zero Faculty training for SOFis, too. 

A secret ballot was requested. With 38 ayes, 9 nays, and 2 abstentions, the motion passed. 

D. Levy (Philosophy) then presented a second motion from F AC: 

FAC Recommendation, First Reading: 

Pursuant to the recommendation of the Task Force Report on Peer Evaluation, the Faculty Affairs 
Conunittee moves adoption of the following college-wide Procedures and Criteria for Classroom 
Observations for use in evaluating faculty for renewal, continuing appointment, and promotion: (on 
pages 217-18 ofthis Bulletin) 

S. Bossung (School of Business) commended the 2005-06 FAC Committee and Chair for long and hard 
work. But she added her sincere regret that, as a Senator, she had not had sufficient time to share this text 
with other members of the Geneseo Community; Senators only received the text this weekend. We have a 
consultative and due process procedure that requires two readings on policy matters. Generally, we move 
those readings at two successive, regular Senate meetings, distributed evenly over the semester. Bossung 
argued that there was a presumption that that this be within the same Senate unless there is an extraordinary 
circumstance. Since this matter will have a second reading in the 2006-97 Senate, she opposed having the 
first reading today. She affirmed the Senate's trust and confidence in next year's membership to give 
complete readings to this policy proposal on classroom observation. 

Lima asked the Parliamentarian whether the Senate was proceeding correctly here. Gohlman said that the 
Senate's Constitution makes our College Senate like the US Senate; it is always in session. One third to 
one-half will be members next fall; we can have a first reading today, and we can have a second reading in 
the fall. He added that we could move this matter to be referred to Executive Committee. 

The motion was moved and seconded. 

Showers saw several issues in the discussion, about whether the Constitution forbids what can be voted on 
(Bossung corrected "can" to "should") and what has been done in the past as a matter of precedent. 

Vasiliev argued that, although there is a precedent to split votes from one Senate session to another, in an 
issue like this, we need discussion in Department meetings etc. There will be none during the summer, but it 
will come up for a second reading without discussion. This was why Vasiliev said she seconded the motion 
to refer the matter to Executive Conunittee. 

Lovett favored delay till next Semester since implementation would not occur till the fall semester, anyway. 
So there does not seem to be a need for a first vote now. 

Lima asked for a clarification: this would not go to the Executive Committee, just to Senate? Gohlman said 
the motion was to go to Executive Committee. 
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R. McEwen (Foreign Languages) asked when this would become effective. A point of order was called by 
Ken Levison: we were discussing the motion on the table, not other issues. Parliamentarian agreed, and also 
reminded the Senate that we needed to hear next from someone speaking against the motion. 

The question was called. This motion passed unanimously. The Senate then voted on the motion to refer the 
issue to Executive Committee. A secret ballot was called for. The motion passed with 33 yeas, 8 nays, and 3 
abstentions. 

D. Levy thanked the Committee and its Chair, Jane Morse. 

Old Business 

There was no old business. 

New Business 

There was no new business. 

Adjournment 

Chair Lima adjourned the Senate at 5.10PM. 

Minutes of the Inaugural Meeting of the 2006-07 College Senate 

25 April 2006 

Call to Order 

Chair Lima called the meeting to order at 5.11PM. 

Adoption of the Agenda 

The agenda was adopted "by assumption" by Chair Lima. Lima thanked J. Perry for patience on the last
minute additions to Bulletins. She stressed her belief in the importance of campus governance. Lima 
thanked CAS for cookies and coffee; Chairs of Committees for their work; past Chairs G. Hartvigsen and C. 
Freeman for their help; the Provost's office for today's cake and punch to thank Senators. 

Lima referred back to her frrst speech last year and concluded she was too ambitious. She has learned that 
change happens slowly-very slowly. Although the change in faculty representation in the College Senate 
was not possible this year, the Ad hoc constitution review committee she convened has agreed to continue 
the work in the fall, under Dennis' leadership. Because she fully believes there's still work to be done, 
Lima also prognosticated her appearance on the ballot again, as soon as she recovers from this year. 

With immense pleasure, she passed on the "thingie" (a/k/a gavel) to D. Showers, 2006-07 Senate Chair. 
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Showers said he looked forward to the coming year, thanking Senators for their service this year and those 
who return next year. He thanked the Secretary for his efficiency. He then asked Senators to join in thanking 
Lima for her service this year-and, in a jocular vein, made a last call for a UCC Report. 

Old Business 

There was no old business. 

New Business 

There was no new business. 

Adjournment 

Chair Showers adjourned the Senate at 5.14PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Graham N Drake 
College Senate Secretary 

*** 
2004 SUNY Geneseo Campus Climate Survey · 

November 3, 2005 

President's Commission on Diversity & Community 
Campus Climate Subcommittee: 

Heidi Levine, Health & Counseling (chair) 
Tabitha Buggie-Hunt, Disability Services 
Marie Henry, Dept. of English 
Leigh Miller, Class of2005 
Zhiming Zhao, Dept. of Anthropology 

2004 Campus Climate Survey 

Summary of Findings 

During the spring, 2004 semester a total of 1,229 students, 112 faculty and 159 staff members 

participated in a survey assessing their perceptions and attitudes regarding aspects of diversity within the 

Geneseo community. This survey administration was a replication of one conducted in 2001 in which 582 

students, 149 faculty and 124 staff participated. Data analysis ofthe 2001 survey was perfonned on an item-
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by-item basis, without any within- or between-group comparisons. Findings from 2001 suggested that · 

participants experienced a moderately high level of cohesion, relative freedom from harassment, uncertainty 

about the extent of Geneseo's diversity and expressed support for campus diversity initiatives. A series of 

focus groups was also conducted in 200 I -these were not replicated during the most recent survey period. 

The following report provides a summary of the fmdings from the 2004 survey administration, 

including a review of differences between various groups of participants. Unfortunately, due to 

inaccessibility of the raw data from the 2001 survey administration, it is not possible to perform any 

statistical comparisons of the data from the two survey periods. However, some tentative suggestions are 

made regarding change in the Geneseo community over time, along with suggestions for future assessment. 

Method 

Participants 

A total of 1,229 students, 117 faculty and 159 staff members participated in the 2004 climate survey. Tables 

I, 2 and 3 provide a demographic summary of the sample. 

Among the students, 74% identified as female, 24% male and less than 1% (n = 3) identified as 

trans gender. The 1,2% of students who identified as non-white is consistent with the general student 

population at Geneseo. The percentage of students identifying as gay, lesbian or bisexual (GLB) is about 

halfthe estimated 10% of the general population who identify as GLB. Among undergraduate participants 

there was somewhat uneven distribution across class years, with first-year students participating at a lower 

rate than did sophomore, junior orsenior students; only 1.5% of the sample were graduate students, which 

is very slightly lower than the percentage of graduate students in the total Geneseo enrollment. 

Faculty participants were fairly evenly distributed by gender ( 4 7% female, 52% male), with one 

faculty member identifying as transgender. Eleven percent of the faculty sample identified as non-white, and 

7% identified as GLB. The majority of faculty participants reported having 5 or more years of service at · 

Geneseo. 

The staff sample; was comprised of 67% females and 33% males (no staff identified as 

transgender), and 6% non-white and GLB respectively. As with the faculty sample, the majority of staff 

members reported having 5 or more years of service. 

Instrument 
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The instrument used for this assessment was developed and administered during academic year 

2000-01 by professors Rosemarie Chierici and Zhiming Zhao. The survey was developed with separate 

versions for students, faculty and staff. Common to all three versions were 34 questions broken into the 

following sections: Social Environment, Community Building, Curriculum Development and Individual 

Growth. Each version of the survey also included 6 items specific to the target population. 

Survey items asked participants perspectives about their experiences on campus (e.g.'," I enjoy 

freedom from harassment on this campus) and attitudes regarding diversity (e.g.," Diversity should be an 

integral part of SUNY Geneseo's mission statement", "In my view and/or experience, a diverse campus 

facilitates an understanding of social justice issues"). Each item was rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale. 

Anchors on the scale ranged from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree". On most items higher scores 

indicated higher levels of agreement with statements and/or more positive experiences. Nine items were 

reverse-scored. 

The 2004 version of the survey was converted to a web-based format and contained the exact items 

from the 2001 version. No survey items contained identifying information, and the web format could not be 

used to trace individual respondents. 

The Chronbach's alpha on the student sample is .82, indicating that the instrument is highly 

reliable. Due to the relatively small sample sizes for faculty and staff separate reliability analyses for those 

versions/groups were not conducted. 

Procedure 

In March, 2004 an email memo was sent from President Christopher Dahl to all students, faculty 

and staff encouraging them to participate in the climate assessment. Separate links to the student, faculty 

and staff versions of the survey were embedded in the email message. A reminder email was sent out by the 

chair of the Commission on Diversity and Community two weeks after the original email, again encouraging 

individuals to participate in the survey and providing the links to the three survey versions. 

In order to encourage student participation, students were offered the opportunity to enter a 

drawing to win a $25 bookstore gift certificate. In order to protect participant anonymity, students who were 

interested in entering the drawing were directed to a separate web form on which they entered their email 

address. Winners of the gift certificates were selected at random after the completion of data collection. 
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Prior to data collection the project was reviewed by the chair of the Geneseo Institutional Review 

Board (IRB). Based on the complete anonymity of participants the project was exempted from full IRB 

review. 

Data Analysis 

In order to facilitate analysis of the 2004 data set, a factor analysis was conducted to identifY the 

underlying dimensions measured by the instrument and provide a mechanism for examining differences 

between groups of respondents . Items included in the factor analysis were only those in common on all 

three versions of the survey; items specific to each population were not included in any of the analyses 

described below. 

Results of the factor analysis revealed two underlying factors: perceptions of the current 

environment (Factor 1) and perspectives on the role and importance of diversity (Factor 2). Table 4 lists the 

individual items which loaded on each factor, as well as items that did not load significantly on either factor 

(these items were not included in subsequent analyses). 

There were some, inconsistent common characteristics between the factor analysis results and 

original survey sections. All but one item (8) from the Social Environment (Qs I - 1 0) section loaded on 

Factor I. Items from the Community Building section (Qs 11 -19) were split between Factors 1 and 2. 

With the exception of two questions, items from the Curriculwn Development section (Qs 20- 26) loaded 

on Factor 2. Similarly, most items from the Individual Growth section (Qs 27- 34) primarily loaded on 

Factor 2. These results do not support the original break-down of survey sections, but point to two broader 

dimensions of climate perceptions as measured by this instrument. 

Results 

For each of the three participant groups- students, faculty and staff- comparisons were made 

between factor scores based on gender, ethnicity and sexual orientation.' Due to the very small numbers of 

trans gender student and faculty participants trans gender identity was not included in the subsequent 

analyses. Given relatively small numbers of participants who identified as Asian/Pacific Islander, 

Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, or "other" comparisons by ethnicity were made between white 

participants and all participants of color. Similarly, for faculty and staff (but not students) comparisons by 

sexual orientation were ~ade between heterosexual and gay/lesbian/bisexual (GLB) participants. In 
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addition, for the students comparisons were made based on academic standing, and faculty/staff 

comparisons were made based on years ofservi~e. Summaries ofthe comparisons made in the three 

participant groups follow. 

Students 

The mean rating of student participants on Factor 1 was 4.18; the mean rating on Factor 2 was 

4.46. Table 5 provides an overview of average student scores on Factors 1 and 2 by gender, ethnicity, 

sexual orientation, and academic standing. While there were no statistical differences between the responses 

of male and female students on Factor 1, on Factor 2 the mean score for women (4.54) was significantly 

higher than for meri ( 4.20; 

p < .05), suggesting that women attach slightly greater importance to the role of diversity on campus. Mean 

responses for students of color differed significantly from their white counterparts on both factors. Students 

of color (3.89) perceived the environment to be somewhat less welcoming than did white students (4.22; p < 

.05), and also placed greater importance on the role of diversity on campus life (students of color= 4.72, 

white students = 4.43; p < .05). 

Responses of heterosexual students (4.21) differed significantly from those of both gay/lesbian 

(3.61) and bisexual students (3.65; p < .05) on Factor 1, but not on Factor 2. There were no significant 

differences between the responses of gay/lesbian and bisexual students on either factor. These results 

suggest that heterosexual students perceive the campus climate to be more welcoming than do either 

gay/lesbian or bisexual students. 

Finally, the mean response offrrst-year students (4.32) was significantly different from that of 

either juniors (4.14) or seniors (4.11; p < .05) on Factor 1, suggesting that frrst~year students perceive the 

campus to be more welcoming than do junior and senior students. No other significant between-class 

differences were found on Factor I, and no statistically different responses across academic standing were 

found on Factor 2. It is interesting to note, however, that graduate students perceive the campus to be more 

welcoming (4.25) than do any other academic classes, and also perceive diversity to be more important 

(4 .68) than do students at other class standings. 

Faculty 
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· Table 6 provides an overview of average faculty scores on Factors 1 and 2 by gender, ethnicity, 

sexual orientation, and years of service. There were significant gender differences on both Factors 1 and 2, 

with male faculty perceiving the campus climate to be more welcoming (male= 4.43, female= 3.92; p < 

.05) and female faculty members perceiving the role of diversity to be more important (female= 4.77, male 

= 4.49; 

p < .05). 

There were no significant differences by ethnicity on Factor 1; on Factor 2 faculty of color (5.05) 

scored higher than white faculty (4.58; p < .05), suggesting that faculty of color see the role of diversity as 

more important than do white faculty. Similarly, gay/lesbian/bisexual faculty scored higher on Factor 2 

(5.16) than did heterosexual faculty members (4.59; p < .05). Again, there were no significant differences 

on Factor 1. 

Finally, no significant differences were found on either factor based on years of service. 

Table 7 provides an overview of average staff scores on Factors 1. and 2 by gender, ethnicity, 

sexual orientation and years of service. As with the faculty, there were significant gender differences on 

both Factors 1 and 2, with men perceiving the campus climate to be more welcoming (male = 4.52, female 

,;, 4.29; p < .05) and women perceiving the role of diversity to be more important (female= 4.63, male= 

4.30; 

p < .05). Staff persons of color (3.90) scored lower on Factor 1 than did white staff(4.40; p < .05), 

indicating that staff of color perceive the campus to be less welcoming. There were no significant 

differences by ethnicity on Factor 2. 

Among the staff there wer~ no significant differences on either factor by either sexual 

orientation or years of service. 

Discussion 

At first glance the results of the 2004 climate survey suggest, as was the case in 2001, that most 

members of the Geneseo community perceive the climate to be moderately welcoming and generally 

perceive diversity to add to the value of the educational setting. However, as responses from various 
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constituent groups are contrasted it appears that the experiences of different groups at Geneseo vary 

considerably. Stated most broadly, it appears that members of groups which have historically been 

marginalized (e.g., women, people of color, gay/lesbian/bisexual individuals) tend to experience the campus 

environment as less welcoming and place greater importance on the role of diversity at Geneseo. These 

trends tend to be true whether looking at responses of students, faculty or staff. 

Among the student participants, those who perceived the climate to be least welcoming were 

students of color and GLB students, with gay/lesbian students giving the lowest average rating on Factor 1 

(3.61) of any single group within this sample. While there were some statistically significant differences 

between student groups related to the importance of diversity on campus, mean scores on Factor 2 ranged 

only from 4.20 (male students) and 4. 79 (gay/lesbian students), suggesting that most students see the value 

to of diversity to the community and learning experience. 

Less consistency of individual experience was found among faculty and staff. In both of those 

groups women experienced the campus as less welcoming than did men, but only staff persons of color 

rated the climate as less welcoming and there was no difference on this factor for either GLB faculty or 

staff. A more striking trend emerged on Factor 2, with female, GLB imd non-White faculty (but riot, with 

the exception of female, staff) participants differentially rating the importance of diversity. In fact, the 

highest average ratings among any of the participants were found on Factor 2 by faculty of color (5.05) and 

GLB faculty members (5.16). It seems that faculty members from groups which have experienced the 

arguably highest levels of discrimination and marginalization see the greatest value in increasing and 

celebrating diversity within the campus environment. As with the students, however, even the lowest ratings 

on Factor 2 (male staff= 4.30) are relatively high, suggesting general support for enhancing diversity on 

campus. 

While it is somewhat disheart.ening to learn that differences exist in the extent to which members 

of various groups feel welcome at Geneseo, these fmdings are consistent with what should be expected 

when considered in light of societal privilege. By and large it is more common for members of privileged 

groups (e.g., male, White, heterosexual, able-bodied) to not personally feel the effects of discrimination and 

therefore underestimate the continued presence of those effects. 
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However, the abnost unanimous endorsement of beliefs that diversity contributes and is important 

to the academic environment is a very positive fmding. By building on this shared value Geneseo can 

continue to engage in initiatives designed to increase the presence of diverse individuals on campus and to 

celebrate both our differences and shared values. It is our hope that future assessments of SUNY Geneseo's 

climate will reveal a greater sense of belonging among all community members and even stronger 

commitment to building community through diversity. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Profile of Student Participants 

Ethnicitv 

Asian/Pacific Bilicki African White/Non-
Islander American Hispanic/Latino Mixed/Other Hispanic Total 

Gender Female 51 16 14 19 806 906 
Male 17 5 8 18 249 297 
Trans gender 0 0 0 0 3 3 
Total 68 21 22 37 1058 1206 

Sexual Orientation 
Frequency Percent 

Heterosexual 1155 93.98 
Homosexual 21 1.71 
Bisexual 45 3.66 
Total 1221 99.35 
Missing 8 0.65 
Total 1229 100.00 

Current Class Standing 
Frequency Percent 

Freshman 207 16.84 
Sophomore 287 23.35 
Junior 401 32.63 
Senior 312 25.39 
Graduate 
Student 18 1.46 
Total 1225 99.67 
Missing 4 0.33 
Total 1229 100.00 
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Table 2 
Demographic Profile of Faculty Participants 

Ethnicity 

Black/ White/ 
Asian/Pacific African Non-

Islander American Hispanic!Latino Mixed/Other Hispanic Total 
Gender Female 3 0 3 2 45 53 

Male 3 0 1 0 54 58 
Trans gender 0 0 ·o 0 1 1 
Total 6 0 4 2 100 112 

Sexual Orientation 
Frequency Percent 

Heterosexual 105 89.70 

Homosexual 6 5.10 

Bisexual 2 1.70 

Total 113 96.60 

Missing 4 3.40 

Total 117 100.00 

Years of Service 
Frequency Percent 

0-4 Years 32 27.35 

5 or more years 83 70.94 

Missing 2 1.71 

Total 117 100.00 
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Table3 
Demographic Profile of Staff Participants 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

Gender Female 0 
Male 1 
Trans gender 0 
Total I 
Missing 
Total 

*one female respondent did not report her race 
* one respondent did not report race or gender 

Sexual Orientation 
Frequency 

Heterosexual 145 
Homosexual 5 
Bisexual 5 
Total 135 
Missing 4 
Total 159 

Years of Service 
Frequency 

0-4 Years 48 
5 or more years 107 
Missing 4 
Total 159 

Ethnicity 

Black/ 
African 

American Hispanic/Latino 

I 1 

4 0 

0 0 

5 I 

Percent 
91.20 
3.10 
3.IO 

97.50 
2.50 

100.00 

Percent 
30.19 
67.30 
2.51 

100.00 
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White/ 
Non-

Mixed/Other Hispanic Total 
3 100 105 
0 47 52 
0 0 0 
3 147 157 
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Table 4 
Factor Analysis Results 

Factor 1: Perceptions of Current Environment Factor 2: Role & Importance of Diversity 
I personally feel a sense of belonging at SUNY The annual celebration of History Months should 
Geneseo (1 ) . · · become a major event in campus life (14). 
SUNY Geneseo is a welcoming community for people Diversity should be an integral part of SUNY 
of diverse backgrounds (2). Geneseo's mission statement (16). 
SUNY Geneseo encourages communication across Diversity enhances the efforts and chances of SUNY 
racial and ethnic lines (3). Geneseo to position itself as a premier learning 

center regionally, nationally and internationally ( 17). 
SUNY Geneseo is not as diverse as I would like it to Diversity contributes to the vitality of this community 
be (4). as a learning center (20) . 
On the whole, the college community is open minded Additional funds should be made available to support 
to diversity issues involving sexual orientation (5). diversity programs on campus (23). 
I think the administration has made a strong In my view a diverse campus facilitates an 
commitment to diversity (6). understanding of social justice issues (24). 
I enjoy freedom from harassment on this campus (7). In my view, exposureto diversity leads one to 

develop better skills at communication across ethnic 
and cultural lines (25): 

As far as I know, minorities feel comfortable_ at this In my view exposure to diversity enhances the core 

college (9). curriculum at SUNY Geneseo (26). 

SUNY Geneseo does a good job in meeting the needs In my view exposure to diversity makes one more 

ofpeople with physical or learning disabilities (10). aware of one's own limitations and biases (27). 

Compared to society as a whole, this is an open Exposure to diversity is irrelevant in preparing me 

community where differences are appreciated and for the future success of my life/career (28). 

accommodated ( 11 ). 
Compared to society as a whole, this is a community I have found it important to recognize alternative 

where the individual is respected and diversity is perspectives which encourage appreciation of 

embraced (12). diversity (29). · 

Compared to society as a whole, this is a caring Learning to work with people who are different is 

community where the well-being of each member is essential to leadership abilities (30). 
supported and service to others is encouraged (13). 
In general, this campus is free from racial tension (19). Trying to understand the views of someone who 

belongs to a different religious group helps to put my 
own views into perspective (31). 

SUNY Geneseo is doing a good job in preparing 
students for the diverse environment of society at large 
(21). 
I think that in general the campus is free from 
discrimination against gays and lesbians (32). 

Items which did not load significantly on either factor 

The campus climate does not encourage me to move outside of my comfort zone and get to know people who 
are different from me (8). 
SUNY Geneseo is more diversified than the high school/college/community I came from -(1 5). 
I feel comfortable going to any campus activity regardless of the racial composition of those who attend(l8). 
I would like to see more study-abroad opportunities available on campus (22). 
Interracial dating is all right with me even though I may or may notiJ.ractice it (33). 
My social interactions on this campus are largely confmed to those of my race and ethnicity (34). 
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Gender 

Factor I Female 

Male 

Factor 2* Female 

Male 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Race as white v 
students of color 

Factor l * Caucasian 

Students of Color 

Factor 2* Caucasian 

Students of Color 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Sexual Orientation 

Factor 1 * Heterosexual 

Homosexual 

Bisexual 

Factor 2 Heterosexual 

Homosexual 

Bisexual 

* Statisticallysignificant p<.05 

Class Standing 

Factor I* Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate Student 

Factor 2 Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate Student 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

TableS 
Comparisons by Student Group 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation 

922 4.18 0.71 

303 4.18 0.78 

917 4.54 0.61 

297 4.20 0.82 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation 

1058 4.22 0.69 

148 3.89 0.91 

1048 4.43 0.67 

148 4.72 0.69 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation 

1155 4.21 0.72 

21 3.61 0.81 

45 3.65 0.66 

1145 4.45 0.69 

20 4.79 0.29 

45 4.55 0.56 

Std. Error 
Mean 

0.02 

0.04 

0.02 

0.05 

Std. Error 
Mean 

0.02 

0.08 

0.02 

0.06 

Std. Error 

0.02 

0.18 

0.10 

0.02 

0.07 

0.08 

Heterosexual is different than Homosexual 

Heterosexual is different than Bisexual 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation Std. Error 

207 4.32 0.71 0.05 
287 4.19 0.72 0.04 
401 4.14 0.76 0.04 
312 4.11 0.71 0.04 
18 4.25 0.56 0.13 

205 4.41 0.63 0.04 
282 4.46 0.65 0.04 
399 4.46 0.71 0.04 
311 4.48 0.71 0.04 
17 4.68 0.57 0.14 

Freshman is different than Junior 

Freshman is different than Senior 
Table 6 

Comparisons by Faculty Group 
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Std. Std. Error 
Gender N Mean Deviation Mean 

Factor 1 * Female 55 . 3.92 0.79 0.11 
Male 59 4.43 0.73 0.09 

Factor 2* Female 55 4.77 0.65 0.09 
Male 59 4.49 0.74 0.10 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Race as white v Std. Std. Error 
persons of color N Mean Deviation Mean 

Factor 1 Caucasian 100 4.23 0.69 0.07 
Persons of Color 12 3.68 1.33 ' 0.38 

Factor 2* Caucasian 100 4.58 0.72 0.07 
Persons of Color 12 5.05 0.40 0.12 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Sexual Std. 
Orientation N Mean Deviation Std. Error 

Factor I Heterosexual 105 4.21 0.76 0.07 . 

GLB 8 3.81 1.17 0.41 
Factor 2* Heterosexual 105 4.59 0.72 0.07 

GLB 8 5.16 0.35 0.12 
' 

* Statistically_ signjficant p<.05 

Years of Std. 

Service N Mean Deviation Std. Error 

Factor 1 0-4 Years 32 4.17 0.77 0.14 

5 or more years 83 4.18 0.80 0.09 

Factor 2 0-4 Years 32 4.71 0.67 0.12 

5 or more years 83 4.59 0.72 0.08 

* Statistically significant p<.05 
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Gender 

Factor I* Female 

Male 

Factor 2* Female 
Male 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Race as white v 
persons of color 

Factor I* Caucasian 
Persons of Color 

Factor 2 Caucasian 
Persons of Color 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Sexual 
Orientation 

Factor I Heterosexual 
GLB 

Factor2 Heterosexual 
GLB 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Years of Service 
Factor 1 0-4 Years 

5 or more years 

Factor2 0-4 Years 
5 or more years 

* Statistically significant p<.05 

Table 7 
Comparisons by Staff Group 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation 

I06 4.29 0.53 

52 4.52 0.56 

I06 4.63 0.60 
52 4.30 0.75 

Std. 
N Mean. Deviation 
I47 4.40 0.54 
10 3.90 0.5I 
I47 4.54 0.62 
10 4.42 1.18 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation 

145 4.38 0.54 
IO 4.I7 0.66 

145 4.51 0.68 
10 4.74 0.41 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation 
48 4.44 0.55 
107 4 .33 0.55 . 

48 4.58 0.73 
I07 4.49 0.65 
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Std. Error 
Mean 

0.05 

0.08 
0.06 
O.IO 

Std. Error 
Mean 
0.04 
O.I6 
0.05 
0.37 

Std. Error . 
. 0.04 

0.21 
0.06 
0.13 

Std. Error 

0.08 

0.05 

0.11 

0.06 



To: Maria Lima, Chair, College Senate 
From: Barbara Welker, Treasurer, College Senate 
Re: End of Year Report 

Transactions for the 2005-6 academic year, involving our College Senate Fund Account, are as follows: 

08/26/05 Beginning balance $1,469.58 

09/30/06 Allocation of income 54.96 

12/19/05 Flowers for Lin family < 54.00> 

12/31/05 Allocation of income 38.76 

12/31105 transfer from XGFUND-R 28.86 

03/09/05 Alternate Spring Break contribution < 150.00> 

Spring Fund Drive Contributions as of 5/2/06 605.00 

5/2/05 Ending Balance $1,993.16 




