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2014 REPORT ON THE UNIVERSITY AT ALBANY STUDENT SURVEY ON 

SHARED GOVERNANCE SURVEY 
 

Introduction 

 
In the fall of 2013 the Committee on Assessment of Governance and Consultation, a standing 
committee of the Senate Governance Council, developed two surveys, one for faculty and 
professional staff and the other for students (undergraduate and graduate), to evaluate the 
effectiveness of governance in representing its constituencies, in addressing issues and 
concerns, and in affecting institutional decisions. Although the Committee is charged, as written 
in the Charter of the University Senate, section X.1.3, to “develop and regularly administer 
assessment instruments, conduct data analysis and report findings to the Council,” the last time 
the university community had been polled regarding such issues had been a 2009 survey for the 
Middle States Self-Study.1 

The survey instruments were based on the American Association of University Professor’s 
(AAUP) Evaluation of Shared Governance Survey, a list of questions designed to allow for the 
immediate evaluation of the state of shared government at institutions of higher education.2 In 
adapting the AAUP Survey, the Committee also solicited feedback from the Governance Council 
as a whole and from the Office of the President. It was very much a collaborative effort to 
determine how best to support and strengthen shared governance at the University at Albany.  

The surveys were administered in the spring of 2014.  While the combined results clearly 
suggest that the university community is generally uninformed about governance, readers 
should keep in mind that specific themes, comments, or particular percentages may not at this 
point be taken as representative.  The Governance Council also recognizes weaknesses in the 
survey instrument that need to be addressed before the survey is repeated in the spring of 
2016.  Nevertheless,  the  Council believes that this study is a “revelatory case,” what Yin (1984, 
p. 43) describes as an opportunity to observe and analyze an understudied phenomenon: how 
university constituents perceive the effectiveness of university governance bodies.  

For these reasons, this report should be understood as the beginning of a long-term project: a 
concerted and consistent effort to inform the University community about governance and to 
inform the University Senate about the "state of governance" in the larger university 
community it serves.  

 

Summary of Overall Student Descriptors 
 

There were a total of 323 participants in the Student Governance Assessment. Of this 323, 240 
(74.3%) completed the entire survey. 
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Students were first offered the survey on April 16th, 2014, and the last student took the survey 
on May 10th, 2014. 98.8% of all students completed the survey within the month of April, with 
82% having completed it by the second day.  
 
Students who completed the survey spent an average of 3.29 minutes to respond. 
 

More than half of the students who responded to the survey were enrolled in an 

undergraduate degree program (N=177/ 55%). Graduate students enrolled in degree programs 

(n= 139) account for an additional 43% of the responses. Non-degree students at both the 

undergraduate (n=4) and graduate (n= 2) level also completed the survey (see Table 1). 

Table 1: Type of Student 

 Total Percent 

Undergraduate 177 55.0 
Non-Degree (Undergraduate)    4   1.2 
Graduate 139 43.2 
Non-Degree (Graduate)    2   0.6 
No Response    1   0.3  

Total 323 100.0 
   

 

The great majority of respondents (85%) were full time students (see Table 2).  
 
Table 2: Full or Part Time Status 

 Total Percent 

Full Time 275 85.1 
Part Time  44 13.6 
No Response   4   1.2 
*Based upon 323 student responses 

 

Respondents had been at UAlbany for varying periods of time. Slightly more than a third of the 
students (n=114, 35.5%) had been on campus between 3 and 5 years; slightly less than a third 
(n=101/ 31.5%) had been here for 2 years. A quarter of the students had been here less than 1 
year (n=86, 26.8%) and 6% (n=20) had been here 5 or more years (see Table 3). 
 

Table 3: Length of Time at UAlbany 

 Total Percent 

Less than 1 year  86 26.8 
2 years 101 31.5 
3-5 years 114 35.5 
5 or more years   20   6.2 



5 

 

No Response    2   0.6 
*Based upon 323 student responses 
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Knowledge of Senate Councils and Committees 

 
When asked to rate their familiarity with the University at Albany’s Senate and its councils, 
students indicated that they are in the great majority unfamiliar (n=306/ 95%) with these 
entities (see Table 4). 
 
Table 4: Knowledge of Senate Councils and Committees 

 Total Percent 

Not at all familiar 306 95.0 
Somewhat familiar  15  4.6 
Very familiar    1   0.3 
No Response    1   0.3 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

The lack of familiarity with the Senate is also reflected in the number of missing responses to 
the question of whether students had heard of, interacted with, or served on any of the 
Senate’s councils or committees. These missing responses ranged from 279 (86%) for the CPCA 
to 238 (73.6%) for the UAC.  Overall, the percentage of Heard of (n= 678/ 90.5%) responses to 
Interacted with (n=40/.05% ) and Served on  (n= 31/.04%) responses demonstrates that 
students have very little direct experience of the Senate (see Table 5). 
 
 
Table 5: Interaction with Senate Councils and Committees 

 Heard of... Interacted with... Served on... 3 

 N (%) N (%) N (%) 

UAC 79 (24.5) 3 (0.9) 3 (0.9) 
CERS 74 (22.9) 4 (1.2) 2 (0.6) 
GOV 71 (22.0) 7 (2.2) 4 (1.2) 
COR 67 (20.7) 5 (1.5) 3 (0.9) 
UPPC 66 (20.4) 1 (0.3) 3 (0.9) 
ULC 65 (20.1) 4 (1.2) 3 (0.9) 
GAC 64 (19.8) 5 (1.5) 4 (1.2) 
LISC 58 (18.0) 4 (1.2) 3 (0.9) 
CAA 50 (15.5) 2 (0.6) 2 (0.6) 
CAFFECoR 45 (13.9) 2 (0.6) 2 (0.6) 
CPCA 39 (12.1) 3 (0.9) 2 (0.6) 

 
NOTE: All percents based on a sample of 323 (missing responses are included in total percents) 
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Council and Committee Effectiveness 

 
Not surprisingly, when asked to rate the effectiveness of individual Senate councils and 
committees, the percentage of students who selected “I don’t know”  ranged between 85.5% 
(UAC) and  90.1 % (CPCA).    
 
A comparison of the effective versus not effective ratings indicate that in most cases students 
are as likely to rate a council or committee as effective as they are to rate it not effective.  The 
exceptions are UAC and LISC, which students assigned proportionately more effective ratings 
and CAFFECoR and CPCA which received proportionately more not effective ratings (see Table 
6).  
 

 
Table 6: Total Student Ratings of Council/Committee Effectiveness 

 Effective Not effective Don't know No Response 

 N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) 

UAC 23 (7.1) 15 (4.6) 276 (85.4) 9 (2.8) 
LISC 21 (6.5) 12 (3.7) 283 (87.6) 7 (2.2) 
GOV 18 (5.6) 17 (5.3) 280 (86.7) 8 (2.5) 
ULC 18 (5.6) 17 (5.3) 281 (87.0) 7 (2.2) 
UPPC 18 (5.6) 15 (4.6) 282 (87.3) 8 (2.5) 
COR 17 (5.3) 11 (3.4) 287 (88.9) 8 (2.5) 
GAC 14 (4.3) 12 (3.7) 289 (89.5) 8 (2.5) 
CAA 13 (4.0) 17 (5.3) 285 (88.2) 8 (2.5) 
CERS 10 (3.1) 18 (5.6) 286 (88.5) 9 (2.8) 
CAFFECoR   8 (2.5) 24 (7.4) 283 (87.6) 8 (2.5) 
CPCA   8 (2.5) 15 (4.6) 291 (90.1) 9 (2.8) 
NOTE: All percents based on a sample of 323 (missing responses are included in total percents) 

 

Climate for Governance 

 
Although 71 (22%) of the students polled don’t know and another 72 (22%) left the question 
blank, 126 (40%) believe that the University administration, faculty and staff often 
(n=74/22.9%) or always (n=52/16.1% model collegiality, respect, tolerance and civility towards 
other members of the campus community and to each other, while another 33 (10.2)% believe 
that they sometimes do (see Table 7). 
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Table 7: UAlbany's Climate for Governance 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never 5   1.0   2.0 
Rarely 16   5.0   8.4 
Sometimes 33 10.2  21.5 
Often 74 22.9  51.0 
Always 52 16.1   71.7 
I don't know 71 22.0 100.0 
No Response 72 22.3 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

 

When asked how often do negotiations and communication among university constituents 
reflect an ongoing process of transparency and shared understanding, 214 students (66%) 
replied either I don’t know (n=142/ 44%) or gave no response (n=72/22.3%).  
 
Students who expressed an opinion (n=109) tended to have a slightly more negative view of 
transparency and shared understanding: 36% (n=40) believe that negotiations and 
communications never or rarely reflect an ongoing process of transparency and shared 
understanding while 28% (n=31) responded that they often or always do (see Table 8). 
  
Table 8: Transparency and Shared Understanding 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never  11    3.4     4.4 
Rarely  29    9.0   15.9 
Sometimes  38 11.8   31.1 
Often  26   8.0   41.4 
Always    5   1.5   43.4 
I don't know 142 44.0 100.0 
No Response   72 22.3 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

Similarly, when asked how often consultation by the administration with the Senate allows time 
for Senate leadership to consult with their constituents before offering advice and 
recommendations, most students either don’t know (61%) or have no response (23.5%);  
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Among respondents who expressed an opinion (n= 50), 24% (n=21) consider consultation time 
often or always adequate while 42% (n=21) rate is never or rarely adequate (see Table 9). 
Table 9: Adequate Consultation Time 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never   7  2.2    2.8 
Rarely  17  5.3   9.7 
Sometimes  14  4.3 15.4 
Often  10  3.1 19.4 
Always   2  0.6  20.2 
I don't know 197 61.0 100.0 
No Response 76 23.5 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

Nearly 60% of students reported I don’t know if the administration and Senate engage in 

effective consultation in the areas of long range planning (60.7%), physical resources (61%) or 

budgeting (59.1%).   

With the 40% of students who expressed an opinion, almost as many believe that the 

administration and Senate sometimes (n=69) engage in effective consultation as believe that 

the administration never (n=44) or rarely (n=30) do. Both within and across categories, 

students indicate that the administration and Senate never or rarely engage in effective 

consultation 3 to 4 times more often than they indicate that consultation is often or always 

effective (see Table 10).   

Table 10: Effective Consultation 

 
Concern 

 
Never 

 
Rarely 

 
Sometimes 

 
Often 

 
Always 

 
Don’ t 
know 

 
No 
response 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Long range 
planning 

 
15 

 
4.6 

 
11 

 
3.4 

 
21 

 
6.5 

 
6 

 
1.9 

 
1 

 
0.3 

 
196 

 
60.7 

 
73 

 
22.6 

Physical 
resources 

 
13 

 
4.0 

 
10 

 
3.1 

 
23 

 
7.1 

 
7 

 
2.2 

 
0 

 
0.0 

 
197 

 
61.0 

 
73 

 
22.6 

Budgeting 16 5.0 9 2.8 25 7.7 6 1.9 0 0.0 191 59.1 76 23.5 

Total 44  30  69  19  1  584  222  

*Based on 323 student responses 
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Search Processes and Procedures 

 

When asked how informed the University community is on the process of selecting a new 
President, more students had an opinion (n=152) than did not know (n=100) or had no 
response (n=71).  Of this group, over 60% (n=94) felt that the university community is not at all 
or not very informed; only 13% (n=20) felt the university community was very or completely 
informed about the presidential selection process (see Table 11).    
 
When asked whether the structures and processes that allow for that allow for faculty 
collaboration in the selection of a president as defined in governance documents are clear, 
most students either did not know (n=160/ 49.5%)  or had no response (n=74= 22.9%). More 
than 60% of the students who had an opinion (n= 89) considered them either not at all (n=27) 
or not every (n=29) clear. Only 8 students (.05%) considered then very or completely clear (see 
Table 11).    
 
When asked in general, how effective are the structures and processes, most students did not 
know (n=167/ 51.5%) or had no response (n=73/ 22.5%).  Students who expressed an opinion 
(n=83) indicated that the structures are not at all or not very effective (n=49) nearly five times 
more often than they indicated that they were very or completely effective (n=10) (see Table 
11).    
 
When asked how adequately the faculty body, as a whole, is involved in the selection of 
academic administrative management confidential candidates, such as the Provost or the Dean,  
Most respondents either do not know (n=175/54%) or have no response (n=92/ 28.5%). 
Students who responded not at all (n=17) or not very (n=20) represent 66% of students who 
answered this question (n=56) (see Table 11).    
 

Table 11: Search Process and Procedures 

 
 

 
Not at all 

 
Not very 

 
Somewhat 

 
Very 

 
Completel
y 

 
Don’ t 
know 

 
No 
response 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Faculty 
informed 

46 14 48 15 40 12.5 14 4.5 4 1 100 31 71 23 

Process clear 27 8.5 29 9 25 8 5 1.5 3 1 160 49.5 74 23 

Process 
effective 

23 7 26 8 24 7.5 8 2.5 2 .5 167 51.5 73 22.5 

Other MC 
candidates 

17 5.5 20 6 12 4 7 2 0 0 175 54 92 28.5 

*Based on 323 student responses; percentages rounded to nearest .5% 
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Role of Administration and Faculty 
 

When asked how often, in joint committees on which the faculty/staff and students are 
represented, does that representation reflect the degree of the faculty/staff/student’s stake in 
the issue or area the committee is charged with addressing, most students replied either I don’t 
know (n=172/ 53.3%) or gave no response (n=87/ 26.9%). Students who responded never 
(n=17) or rarely (n=19) represent 56% of students who answered this question (n=64) (see 
Table 12). 
 

Table 12: Representation Proportionate to Stake 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never  17   5.3   7.2 
Rarely  19   5.9  15.3 
Sometimes  22   6.8 24.6 
Often   4   1.2 26.3 
Always   2   0.6  27.1 
I don't know 172 53.3 100.0 
No Response  87 26.9 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

When asked how regularly the administration takes into consideration the faculty and/or 
Senate Council’s recommendations/opinions in areas in which the faculty has primary 
responsibility (e.g., curriculum, tenure and promotion decisions), most students replied either I 
don’t know (n=180/55.7%) or gave no response (n=87/ 26.9%). Of the students who responded 
to this question (n=56), only 14% (n=8) answered often or always (see Table 13). 
 
 
Table 13: Faculty/Senate Recommendations Given Consideration 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never   12   3.7     5.1   
Rarely   15   4.6   11.4 
Sometimes   21   6.5   20.3 
Often    6   1.9   22.9 
Always    2   0.6   23.7 
I don't know 180 55.7 100.0 
No Response   87 26.9 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  
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When asked how often the University Administration (the offices of the President, the Provost, 
and other Vice Presidents) seeks meaningful input from faculty on issues (such as budgeting) in 
which the faculty has an appropriate interest but not primary responsibility, most students 
replied I don’t know ( n=182/56.3%) or gave no response (n=89/27.6%).  Of the students who 
responded to this question (n=52), only 9.5% (n=5) answered often or always (see Table 14). 
 
Table 14: Meaningful Input Sought on Other Issues 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never   13   4.0     5.6 
Rarely   17   5.3  12.8 
Sometimes   17   5.3  20.1 
Often    3   0.9  21.4 
Always    2   0.6  22.2 
I don't know 182 56.3 100.0 
No Response   89 27.6 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 
When asked to give their opinion as to how aware they believe faculty, professional staff and 
students are of their individual responsibility in shared governance, fewer students replied I 
don’t know (n=106/ 32.8%) than in many of the previous questions, although the number of 
students who gave no response (n=88/ 27.2%) remained stable. Seventy percent of the 
students who provided an answer (n= 129) believe stakeholders are not at all (n=48) or only a 
little aware (n=43) of their individual responsibility (see Table 15). 
 
 
Table 15: Awareness of Individual Responsibility 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Not at all   48 14.9   20.4 
A little   43 13.3   38.7 
Somewhat   30   9.3   51.5 
Very   6   1.9   54.0 
Fully   2   0.6   54.9 
I don't know 106 32.8 100.0 
No Response   88 27.2 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  
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Faculty, Staff and Student Engagement 
 

When asked to give their opinion as to how engaged  are faculty, professional staff and 
students in shared governance, fewer students again replied I don’t know (n=110/ 34.1%) than 
in many of the previous questions, although the number of students who gave no response 
(n=89/ 27.6%) again remained stable. Nearly 69% students who provided an answer (n= 124) 
believe stakeholders are not at all (n=35) or only a little (n=50) engaged in shared governance 
(see Table 16). 
 

Table 16: Faculty, Staff and Student Engagement 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Not at all 35 10.8  15.0 
A little 50 15.5  36.3 
Somewhat 31   9.6  49.6 
Very 6   1.9  52.1 
Fully 2   0.6  53.0 
I don't know 110 34.1 100.0 
No Response 89 27.6 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses 

 
 

When asked how frequently the University Senate respects and supports the 
faculty/staff/students’ traditional role in institutional governance, 168 students (52%) 
responded I don’t know and 87 (26.9%) provided no response. Although 33.8% (n=23) of the 
students who supplied an answer think that it is sometimes the case that traditional roles are 
respected and supported, 41% (n=28) believe that it is never or rarely the case (see Table 17). 
 

 
Table 17: Senate Respect for Faculty/Staff/Students' Traditional Role 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never  10   3.1    4.2  
Rarely  18   5.6  11.9 
Sometimes  23   7.1  21.6 
Often  12   3.7  26.7 
Always    5   1.5  28.8 
I don't know 168 52.0 100.0 
No Response   87 26.9 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

 

 

  



14 

 

When asked how well they understood the functions and responsibilities of the Senate,  
27% of the students respondents (n=88) did not respond and 26% (n=84) indicated that they 
did not know. One hundred fifteen students (35.6%) indicated the either did not understand at 
all or   not very well. Fifteen students (4%) indicated that they understood very well or fully 
(see Table 18). 
 

Table 18: Understanding of Senate Functions and Responsibilities 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Not at all 70  21.7   29.8 
Not very 45  13.9   48.9 
Somewhat 19   5.9  57.0 
Very  11   3.4  61.7 
Fully 6   1.9  64.3 
I don't know 84 26.0 100.0 
No Response 88 27.2 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

Senate Effectiveness 
 

When asked how effective the University Senate has been in advancing the University’s mission 
and objectives over the past ten years, 171 students (52.9%) did not know and 90 students 
(27.9%) provided no response. Among students who indicated an opinion (n=62), over half 
(n=35) believe the Senate has never or rarely been effective; 17% believe the Senate has often 
or always been effective in advancing the university’s mission in the last 10 years (see Table 
19). 
 

Table 19: Senate Effectiveness in the Last 10 Years 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never 21 6.5     9.0   
Rarely 14  4.3  15.0 
Sometimes 16 5.0  21.9 
Often 9 2.8  25.8 
Always 2 0.6  26.6 
I don't know 171 52.9 100.0 
No Response 90 27.9 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  
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When asked about the effectiveness of faculty/staff participation in the Senate, 53.3% of 
students (n=172) do not know and 28.2% (n=91) gave no response. While slightly more than 
one third (n=22/ 35.4%) of the remaining respondents (n=62) believe that faculty/staff 
participation is sometimes effective, almost half (n=29/47.65) believe it has never or rarely 
been effective (see Table 20). 
 

Table 20: Effectiveness of Faculty/Staff Senate Participation 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never   13  4.0     5.6   
Rarely   16  5.0  12.5 
Sometimes   22  6.8  22.0 
Often    6  1.9  24.6 
Always    3  0.9  25.9 
I don't know 172 53.3 100.0 
No Response   91 28.2 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

When asked to rate effectiveness of the University Senate in representing graduate student 
issues, 176 respondents (54.5%) indicated that they did not know and 91 (28.2%) had no 
response.  No student that provided a rating  (n=56) felt that the Senate was always effective; 
only 4 students (7%) indicated it was often effective (see Table 21). 
 
Table 21: Senate Effectiveness: Graduate Student Issues 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never  17   5.3     7.3 
Rarely  20   6.2   15.9 
Sometimes  15   4.6   22.4 
Often    4   1.2   24.1 
Always    0   0.0   24.1 
I don't know 176 54.5 100.0 
No Response   91 28.2 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

When asked how effective they considered graduate participation in the Senate to be, 180 
students (55.7%) did not know and 91 students had no response (28.2%).  Two of the students 
(3.8%) that had an opinion (n=52) felt that graduate participation was always effective and 5 
(9.6%) felt it was often effective.  Twenty nine students who provided a rating (55.8%) felt it 
was never (n=14) or rarely (n=15) effective (see Table 22). 
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Table 22: Effectiveness of Graduate Student Senate Participation 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never   14   4.3     6.0   
Rarely   15   4.6   12.5 
Sometimes   16   5.0   19.4 
Often    5   1.5   21.6 
Always    2   0.6   22.4 
I don't know 180 55.7 100.0 
No Response   91 28.2 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

 
When asked about the effectiveness of the University Senate in representing undergraduate 
student issues, 164 respondents (50.8) indicated that they did not know and 88 (27.2%) had no 
response.  Of the students that indicated an opinion (n=71), nearly half (n=34) felt that the 
Senate was never (n=14) or rarely (n=20) effective in representing their issues. Three students 
(4%) felt that the Senate was always effective and 9 students (12.6%) indicated it was often 
effective (see Table 23). 
 
Table 23: Senate Effectiveness: Undergraduate Student Issues 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never 14   4.3    6.0   
Rarely 20   6.2   14.5 
Sometimes 25   7.7   25.1 
Often 9   2.8   28.9 
Always 3   0.9   30.2 
I don't know 164 50.8 100.0 
No Response 88 27.2 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

When asked how effective they considered undergraduate participation in the Senate to be, 
167 students (51.7) did not know and 89 students had no response (27.6).  Four of the students 
(6%) that provided a rating (n=67) felt that undergraduate participation was always effective 
and 5 (7.5%) felt it was often effective.  Thirty-two of students who provided a rating (48%) felt 
that undergraduate participation Effectiveness of graduate student Senate participation was 
never (n=14) or rarely (n=18) effective (see Table 24). 
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Table 24: Effectiveness of Undergraduate Student Senate Participation 

 Total Percent Cumulative Percent 

Never   14   4.3      6.0   
Rarely   18   5.6   13.7 
Sometimes   26   8.0   24.8 
Often    5   1.5   28.9 
Always    4   1.2   30.2 
I don't know 167 51.7 100.0 
No Response   89 27.6 - 
*Based upon 323 student responses  

 

 

Qualitative Analysis of Question 131 
 

The last question on the survey, Question 13, was an open-ended response question and asked 

respondents to:  

“Please use the space below to share any additional thoughts you might have about 

governance at UAlbany.” 

Thirty-five respondents (11% of total respondents) voluntarily shared their views. Responses 

were analyzed using qualitative analytic procedures (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). An adapted 

version of the consensual qualitative research methodology (CQR) was used (Hill et al., 2005). 

CQR involves coming to a consensus during five analytic steps: (1) developing domains or topic 

areas; (2) coding the data; (3) constructing core ideas across cases while examining the data for 

confirmatory and disconfirmatory evidence; (4) charting the results; and (5) writing a narrative 

summary. Codes were defined in terms of the content of the participant’s comments, rather 

than by length of utterance. Participants’ responses to each question were read in their entirety 

two times to establish familiarity (Dawson, 2006). Responses for each question were then read 

a third time with a focus on identifying themes and/or patterns as they emerged from the data 

(Huberman & Miles, 2002). During the final reading of each question categories were used to 

code the data using TAMS Analyzer (Text Analysis Markup System).  

                                                           
1 Please note in the University at Albany Faculty & Professional Staff Survey on Shared Governance the open-

ended response question was question 12.  
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Results 

 

Content analysis allows one to identify core concepts and to consider the frequency with which 

they are mentioned in written or recorded content in order to understand better the relative 

importance of, and attention to, those concepts within a community of practice (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p. 56).  

After multiple readings 15 categories were identified as being central to the participants’ 

responses and used to annotate the data using codes in TAMS Analyzer (Text Markup System). 

Coding is analysis. “Codes are tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or 

inferential information compiled” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 56) 

Table 1 presents the frequency with which each code was present in faculty and professional 

staff responses in aggregate (the total column). Note that codes were defined in terms of the 

meaning of participants’ comments, rather than by length of utterance or the presence of 

specific terminology. “It is not the words themselves but their meaning [within context] that 

matters” (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

 

Table 25: Code Count 

Code Total 

NeedInfo 21 

NeedClarityStudGov 14 

Recommendations 11 

StudNotRespected 7 

NegStudGov 5 

NoSharedGov 4 

Survey 4 

InfoCampuses 3 

SenateIneffect 3 

MoreRepresent 2 

UnevenPower 2 

distruststudleaders 1 

ImpSharedGov 1 

SenRepreAdmin 1 

SurveyDesign 1 
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Major Themes 

 

A closer analysis of responses identified 5 major themes that emerged from the data. Results 

will be presented as organized by the major themes. 

THEME 1: Students Want Information About Student Governance  

 

Because I only attend school part time I would like to see more email communication from the 

governing bodies. 

I'm not very active on campus outside of classes, but I've never heard a thing about student 

government operations at UA. 

I don't ever hear anything about senate or any of its capabilities. Maybe a news letter or some 

part of transfer student orientation should include a bit about senate? 

 

Graduate students at the School of Public Health (East Campus) do not know about main 

campus governance issues nor East Campus governances issues, with the exception of SPH GSO 

E-Board members who attend GSA Assembly meetings.  This means that a total of three 

students at the School of Public Health are somewhat familiar with the university's governance 

systems and the role of the senate, GSA, and other governing bodies. 

If each of the schools--uptown, downtown and the east campus were regularly informed about 

University Senate events, functions etc., I am sure that others would be happy to participate and 

get involved. 

 

I don't feel very connected to governance at UAlbany because I don't know if a lot has been 

shared with departments that are at the downtown campus. 

 

THEME 2: Students Do Not Know About the Senate and Student Governance  

 

I don't know anything about the governance at UAlbany. 

I wasn't even aware of all of these councils, nor have I heard anything about any of the issues 

they are working on. 

The students have no insight to anything going on with the senate that ends up affecting our 

daily lives. 
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I know very little about the governance at Ualbany. I have gone to faculty and staff members 

with suggestions and issues, and have never been given information on shared governance. 

Perhaps these suggestions would be helpful, but I have no idea who to go to with them. 

I have no idea about governance. This sounds like the kind of thing that studrnts who don't have 

to work while they go to school do. I have never heard of any of these things. 

I was surprised to discover how little I knew about the University Senate. Since the University 

appears to be well run, I have assumed in my answers that it usually functions well. 

I have no idea what the Senate even does and I have been going to UAlbany for a number of 

years and I consider myself to be fairly engaged. I am the President of my departments 

Graduate Student Association. 

I apologize that I have little knowledge about the governance of the university.  I am a 

commuting part time graduate student who works full time so I do not have much time to be 

involved. 

THEME 3: Students Feel Their Opinions Do Not Matter 

 

Student input is a joke, and they rarely care about our input in hiring and budgeting decisions 

that affect our lively hood. 

Administrators and faculty far outnumber all undergraduate and graduate representatives on 

UAlbany governance bodies, meaning they don't have significant voting power. 

… the uneven power dynamics between administrators/faculty and students mean that student 

reps are often unwilling or unable to express opinions contrary to those expressed by 

admin/faculty. 

There are engaged members of the Senate but for the most part there is a sense of 

disillusionment that I believe stems from the feeling that Senate actions mean nothing. 

I strongly feel like the senate changes nothing. Look around at all the problems at the university. 

Severe budget problems is #1. 

After the deactivations and gen-ed changes I think some people believe the Senate is just an 

arm of the administration. My experience in the Senate suggests that people do not feel the 

freedom to take radical progressive stances on issues or it will get them in trouble with 

administration. 
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The university by its nature (primarily an undergraduate university) only pays attention to 

undergraduate requests so graduate students are left as a second or third level or citizenry at 

the university. That is completely different on what happens at proper research universities 

where the graduate student body has a strong voice, in an equal balance with undergraduate 

students. E.g. calls for renovations of libraries are delayed by projects that are superficial and 

mostly benefit undergraduates. 

THEME 4: Students Express Negativity Towards Student Governance 

Leadership 

 

The student association is absolutely horrible (Parkfest ticket sales for example) 

Many Senators are "career" politicians in the student senate having held their seat for a number 

of years. While there is nothing wrong with this, mostly because both those pursuing a seat and 

those who vote are primarily only those on campus who have an interest in government and 

related fields, it creates stagnancy in what is done. Elected student officials begin to only protect 

their interests. This is obviously more prevalent in the Executive branch, however its no secret 

such members started as senators. 

The governance systems at SUNY overall is confusing. But my limited time interacting with 

them, they came off as punitive and generally ineffective. The undergraduate council is basically 

a bureaucratic social club. 

It needs to be more clear what the student government does.  I have been here 4 years and have 

no clue what they do, candidates go nuts promoting their name and campaign during elections 

and then you never hear from them again. I don't even know any of the presidents or staffs 

names… 

THEME 5: Students Share Recommendations to Improve the Senate and 

Student Governance 

Outreach and Education  

 

Maybe there needs to be some more education about the student senate. 

Awareness needs to be raised! Students don't know what half of these committees are or what 

the Senate does. We need to be educated on this (the student body as a whole) in order for 

things to function well. 



22 

 

Surveys and Email 

 

I think this survey is a good start to identifying issues in the governance process at the 

university. 

I commend you for doing this survey and hope that the results will help you better enhance 

shared governance at our university 

Email and more surveys like this one would keep the student body informed and give them a 

way to conveniently participate without taking too much time 

It would be nice to see the Senate do some more outreach and do some more for the students. 

Perhaps some presentations on what the UA Senate is all about and let us know about these 

presentations via email. 

 

Perhaps governance needs to email my cohort [graduate student] to increase our awareness? 

Thanks for including me in the survey. 

Because I only attend school part time I would like to see more email communication from the 

governing bodies. 

Other Recommendations 

 

I am hoping for a cultural change in the Senate.  

Inclusion is important here because the University at Albany community is vast and ever 

increasing. 

SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 

 

The Governance Council’s Committee on Assessment of Governance and Consultation will 

review this document over the 2014-15 year and will make recommendations to the Senate to 

specifically address the concerns and issues raised in this report. In addition, the Committee on 

Assessment of Governance and Consultation will review and make modifications to the 2014 

University at Albany Student Survey on Shared Governance and will prepare the next iteration 

of the survey so that it can be administered during the first week of March 2016. This will 

ensure that the Governance Council’s Committee on Assessment of Governance and 

Consultation “shall regularly administer assessment instruments” as outlined in the Charter of 

the University Senate section X1.3.3.  
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1 This report focuses on the responses to the Survey of Students; responses to the Survey of Faculty and 

Professional Staff are presented in a separate report.   

2 A description of the AAUP survey is available online at http://www.aaup.org/issues/governance-

colleges-universities/evaluation 

3 Indeed, of the 322 students who provided valid responses to this question, 6 have served as a senator, 

6 have served on a senate committee or council, and 3 have served as both a senator and on either a 

senate committee or council; this is a total of 15 students (4.7%). (Note that 1 student was excluded 

from this percent for stating that they have both served on a committee and council and have never 

served on both a committee and council.) 

  

 

 

                                                           

http://www.aaup.org/issues/governance-colleges-universities/evaluation
http://www.aaup.org/issues/governance-colleges-universities/evaluation
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