
a

U 1, • 
ool 

Paper S-113 

REPORT OF SENATE COMNI.TTEE 

TO STUDY THE QUESTION OF OPENING SENATE MEETINGS 

The Senate Committee to study the Question of Opening. 
Senate Meetings was established at the Senate meeting of February 5, 1968. 
This Committee was asked to report back to the Senate meeting of 
March 4, 1968. 

That the question of opening Senate meetings is to be 
discussed at the March 1968 meeting follows a previous discussion 
of Senate upon this question (February 6, 1967) when it was agreed 
"that Senate not be opened for a minimum period of one year at which 
time Senate reconsider the matter of openness of Senate". 

A report from a Senate Committee established at the Senate 
meeting of November 7, 1966 "to study Student Representation and 
Openness of Senate Meetings" was received at the Senate meeting of 
February 6, 1967. From this time the need for the opening of Senate 
meetings has been discussed at many levels both inside and outside 
the University community. Some of this forms an Appendix to this Report. 
It is with due regard to the previous deliberations of Senate, the 
Senate Committee Report of January 1967, the Reports of various bodies 
upon University Government, and to the tenor of feeling of the whole 
University community of Simon Fraser that this Committee reports its 
recommendations upon looking into the question of opening Senate meetings. 
As these recommendations are only in part agreement with the Report 
of January, 1967, we include in this Report some of the deliberations 
upon which this Committee has made its recommendations. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J.L. Dampier 
M.A. Lebowitz 
A. R. MacKinnon 
John Walkley - Convenor 
Stan Wong. 

February, 1968 

is
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Recommendations 

That Senate proceed no later than the next meeting of Senate 
to implement the openness of Senate meetings, subject to the following: 

(a) that there is no condition placed upon the word 'open' 
other than is required by the rules governing visitors 
or might be imposed by purely physical limitations; 

(b) that a set of conditions covering the general behaviour 
of these visitors to Senate meetings be drawn up; 

(c) that in the event of a disruption Senate may revoke the 
privilege of attending Senate meetings as an observer 
of any or all individuals at any time; 

(d) that Senate when it considers it so necessary, or by prior 
agreement, can consider items of Agenda in "private session"; 

(e) that Senate consult the University Solicitors so as to be 
advised upon the rights of its members speaking at open 
session and the applicability of Parliamentary immunity. 

0
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Deliberations of the Committee - an attempt at definition and 
interpretation. 

Act. Under Section 54(a) of the Universities Act, 
"to regulate the conduct of its meetings and 
No other Section of the Act appears to infringe 

willingness for Senate to declare itself 'open' 
for Senate itself to decide. 

The Universities 
Senate has power 
proceedings....". 
this right so the 
is a matter only

fl 

.

2. Senate Responsibility. The question Of "openness" relates directly 
to the question of the responsibility of Senate. Though the main 
substance of the deliberations of Senate place its responsibility 
mainly to the whole University community, we are nonetheless a 
public institution and have a total public responsibility as well. 
For Senate to conduct its affairs in public session must lead to a 
better understanding between Senate and the community. It is 
obviously important that persons outside Senate should be able to 
hear how a particular decision made by Senate came to be made. 

3. Senate. Whether a Senator regards himself as an individual 
representing one segment of the University, or as part of an entity 
called 'Senate' but having knowledge particular to those electing 
him, he should be publicly accountable. The opening of Senate 
would allow those electing a Senator to observe him representing 
their point of view (when requested) and to see that he does, in 
fact, help Senate to perform its duties and obligations to the 
community. 

4. Openness. That Senate should, if it so wishes, be truly 'open' 
and that apart from the limitations of its physical location, 
Senate meetings should be open to all responsible persons. The 
openness is thus extended to all persons of the University, of 
the surrounding community and to all others who may wish to attend. 
It is necessary, however, that certain business of Senate must be 
carried out in private (closed) sessions. 

5. Openness as an "experiment". The move to carry out the duties and 
obligations of Senate in open session has wide significance. The 
success of the earlier move by this Senate to have Student Representative 
Senators is without question. The subsequent adoption of Student 
Senate Representation by other Senates right across Canada placed 
Simon Fraser University once again as a prime innovator in the 
University community. Whilst the *desire "to be first" must be of little 
real motivation for the adoption of "open Senate" we must acknowledge 
the eventual recognition by all University Senates that their 
obligation to the community at large requires such openness. Whilst 
Senate must retain the right to revoke its possible decision to 
open its meetings, the actual decision to.do this must not be taken 
in the nature of trying an "experiment". If it wishes to become 
'open', Senate must do so with total commitment to this idealaad do 
so boldly and with complete strength in its decision.

I....
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6. Executive (Private or Closed) Sessions. It is obvious that certain 
things to be discussed by Senate, particularly those relating to a 
private individual, must be discussed in closed session. Such items 
could be placed in closed session by a successful motion to have 
them so placed, the motion requiring only a simple majority. Such 
a motion discussed in public session could be needlessly time-
consuming and it is suggested that the motion should he spoken to 
only by the mover. Consideration of the powers and duties of Senate 
in the Universities Act suggests that only 54(e) "to provide 
for and to grant degrees...." and 54(m) "to exercise disciplinary 
jurisdiction with respect to students...." would normally be items 
discussed in private session. Often a motion defining the 
justification to have these placed in closed session might be 
equally damaging to the reputation of the individual concerned as 
would the discussion of the item itself. Senate might consider it 
sensible that all items coming under Section 54(e) and 54(m) should 
automatically first be discussed in closed session unless these are 
of a general nature in which case they can be immediately considered the 
business of an open session. A successful motion could have an item 
placed back into public session at any point in its discussion. In 

• any case the final decision on all items discussed in private session 
later be declared in open session. should 

7. The Presence of Observers. It is doubtful if the presence of 
non-participating observers will interfere with the conduct of a 
responsible Senator. That other people can become aware of the 
"doings" of Senate may, in fact, enable a Senator to become aware 
of factors pertinent to a particular issue. It is also possible 
that "open Senate" may make Senate a more cohesive body. 

8. Regulations Concerning Vistors. It is necessary that such regulations 
must be made. We presume that at an open meeting of Senate we 
might expect the Press and its attendant technological devices 
necessary for recording Senate "in action" (tape-recording, video-
recording). It would be necessary that the use of such devices 
should not impede the duties and conduct of the Senate meeting. 
It is possible that such recording devices could be allowed into 
Senate meetings only with the prior permission of the Chairman of 
Senate. The granting of such pernission should be communicated to 
all Senators prior to a Senate meeting. The presence of photographers 
at open meetings should be strictly forbidden.

General regulations concerning visitors must also be made: 
"they must remain quiet at all times. . ..", "they must be requested 

. 

to leave if interfering with the business of Senate....", etc. 

We might require visitors to be in the "public gallery" 
some time (5 minutes) prior to the beginring of the open session. 

I.. 
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8. (continued). Should they be required to stay throughout the entire 
"open session"? Should the Chairman of Senate, with cognizance 
of the Agenda, be allowed to "request Senate that visitors might 
leave" or "request Senate that visitors may enter" at any time during 
the open session? Should all Senators have this right (perhaps as 
a motion carried on a simple majority)? Are the general legislative 
rules for persons observing from the public galleries applicable 
to Senate? 

9. Legal Implication. Opening Senate meetings will undoubtedly 
create certain forms of personality clash which though quite 
harmless in closed session could easily be misinterpreted by 
non-involved visitors. The general misinterpretation and verbal 
or written misreporting of things spoken by Senators must be 
accepted as part of doing a public duty - is it necessary that 
we should all be aware of the legal implications of such 

• misrepresentation? Are we to be protected by "parliamentary 
immunity" and if so, do we assume this or do we have to invoke this 

• ourselves? A legal interpretation of the implications of "openness" 
should be sought. It is possibly necessary that all of each 

• meeting of Senate should be adequately tape-recorded. Such a 
recording could be kept for a minimum period (6 months? 2 years?). 
It could be a valuable safeguard particularly as a complete transcript 
of each meeting is an impossibility and the present "minutes" are 
quite adequate for the conduct of our meetings. 

10. Practicality of "open" meetings. It is felt that the Board Room 
is quite inadequate for open meetings of Senate. The Faculty 
Formal Dining Room is probably large enough, enabling the seating 
for visitors to be placed at one end of the room. For meetings at 
which Agenda items are likely to draw a large number of visitors, 
a small lecture theatre could be used for the location of the meeting. 

For the convenience of our visitors it is sensible that 
the agenda for a meeting be divided into items "for open meeting" 
and items "for closed meeting ! ', and that the business of 'Senate should 
start with the discussion of the former. 

The adequate running of open Senate will require the Agenda 
for each meeting to be publicly displayed some time before each meeting.
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• Appendix - Previous Discussions and Reports on the "Openness of Senate" 

NOVEMBER 29. 1965 - Senate Minutes 

Dr. Ellis advised that there were several members of 
faculty waiting outside wanting to know if the Senate would permit 
spectators. A brief discussion followed in which the members generally 
expressed their reluctance to permit the admission of spectators at 
this time. 

It was moved by Mr. Frederickson and seconded by Dr.Rieckhoff: 

That visitors be excluded from Senate at this time 
and that the matter be reconsidered after Senate 
has been in existence for some time. 

Dr. Maud had been asked by his colleagues to support their 
visiting the meeting and was therefore opposed to the motion. 
Mr. Bawtree then requested that a specific date be set for re-opening 
the issue. Dr. Shrum recommended that the matter should be postponed 
until Senate is more fully constituted. 

An amendment was moved by Dr. Bursill-Hall and seconded by 
Mr. Bawtree: 

That the matter be reviewed wheti Senate is 
more fully constituted. • CARRIED 

The amended motion then carried. 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

3D. Observers at Senate Meetings: 

Moved by D.H. Sullivan, seconded by T.H. Brose 

"that meetings of Senate be open to any member of the 
University community who provides sufficient reason: 
the President to decide upon which such requests should be 
granted" • • 

• MOTION LOST
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AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes (continued) 

3D. Observers at Senate Meetings (continued) 

Moved by R.J. Baker, seconded by W.M. Hamilton 

"that the Information Officer be invited to attend Senate 
meetings at the discretion of the Chairman"

CARRIED 

During the discussion it was pointed out that copies of 
Senate minutes were available for perusal by faculty in the 
Library and in the office of the Registrar. 

Moved by T.H. Brose, seconded by R.J. Baker 

"that copies of Senate minutes be made available in 
faculty department offices"

CARRIED 

OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

3A 2. Distribution of Senate minutes to Student Society. 

Senate considered the request from the President of the  
Student Society for Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings. 

After considerable discussion the Chairman recommended that 
the Registrar write a report on each meeting of Senate and send 
the summary report to the President of the Student Society, the 
Peak, and any other party who was interested. This report could be 
written so that supporting papers would not be necessary. 

It was pointed out that it could be assumed that the Student 
Representative, who will receive all documentation for Senate, 
will communicate matters of importance to the students. 

A.R. MacKinnon recommended that there should be a place 
where the minutes with the papers are available. 

J. Mills amended his motion to state 

"that the request of the Student Society to have Senate 
minutes provided be met by making the Library copy of thc 
minutes available to students'.' 

.

 

 The Chairman then called for a vote in two parts for the 
motion by J. Mills, seconded by A.R. MacKinnon 

"that the Registrar be requested to prepare a summary 
to be distributed freely in the community"

CARRIED

I. . .
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OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes (continued) 

3A 2 Distribution of Senate Minutes to Student Society (continued 

"that the agenda, supporting papers and minutes be kept 
in the Library and made available upon request to any 

/ member of the University community: the papers for this 
copy to be subject to the discretion of the Registrar" 

T.B. Bottomore stated that he felt this was getting away from 
the idea of minutes: that they were for the information of those 
who discuss the business of the meetings and the business of the 
meetings would be deteriorated by such action. He prefers that the 
minutes of a meeting of any body be confined to the membership of 
that body: to go beyond this is to restrict open discussion. 
He stated he was opposed to circulating the minutes. 

T.H. Brose stated that he &d not believe candour would restrict 
the body: that since Senate did not have Proceedings, as did the 
House of Commons, minutes and papers were the record of Senate and 
he believed people on campus should have that record available. 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the second part of the 

.

 motion. 
CARRIED 

NOVEMBER 7, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from Student Society rejecting proposal of Repres'entati 
of Students on Senate 

•

 

 The Registrar reported that because he felt that the letter from 
the Student Society, which had been distributed to all members, 
reqt±ed some clarification, he consulted with Dean Bottomore, acting 
President at the time, about the advisability of meeting with the 
students before the letter was discussed in Senate. With the concurrence 
of Dean Bottoniore a meeting was held on Friday November 4th. Present 
were the Registrar, Professors Baker, Brose, Ellis, Rieckhoff and 
students John Mynott, Dave York, Mike Campbell and Greg Stacey. As a 
result of this meeting Mr.Mynott was asked if he and some of his colleagues 
wished to present the Student Society's case in person at a Senate meeting. 
He agreed this would be desirable. At the meeting the student newspaper 
editor, Mr. Mike Campbell, was asked to consider that he was not present 
at the meeting as a reporter and he agreed, but has since asked to 
accompany the student delegation to Senate as a reporter. 

Moved by A.E. Branca, seconded by K.E. Rieckhoff fl "that the student delegation be admitted" 
CARRIED

I....
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NOVEMBER 7, 1966 - Senate Minutes (continued) 

Moved by A.M. Un .rau, seconded by J.L. Dampier 

"that the request of the reporter to attend the 
meeting for the interview be dned" AL).

CARRIED 

-

 

 John Mynott, the President of the Student Council, was then 
introduced to the meeting. 

In his presentation, Mr. Mynott stated that the question of open 
and public meetings as stated in item 1 of the letter distributed 
to Senate, was the most important facet of the whole question. He 
was asked to what extent this was a Student Council decision and to 
what extent it was publicly discussed issue. He stated that the 
decision was a decision of the Executive Council in consultation with 
a number of students on campus and some of the executive and other 
members of the Canadian Union of Students. 

Mr. Mynott left the meeting at 3.10 p.m. 

• Moved by A.E. Branca, seconded by J. Mills 

"that a Senate committee be established to meet with 
a committee of students to discuss, the question of 
student participation in Senate" 

The Chairman stated that from the discussion he would take 
the terms of reference for the , committee to be to investigate the 
whole question of student participation in Senate and the 
openness of Senate meetings. 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the motion by A.E. Branca 
seconded by J. Mills.

CARRIED 

It was further agreed that the committee be composed of four members, 
the membership of the committee to be left to the discretion of 
the President, with the recommendation that one member be a non-
faculty member of Senate and that one member be the Registrar. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT OF JANUARY 1967 ON THE 
MATTER OF THE"OPENNESS OF SENATE" 

"That Senate open its meetings to observers subject to the 
following conditions: 

a) that observers be limited to Simon Fraser University 
students, faculty and staff only

I..
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Recommendations of the Senate Committee Report (continued) 

b) that the number of observers be controlled 

c) that observers be made aware of the necessity for 
proper demeanour 

d) that one student reporter for the Peak be named by the 
Editor as the official Senate reporter 

e) that motions to conduct any Senate meeting or part of 
a meeting "in camera" be carried on a simple majority vote 

f) that the University community bje made aware that 
Senate may revoke the privilege of attending Senate 
meetings as an observer to any or all individuals." 

Arguments 

1. Openess 

For

a) Community - remove the feeling of secrecy, 
even stealth, and thereby bring 
closer the various elements of the 
academic community. 

b) Communication - allow those who are interested in 
such things freedom to observe and 
thereby gain firsthand knowledge 
rather than rumours. 

c) Ideas - allow all elements of the University 
to participate to some extent and 
thereby widen the net to catch ideas 
and opinions before decisions are made. 

Against

a) Tradition - Senate meetings at Canadian Universities 
have always been closed. 

b) Inhibition - the presence of a gallery would inhibit 
the present frankness in debate due 
to the fear of misinterpretation of words 
and attitude by the casual observer. 

c) Exhibition - there might be a tendency to 'play to 
the gallery' and espouse short-term 
popular causes at the expense of long-
term benefits to the University.
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Recommendations of the Senate Committee Report (continued) 

ci) Confidentiality - items such as some discipline cases 
should not be decided in public



S. M. fr4r! 4it4 

- S 

' k ( Y,6 

1 

R? ORT 

SENATE CO>2ITEE 
to study 
STUDENT REPRESENTATION 
and 
OPENESS OF SENATE MEETINGS. 

JANUARY 1967
 

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY 

[1



/9 
( I 2/ 

& '-'--
S., M. 

CONTENTS

PACE 

 

I Introduction 1 

 

.11 Recommendations 

 

III Summary of Arguments 3 

 

Iv mlinutes of Committee>lcctings 5 

 

V History of Senate Discussion 24 

.

0



5. w. 

.

Introduction 

The Senate Committee to Study Student Represettition. 
and the Openess of Senate Meetings was established at the Senate 
Meeting of November 7, 1966. The members were named by the 
President a few days later. 

At the request of the Secretary of Senate the President of the 
Student Society named three students to meet with the Committee. 
The Committee met on a number of occasions, always with the students 
present, and wishes to go on record expressing deep gratitude to 
the students: John Mynott, Rob Watts, and Bill Egleson, for their 
candor, charm, and goodwill throughout the discussions. 

The Committee decided to present, as well as its recommendations 
and arguments, the minutes of its meetings. In spite of two different 
recording secretaries, cursory editing, and the resultant disjointedness 
of these minutes, the Committee feels they do give the flavour of 
the discussion which might be missed if only the bare bones were 
presented.

Respectfully submitted 

A.E. Branca 
T.H. Brose 
K. Reickhoff 
D.P. Robertson - Chairman



.M. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

[I 1. Openess 

.

"that Senate open its mectings to observers subject 
to the following conditions: 

a) that observers be limited to Simon Fraser University 
students, faculty and staff only 

that the number of observers be controlled 

C) that observers be made aware of the necessity 
for proper demeanor 

d) that one student reporter for The Peak be named by 
• the Editor as the official Sente'reporter 

e) that motions toconduct any Senate meeting or part 
• , of a meeting "in camera" be carried on a simple 

majority vote 

f) that the University community be made aware that 
Senate may revoke the privilege of attending Senate' 
meetings as an observer to any or all individuals." 

2. Student Representation 

"that Senate establish seats for members elected by and 
from the student body as follows: 

a) one member to be elected immediately* 

b) One additional member to be elected one year from 
now 

C) , One further member to be elected a year after the 
second 

subject to the following conditions: - 

a) to-be eligible for nomination a student must be 
• 19 years of age or more 

b) to be eligible for nomination and to retain his seat 
• the member must be a student in good standing as • ' defined by the Senate.

• (*No: the Committee draws Senate's attention to the fact that the 
three students who met with it were unanimously opposed to 
the staggered introduction of the three student representatives, 
preferring to elect three immediately. ) 
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ARGUMENTS 

1. OPENESS  

FOR 

• a) Community - remove the feeling of secrecy, 
even stealth, and thereby bring 
closer the various elements of the 
academic community. 

b) Communication - allow those who are interested in 
such things freedom to observe and 
thereby gain firsthand knowledge 
rather than rumours. 

• . 0 c) Ideas - allow all elements of the University 
to participate to some extent and 
thereby widen, the net to catch ideas 
and opinions before decisions are 
made. 

• 
0 AGAINST . 

• • ' a) . Tradition - Senate meetings at Canadian 
Universities have always been closed. 

b) Inhibition - the presence of a gallery would 
. inhibit the present frankness in 

debate due to the fear of misinter-
pretation of words and attitude by 
the casual observer. 

c) Exhibition - there might b& a tendency to 'play 
• . to the gallery' and espouse short- 

term popular causes at the experse 
of long-term benefits to the 
University.-

* d) Confidentiality - items such as some discipline cases 
should not be decided in public. 

DIRECT STUDENT REPRESENTATION (COT-TARED TO A NON-STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE) 

• FOR 0 

a) • Effectiveness - more likely to 'result in a 
representative wLo knows and under-
stands today's University students. 

• . A student representative would 
usually be on campus and more 
accessible to other students.
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b) Respect - remove the suspicion that student 

. 

"voic&' is merely a device to keep 
the mob quiet rather than a way of 
enriching Senate by respecting 
legitimate student concern. 

AGAINST

a) Ineericnce - a chance students may elect 'a 
green youth who would be completely 
ineffective 

b) Time - Senate activities take up a lot of 
Lime - a student should not be 
expected to devote this much time to 
non-studies. 

c) Confidentiality - Students should not be present when 
other students' affairs are 
discussed. 

0 
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aNUTES OF SENATE CO:ITTEE TO STUDY S TUDENT REPI.ESENTATION 
ON SENATE A.OL\LsS O SENAi.ErINCS 

FRIDAY DECEflER 9 1966 

PRESENT: S 

• 
Senate CommiUee 

D.P. Robertson - Chairman 
A.E. Branca 

• T.H. i;rose • 
K.E. Ricckhoff 

Student Coiittee 

 

•.J. ?ynott • S 

R. Watt 
W. Engleson 

Minutes of previous meeting and history of this topic in Senate Mectings• 
to date were distributed to the members. 

It was suggested that the Committee discuss the form of student 
representation which is where it left off last week. Just before the 

- last meeting ended it was decided to state that anybody is eligible to 
be elected by the students. Is it wished to put more details in the 
recommendations, or leave it at that? Does the Coatnittee think there 

• should be any limitations? 

It is exected that Senate will want certain guarantees or considerations; 
• . . • It is doubted very much if the Senate would accept a sixteenyear-o1d kid 

just out of school- for three months as a fit member. Just what form the 
restrictions could take and still leave it-free is a difficult question. 
1n a short discussion after our last mectin with other members of this 
committee the possibilitywas discussed ofsaying that the candidates should. 
be voting age, assuming that if they are considered old enough for voting 
they ill be responsible representatives. . 

What is the voting age? Nineteen years old. 

This would exclude most of the first and second year students. 

Some doubt was expressed about setting a definite age. Some preference was 
expressed for experience gained at Simon Fraser say, in attendance for two 
years. If an age was set, Senate could get someone who was here for the 
first time and still be a good Senate member. 

Would this not come out in the election? 

Another point is, some of the Senate members and F culty members have not 
been here that long and yet seem to have made responsible Senate niemrs.
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'.ou could have si:tocn-), Car-olds elected. Collective wisdom is not a good 
• guarantee. To trust to the electorate is not always best. There are 

democratic restrictions about people ;ho cart and cannot be elected. 

The person who has boon c::pod has had a better opportunity i develop 
a mature judguent. if the students want toeiecc a non-student this is Line. 

• If they want a student this is fine. The lowest possible age is the 
voting ago. Scnite should have a person that is an adult. 

• The standard of dchatc and thinking in the Senate is a high one. A student 
who is not nineteen would unlikely qualify in that respect. Even the 

• students would want a limitation o this nature so that they may have the 
views of the student body presented to the Senate. This would not come from 

• a student who has been, here for the first semester, from high school. 

• Although not in disagreement with nineteen years of age the view was 
• expressed that this person should be in attendance for a certain amount 

• oftime. You have to gain a certain nowledge of the university to get 
• involved in the Senate. A two semester limit is quite reasonable. 

• At least one of the Faculty members elected in the fall-has only been here 
• for one semester. 

• There is quite a difference. Although a Faculty member may only have been 
here for one semester, at least he has been around universities for ' a consider-
able time and has the e::perienee, even though he is a new member of. Faculty.. 

• He has six or seven years under his belt. 

It was suggested that for the candidate's nomination to be valid he should 
• . have been here. for at least one semester.

Is it decided that the representative must be a student. 

Opposition was expressed to a non-member of the University comnunity. 
If he is a student he should have been in attendance for one semester. If 

: he is a Faculty member no restrictions could be placed. Surely the majority 
..would not want to see anyone from outside the University representing the 
students. 

If the students wanted to elect someone from outside the University, why • 
should anyone step in their way.. It seems that there are Ipeople already 
who have been here for more than two semesters who do not know what is 
going on. People who take interest can learn very quickly and learn as they 
go along.. . Jhat guarantee is it giving anybody by placing a residence 
restriction on the candidate? • .• 

There are two points of view here. If you do want to insist on some sort 

o 
• • of residence requirement you run into a lot of additional troubles. Is a 

resident 10, 12 or 15 semester hours? ust he have passed all his courses? 
Is an age limit required? Some second year students do not know what is 
going on at the University. What is going to happen when these people 
start voting for candidates? 

I
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• By talking about restrictions there is an underlying assumption of an 
irresponsible elccorate. If you are going to take a chance on an 
irresponsible electorate you must make realistic limitations. The age 
limit: is a realistic limitation. 

There could be an irresponsible electorate and therefore restrictions 
are required. Residence could possibly be interpreted to mean 30 
semester hours accumulated Simon Fraser credit, The person who has been 
in attendance at a university for one year. 

A lot of graduate students who come here may have a tremendous amount of 
experience in university affairs and an active interest: in university 
business. A graduate student only needs five or ten semester hours. 
Perhaps the stipulation we require is that they have been in attendance 
at some university. . 

It was suggested that stipulation should be made for nineteen years of 
age and over. Agreed. - 

Now what about: the question of university., experience. 
If students want to elect someone without university experience they should 
be allowed to do so. Senate should not stipulate this. Senate should 
have, only one concern - that he is a student: when elected and continues 

•. 
to follow his studies. This is assuming that he is a student and would 
continue to be a student for the three year term. If this committee 
-decides to stipulate that it is a student. 

0 

 

• •1l-y has 'Rector' been rejected? 
On the basis that it might be a person who was not aware of the problems 
of students today and might not have been in contact: with university 
life for a good number of years, 

Would there be violent objections if representation was.limited to 
students at Simon Fraser University completely? This would be the most 

• • acceptable representation for students to have on Senate. You have to 
have someone from inside the community. 

General discussion followed on the effect of student representation in 
• . respect to the increase in numbers on the Senate. Section 1 of the Act 

was cited (for each studet representative on the Senate, Faculty would 
have a representative. Three student: representatives would mean three 
Faculty representatives, increase to Senate would be six). 

The Committee should talk about the numbers of representatives? A very 
useful suggestion. It will be very difficult to get Senate to go beyond 
one representative at this time. However, pending its experience for one 

 

. • •. year, Senate might add another member and possibly after another year, 
• another one, andthe one representative could grow to three. • 

• Will threestudents cause more trouble than one? If you try for one you 
might got it, for three you might have three times the difficulty in 
getting it. • 

I
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It would be nicer to have more than one student member. If a.-student  
is elected to Senate could he stand up for himself and the students without 
support? Faculty do not need other Faculty members to prop them up. Why 
three to hold the argument -up? The discussion started with a reprcscncative, 
one, and now all of a sudden it has to be three because one cannot be loud enough. 
Three would hardly be a voting block, because Senate will elect an equal 
number of Faculty. It isrcalitjc to have one person confidently voice the 

• opinions of the whole student body. 
1\o or three students can give you a more unbiassed voice of student 
representation on Senate. • 
Why not wait one year for the second and two years for the third? 
The students may, at certain times, present a voting block but never 
a power block. It is a sensible experiment to have three people but just 
one is asking a lot of newly elected student. 
What benefit would it be to Senate to have one, two or three? Would it 
be beneficial to have more than one? 

• Could it not be put this way? The students are strongly, universally of 
• the opinion that the student representation should be three. • Should it be left up to Senate to decide? Certainly. Senate will decide 

ultimately anyway. 

: 
One student representative for the time being would be sufficient, it is 
renovation of the constitution of Senate and if put on that basis it would 
-probably be more likely to succeed. Three would give the students more 
• security, because of having three there, but some members have the 
suspicion that Senate would not go for three students immediately. 

 

• . . 
Is the. disagreement based on what it is thought Senate will go along with 
or what would be more beneficial to Senate. 
It is experimental for the time being so it cannot be said with certainty • 

.'. :. that three would be better than one. 
There is nothing lost with letting a thing like this evolve gradually. 

.. In Senate the student representative will not be there primarily as a • 
spokesman for students but as a member of Senate. 
Senate should be urged to try it with one, then co, then three. 

..H .•• ,. If the students get two or three, Faculty will get the same and Senate will 
end up with 30 to 35 members Senate meetings run quite long enough now. • . .... The first recommendation regarding openess should not be forgotten If the 
Committee recommends a gallery and threestudents, some members may think 
-things are getting too cluttered. . . . 
• It is not known if one, two or three' will work be

.
r. Why should we start 

with three? We do not have to rush. Senate has run along closed for many years 
and now we are saying that Senate will need to be open and have three students . 

• to be effective! . . . . . • . S 

 

. 

• .- Could it not be agreed to only having one student representative? The only, •. -. -. point is that some feel that three students would be more effe ctiva than • ..,one and the argument aguinuc three is a dizlikc orincrcajng the size of 
• . • • the Senate.  • • •

 
Maybe at this stage the S&nate would be wise to- admit.students to committees • - who were not Senators. . 

1 
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• What about the in-between ground? What does the committee think of two? 
The Committee will accept the suggestion that it leave the number to 
Senate, but recommend that one would be better than none. 
Leave the number up to Senate, and go to what kind of student it should be. 
Would it be a student in good standing who to maintain his place on the 

1 Senate must remain a student in good standing. 
Yes, a student of the age of 19 in good standing at the time of election. 

 

- . Is a student in good standing any student registered at the University? 
• S Scudonz may elect a student who is not on the campus at that time. He may 

 

• be a student on a semester off. 
Does that moan with the one person, if he took a semester off would the 
students be without representation? 

:. If a Faculty member takes research time off he notifies Senate and they 
appoint a substitute. 
If a student was working in the area he could maintain his representation to 

• . Senate. 

• The Committee has done the task it has been charged with. The next 
meeting of Senate is January 9 and the Senate then goes through the 
Graduate and Undergraduate Calendars. This item will be on the agenda 
but it is doubtful if Senate will have time to get to it, because the 

• . calendars must get out. This item deserves a special mating with nothing 
else being discussed. Senate will probably call a special meeting to discuss 
these recommendations sometime later in January. 

. . : •::.' Could the students be present at the meeting when the recommendations are  
discussed? S 

• ...' . It could be arranged. 

The Chairman will attempt to write the history, the arguments pro and con, 
re-write the minutes and recommendations and send the whole report to Senate. 

 

• .  
-As soon as the Chairman has rewritten this he should get the Committee 
together again. S . S S.. • 

Next meeting to be notified. • . 
. 5 . . 

5. •. . S 

........ : Mr. Don Murray . . S • .• . S 

Recording Secretary . . . APPROVED . 
— D.P. Robertson Chairman 

DATE  

S

• 
. S5 • S -
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HISTORY OF DISCUSSION IN SENATE - 

REGARDING 

•

 

 
OPENESS AND STUDENT REPRESENTATION  

prepared by The Registrar 

• : . NOVEMBER 29, 1965 - Senate Minutes 

• 
" Dr. Ellis advised that there were several members of 
faculty waiting outside wanting to know if the Senate would 

• permit spectators. A brief discussion followed in which 
• . the members generally expressed their reluctance to permit 

the admission of spectators at this time. 

It was moved by Mr. Frederickson and seconded by Dr. 

• .... . Rieckhoff: 

That visitors be excluded from Senate at this 
• time and that the matter be reconsidered after 

Senate has been in existence for some time. 

Dr.Maud had been asked by his colleagues to support their 
• . . . 

visiting the meeting and was therefore opposed to the motion. 
Mr. Bawtree then requested that a specific date be set for re-
opening the issue. Dr. Shrum recommended that the matter should 

• . be postponed until Senate is more fully constituted. 

• •. .. An amendment was moved by Dr. Bursill-Hall and seconded 
by Mr. Bawtree: . 

That the matter be reviewed when Senate is 

-- •.• ,- ,. • more fully constituted. . •• CARRIED 

• . The amended motion then carried. • S • • • • •• 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

3D. Observers at Senate Meetings: • • 

Moved by D.H. Sullivan, seconded by T.H. Brose 

"that meeting of Senate be open to any member of the 
• University community who provides sufficient reason: 

the President to decide upon which such requests should 
• • be granted" 

• • . S MOTION LOST 

a

I
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AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes (corit'd) 

3D Observers at Senate Meetings (cont'd) 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by W. N. Hamilton 

"that the Information Officer be invited to attend Senate 
meetings at the descretion of the Chairman" 
• 

CARRIED 

During the discussion it was pointed out that copies of Senate 
minutes were available for perusal by faculty in the Library and in 
the office of the Registrar. 

Moved by T. H. Brose, seconded byR. J. Baker 

"that copies of Senate minutes be made available in 
faculty department offices."

CARRIED 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Papers presented by R. Baker and T. Brose (attached) 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

3B. Student Representation on Senate 

R. J. Baker commented on his paper, stating that ultimately he 
would agree with the suggestion presented in the paper submitted by 
T. H. Brose, but felt, this should evolve slowly: and that student 
representation should commence by having 'the-students elect a non-
student. 

C. Bursill-Hall stated that he was in favor of th proposal 
outlined in the paper by R. J. Baker, but would not at this time 
support any motion that resulted in a student becoming a member of 
Senate. 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by C. D. Nelson 

"that the proposal by R. J. Baker on Student Representation 
on Senate be adopted as the first step towards student 
representation" 

.T. H. Brose stated that he felt the idea of a student representative 
was good, but did not share the hesitancy of other members to allow the 
students to participate in their university. He then proposed an amend-

• ment to the motion made by R. J. Baker,
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AUGUST 29, 1966 - Semite Minutos (cont'd) 

3B Student Representation on Senate (cont 'd).. 

"that Senate authorize the seat and deignate it as the 
seat of the representative of the students and permit 
the students toelcct someone in October as their 
reprçsentative on Senate" 

The Chairman ruled that this, would be an alternative to the first 
motion, since the motion included not only the position of a Rector now, 
but moved to broaden the concept later. 

R. J. Baker then amended his motion to state 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students" 

This would leave the title for the decision of the students. He 
stated he would not agree to a student representative. 

T. H. Bottomore stated that the proposal that Senate should elect 
• a nonstudent seemed difficult. He pointed out that the appointment 

• would be for threeyears and that this was a long time to delay student 
• representation by the students. He recommended that the matter be de-

ferred until there was a more complete student body and the representa-
tion could be open. 

C. Bursill-Hall requested clarification on the motioi: whether it 
was on the position of a Rector who was anon-student or a Rector who 
might be a student representative. 

The Chairman stated that the motion was in three parts: 

1. The proposal as set out in the paper presented by R.J. Baker, 

2. amended to read instead of "Rector", "the representative 
member of Senate elected by the students", and 

3. in due course when a full spectrum of students is in 
attendance at the University, the whole question of 
limitations will be examined. 

D. H. Sullivan stated that by the terms of the Act the term of 
appointment was three years. This would mean that a freshman or sophomore 
would be the only student eligible. Therefore he was against the motion. 
He also objected to the fact that members of faculty were excluded, stating 
that what the students would want would probably be a representative 
from the faculty. 

E. S. Lett asked why it was urgent to consider this question at 

S this time and asked if there would be any loss in deferring the dis-
cussion until there was a full complement of students.
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AUGUST 29 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

33 Student Representation on Sonate (cont'd) 

R. J. Baker stated that he considered this would be a desirable 
step now as there is a great deal of concern about various groups being 
represented. 

/ C. D. Nelson stated that he did not consider three years too long 
to deny representation by students on Senate. He reported that one of 
the members of the student government intends to take only a small number 
of courses, so that he can devote himself to student government. He 
stated that this was a criticism on the number of things that have to 
be done and considered it would take three years to sort them out and 
come to some sort of pattern for the trimester system. He considered 
that a representative elected by students to Senate was a good way to 
start and that such representation would give the students a great deal 
of help. 

T. H. Brose stated that there appeared to be some feeling that 
a non-student should be the representative the students choose and stated 
that they should be trusted to elect a non-student. 

Moved by D. H. Sullivan, seconded by T. H. Brose 

"to delete the words "or a member of faculty" from the 
motion proposed by R. J. Baker"

AMENDMENT LOST 

The Chairman then asked for a vote on the motion by R. J. Baker, 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students, and that 
such a member be called a Student Representative. This. Student 

• Representative would not be a student or a member of faculty. 
• He would be elected by bona fide students registered, in courses 

at the time of the election, and for a term of three years; he 
should be a resident of British Columbia"

- CARRIED 

C. L. Bursill-Hall abstained from voting and requested that this 
be recorded in the minutes. 

• • The questions of which students would be eligible to vote and 
the best time for-holding the election of the student representative 

• to Senate were discussed and it was agreed that students registered for 
• twelve semester hours or more were eligible to vote and that the election 

• • be held in the spring semester (1967): The elected representative to 
take his seat at the February Senate meeting. 

0
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OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J. Mynott, President, Student Society (attached) 

3A Student Representative on Senate 

1) Eligibility to vote 

The members considered the request of the President of the 
Student Society that Senate reconsider its decision that students 
with 12 semester hours or more would be the only eligible voters 
on the election of a Student Representative on Senate 

Moved by K. E. Rieckhoff, seconded by C. J. Frederickson 

"that the decision of Senate to require a student to be 
enroled twelve semester hours or more to be eligible to 
vote be reaffirmed"

CARRIED 

2) Distribution of 'Senate minutes to Student Society 

Senate considered the request from the President of the 
Student Society for Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings. 

After considerable discussion the Chairman recommended that 
• the Registrar write a report on each meeting of Senate and tend 

the summary report to the President of the Student Society, the 
Peak, and any other party who was interested. This report could 
be written so that supporting papers would not be necessary. 

It was pointed out that it could be assumed that the Student 
Representative, who will receive all documentation for.Senate, 
will communicate matters of importance to the students. 

A. R. MacKinnon recommended that there should be a place 
where the minutes with the papers are available. 

J. Mills amended his motion to state 

"that the request of the Student Society to have Senate minutes 
provided be met by making the Library copy of the minutes 
available to students" 

-'

 

 The Chairman then called for a vote in two parts for the motion 
by J. Mills, seconded by A. R. MacKinnon  

"that the Registrar be requested to prepare a summary  
to be distributed freely in the community" 

. 
0 

CARRIED 

"that the agenda, supporting papers and minutes be kept 
in the Library and made available upon request to any 
member of the University community; the papers for' this 
copy to be subject to the discretion of the Registrar"



OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

Student Representative on Senate (cont'd) 

2) Distribution of Senate minutes to Student Society (cont'd) 

T. B. Bottomore stated that he felt this was getting away from 
the idea of minutes: that they were for the information of those 
who discuss the business of the meetings and the business of the 
meetings would be deteriorated by such action. He prefers that 
the minutes of a meeting of any body be confined to the membership 
of that body: to go beyond this is to restrict open discussion. 
He stated he was opposed to circulating the minutes. 

T. H. Brose stated that he did not believe candor would restrict 
the body: that since Senate did not have Proceedings, as did the 
House of Commons, minutes and papers were the record of Senate 
and he believed people on campus should have that record available. 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the second part of the 
motion.

CARRIED 

Procedures for Election of Student Representative 

The Registrar requested a ruling on his suggestion that nomination 
forms for nomination of a student representative required twenty 
signatures. 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by J. F. Ellis 

"chat nomination forms for the student representative should 
require twenty signatures"

CARRIED 

NOVEMBER,7, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J. Mynott, President, Student Society (attached) 

4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposal of Representative 
of Students on Senate 

The Registrar reported that because he felt that the letter from 
the Student Society, which had been distributed to all members, 
required some clarification, he consulted with Dean Bottomore, 

• acting President at the time, about the advisability of meeting 
• with the students before the letter was discussed in Senate. With 

the concurrence of Dean Bottomore a meeting was held on Friday, 
November 4th. Present were the Registrar, Professors Baker, Brose,
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NOVEMBER 7, 1966 - Senate Minutes (ccmt'd) 

• 4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposal of Representative 
of Students on Senate (cont'd) 

Ellis, Rieckhoff and students John Nynott, Dave York, Mike Campbell 
and Greg Stacey. As a result of this meeting Mr. Mynott was asked 
if he and some of his colleagues wished to present the Student 
Society's case in person at a Senate meeting. He agreed this would 
be aesirable. At the meeting the student newspaper editor, Mr. 
Mike Campbell, was asked to consider that he was not present at the 
meeting as a reporter and he agreed, but has since asked to accom-
pany. the student delegation to Senate as a reporter. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by K. E. Rickhoff 

"that the student delegation be admitted"

CARRIED 

.Moved by A. M. IJnrau, seconded by J. L. Dampier 

• "that the request of the reporter to attend the meeting 
for the interview be denied"

CARRIED 

John Mynott, the President of the Student Council, was then 
introduced to the meeting. 

In his presentation, Mr. Nynott stated that the question of open 
and public meetings, as stated in item 1. of the letter distributed 
to Senate, was the most important facet of the whole question. He 
was asked to what extent this was a Student Council decision and to 
what extent it was a publically discussed issue. He stated that the 
decision was ' a decision of the Executive Council in consultation 
with a number of students on campus and some of the executive and 
other members of the Canadian Union of Students. 

Mr. Mynott left the meeting at 3:10 PM. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by J. Mills 

"that a Senate committee be established to meet with 
a committee of students to discuss the question of 
student participation in Senate" 

The Chairman stated that from the discussion he would take the 
terms of reference for the committee to be to investigate the whole 
question of student participation in Senate and the openess of Senate 
meetings.



NOVEMBER 7, 1966 - Sen:itc Minutes (cont'd) 

4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposzl of Representative 
of Students on Senate (con t 'd) 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the motion by A. E. 
Branca, seconded by J. Iiills.

CARRIED 

It was further agreed that the committee be composed of four 
members, the membership of the committee to be left to the discretion 
of the Proidont, with the roomniudutLon tthct one iveinbcr be a non-
faculty member of Senate and that one member be the Registrar. 

0
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To: President
 From: R. J. Baker, 

Head, Departmeit of English 

Subject: Rector
 July 12, 1966 

Student Representation on Senate 

I would like to put on the agenda for the next Senate 
meeting the motion that I gave notice of at the last meeting. 
I propose that Senate add a member elected by the students, and 
that such a 'ucmber be called a Rector. 

The Rector would not be a student or a member of faculty. 
He would be elected by bona fide students for a period of three 
years; he should be a resident of British Columbia. 

The Rector would not be directly responsible to the student 
body but he would address them once a year. His particular 
responsibility in Senate would be the welfare of students. 

The position is well established in Scottish Universities, 
and our name, and links with Lord Lovat, would make it appropriate 
for us to use the same term. I attach the statement made by 
President Mackenzie on his retirement; it will be noted that he 
recommended that the Rector be a member of the Board of Governors. 
It is not, however, within the power of Senate to make such a proposal. 

R. J. Baker.
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If the Faculty are to be represented, I suggest that the 

student body should also be represented. I would arrange this 

through the creation of a new office - that of Rector - one which 

is traditional in many universities in the United Kingdom and at 

Queen's in Canada. The Rector would be elected by the current student 

population for a period of five or six years. He would be a 

distinguished citizen resident in British Columbia. His office and 

title would be largely honorary and his duties would include the 

giving of a Rectorial address at least once each year and voting 

membership on the Board of Governors. He would not be responsible 

• to or report back to the student body save in the most general way,' 

but he would in a sense be the friend and advocate of the students 

in the affairs of the University.

The President's Report (1961-62) 

The University of British Columbia. 

0
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To: Members of the Senate

 

 From: Thomas H. Brose 

Date: August 1st 1966 

STUDENT REPRESENTATION ON SENATE 

That the Act establishing Simon Fraser University government 
did not include representation for students is one of the serious 
omissions in the document. 

I think students should be represented on Senate, and I thus 
support this aspect of Professor Baker's fine suggestion that Senate 
proceed to create a seat for the students. 

However, I think the person chosen should be the students'.choice 
- with no prior restrictions imposed by us. Only the students can best 
judge who can best represent them. Further, since Simon Fraser University 
has proclaimed itself in favour of educational innovation, we should 
encourage this innovation. Rather than reaching across the seas or the border 
for a precedent, we have the opportunity to join those very few universities 
who have recognized this generation's students' desire to be-involved 
in their university. The students do not want the paternalism of which 
much of past university-student relationships consisted. Ther& is no 
master-servant relationship in a healthy democratic community. Those who 
wish to continue such a system were born in the wrong age. The university. 
in my opinion, should be a workshop, a microcosm. of the kind of society 
Canada is stxLving for - not a haven for tradition at the expense of the 
realities of the time in which we live. 

Therefore I wish to offer the following amendment to the proposal 
of Professor Baker: 

That the Senate authorize a seat under its power in 
Section 23(i), and that it designate that seat as the seat of the student 
representative. . . 

Further, that we request the students to nominate a person 
residing in British Columbia and to elect their representative sometime 
in. October so as to have a representative at the new session of Senate. 

Finally, the title of the representative - if - we need a title - 
should be the choice of the students. Let us create our own traditions. 

fl 
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4rc. 

Simon Fraser University Student Society 
Burnaby 2, British Columbia 

September 14 1966 

The Senate. 

do Mr. D. P. Robertson 
Pegis trar 
Simon Fraser University. 
Burnaby 2 B.C. 

Dear hr. Robertson. 

I was gratified to receive the formal notice of the Senate's 
decision to include a student representative on the Senate. At this 
time I would like to 'request that the Senate give consideration to 
providing a set of Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings for the 
Student Society's information so that we may be more fully prepared to 

choose our Senate representative. 

With regards to the election procedure and those eligible 
I would request that the Senate reconsider its decision that students 
with 12 semester hours or more are the only eligible voters. The basis 
for my request lies in the fact that all students taking four or more 
semester hours pay Student Society fees and are thus considered members 
of the University community. I.would also like to point out that in many 
cases students taking less than 12 hours are those who like myself are 
involved in considerable non-academic activities and in order to do justice 
to both course load and co-curricular activities have decided to reduce 
their load to less than 12 hours. 1 would appreciate the Senate's careful 

consideration of this point.
Yours sincerely. 

.John A. Mynott 
President 

n
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Simon Fraser Student Society 
Simon Fraser University 

Burnaby 2, B.C. 

Office of the President 
October 31, 1966. 

The Senate 
do Mr. D. P. Robertson 
Secretary to the Senate 
Simon Fraser University 
Burnaby 2, B.C. 

Dear Mr. Robertson, 

I have been instructed by the Executive Council to inform you 
that after considerable discussion and careful consideration the Executive 
Council must regretfully decline acceptance of the Senate offer to place 
a student elected Rector on the Senate. The Council's decision is 
contained in a three point resolution as follows: 

• Whereas, the Senate resolution as communicated to the Executive 
Council of the Simon Fraser Student. Society in a letter dated 
September 14, 1966, involves students in the responsibility for 
decision making without allowing sufficient student votes, 
it resolved that: 

1. The Executive Councilcf the Simon Fraser Student Society 
rejects any and all forms of student representation on 
Senate that are not accompanied by a proposal to carry on 
the business of Senate in open and public meetings. 

2. The Executive Council of the Simon Fraser Student Society 
rejects the specific Senate proposal for a student elected 
Rector on Senate as being guilt by association without 
sufficient representation. 

3. The Executive Council of the Simon Fraser Student Society 
proposes as an initial step towards adequate student 
representation on the Senate that at least two student 
representatives be elected by the student body to the Senate. 

/ . . . 

n
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The Senate October 31, 1966 
Page 2 

In reaching its decision the Executive Council took into consideration 
the possible problem arising from a student serving a three year term as 
a member of Senate. The consensus reached was that since the main 
purpose of student representation on the Senate is to present the 
students' point of view and to present problems encountered by students 
from time to time, direct student representation is the most efficient 
means of reaching these goals. Election of an upper class man for a 
three year Senate tennwould accomplish two things. First, the student 
elected would have at least two years experience as a student at the 
University. Second, even if this student representative were to graduate 
before the end of his term of office, he would be temporarily close 
enough to his student experience to give adequate representation to the 
student body. Such a plan would lend itself to some multiple of three 
as the number of representatives for the student body. Thus, one-third 
of the representatives could be elected each year. 

The above plan is only one of several possibilities for incorporating 
direct student representation in the academic Senate of the University. 
The Executive Council would welcome and appreciate the opportunity to 
review or discuss other possibilities. We appreciate the Senate's sincere 
efforts to increase the democratization of university government. 

Yours sincerely, 

John A. Mynott
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• 
The Executive Council would welcome and appreciate the opportunity to 
review or discuss other possibilities. We appreciate the Senate's sincere 

 

-. efforts to increase the democratizatiori of university government. 

Yours sincerely, 

John A. Myriott 

S
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students' point of view and to present problems encountered by students 
from time to time, direct student representation is the most efficient 
means of reaching these goals. Election of an upper class man for a 
three year Senate teimwould accomplish two things, First, the student 
elected would have at least two years experience as a student at the 
University. Second, even if this student representative were to graduate 
before the end of his term of office, he would be temporarily close 
enough to his student experience to give adequate representation to the 
student body. Such a plan would lend itself to some multiple of three 
as the number of representatives for the student body. Thus, one-third 
of the representatives could be elected each year. 

The above plan is only one of several possibilities for incorporating 
direct student representation in the academic Senate of the University. 

• 
The Executive Council would welcome and appreciate the opportunity to 
review or discuss other possibilities. We appreciate the Senate's sincere 
efforts to increase the democratization of university government. 

Yours sincerely, 

John A. Mynott
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Simon Fraser Student Society 

Simon Fraser University 
Burnaby 2, B.C. 

Office of the President 
October 31,1966. 

The Senate 
do Mr. D. P. Robertson 
Secretary to the Senate 
Simon Fraser University 
Burnaby 2, B.C. 

Dear Mr. Robertson, 

I have been instructed by the Executive Council to inform you 
Chat after considerable discussion and careful consideration the Executive 
Council must regretfully decline acceptance of the Senate offer to place 
a student elected Rector on the Senate. The Council's decision is 
contained in a three point resolution as follows: 

• . 

Whereas, the Senate resolution as communicated to the Executive 
Council of the Simon Fraser Student. Society in a letter dated 

• September 14, 1966, involves students in the responsibility for 
decision making without allowing sufficient student votes, 

• it resolved that: 

1. The Executive Councilcf the Simon Fraser Student Society 
rejects any and all forms of student representation on 
Senate that are not accompanied by a proposal to carry on 
the business of Senate in open and public meetings. 

2. The Executive Council of the Simon Fraser Student Society 
rejects the specific Senate proposal for a student elected 
Rector on Senate as being guilt by association without 
sufficient representation. 

3. The Executive Council of the Simon Fraser Student Society 
• proposes as an initial step towards adequate student 

representation on the Senate that at least two student 
representatives be elected by the student body to the Senate. 

I. . . 
0
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it resolved that: 

1. The Executive Councilcf the Simon Fraser Student Society 
rejects any and all forms of student representation on 
Senate that are not accompanied by a proposal to carry on 
the business of Senate in open and public meetings. 

• 2. The Executive Council of the Simon Fraser Student Society 
rejects the specific Senate proposal for a student elected 
Rector on Senate as being guilt by association without 
sufficient representation. • 

3. The Executive Council of the Simon Fraser Student Society 
• proposes as an initial step towards adequate student 

representation on the Senate that at least two student 
representatives be elected by the student body to the Senate. 
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Simon Fraser Student Society 
Simon Fraser University 

Burnaby 2, B.C. 

Office of the President 
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Dear Mr. Robertson, 

I have been instructed by the Executive Council to inform you 
that after considerable discussion and careful consideration the Executive 
Council must regretfully decline acceptance of the Senate offer to place 
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contained in a three point resolution as follows: 
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Whereas, the Senate resolution as communicated to the Executive 
Council of the Simon Fraser Student. Society in a letter dated 
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1. The Executive CouncilcE the Simon Fraser Student Society 
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Senate that are not accompanied by a proposal to carry on 
the business of Senate in open and public meetings. 
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rejects the specific Senate proposal for a student elected 
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sufficient representation. 
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represertation on the Senate that at least two student 
representatives be elected by the student body to the Senate. 
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Simon Fraser University Student Society 

Burnaby 2, British Columbia 

September 14 1966 

The Senate, 
do Mr. D P. Robertson 
Peg is trar 
Simon Fraser University. 
Burnaby 2 B.C. 

Dear Mr. Robertson. 

I was gratified to receive the formal notice of the Senate's 
decision to include a student representative on the Senate. At this 
time I would like to 'request that the Senate give consideration to 
providing a set of Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings for the 
Student Society's information so that we may be more fully prepared to 

choose our Senate representative. 

With regards to the election procedure and those eligible 

• I would request that the Senate reconsider its decision that students 

• with 12 semester hours or more are the only eligible voters. The basis 
for my request lies in the fact that all students taking four or more 
semester hours pay Student Society fees and are thus considered members 

• of the University community. I.would also like to point out that in many 
cases students taking less than 12 hours are those who like myself are 
involved in considerable non-academic activities and in order to do justice 
to both course load and co-curricular activities have decided to reduce 
their load to less than 12 hours. 'I would appreciate the Senate's careful 

consideration of this point.
Yours sincerely. 

John A. Mynott 
President 

0
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 Simon Fraser University Student Society 

Burnaby 2, British Columbia 

September 14 1966 

The Senate. 

do Mr. D P. Robertson 
Fegis trar 
Simon Fraser University. 
Burnaby 2 B.C. 

Dear Mr. Robertson. 

I was gratified to receive the formal notice of the Senate's 
decision to include a student representative on the Senate. At this 
time I would like to-request that the Senate give consideration to 
providing a set of Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings for the 
Student Society's information so that we may be more fully prepared to 

choose our Senate representative. 

• With regards to the election procedure and those eligible 
I would request that the Senate reconsider its decision that students 

• 

with 12 semester hours or more are the only eligible voters. The basis 
- for my request lies in the fact that all students taking four or more 
semester hours pay Student Society fees and are thus considered members 
of the University community. I would also like to point out that in many 
cases students taking less than 12 hours are those who like myself are 
involved in considerable non-academic activities and in order to do justice 
to both course load and co-curricular activities have decided to reduce 
their load to less than 12 hours. 1 would appreciate the Senate's careful 

consideration of this point.
Yours sincerely. 

John A. Mynott 
President 

0



' 

• -35- ('2 

Simon Fraser University Student Society 

• . Burnaby 2, British Columbia 

September 14 1966 

The Senate 
do Mr. D P. Robertson 
Pegistrar 
Simon Fraser University. 
Burnaby 2 B.C. 

Dear Mr. Robertson, 

I was gratified to receive the formal notice of the Senate's 
decision to include a student representative on the Senate. At this 
time I would like to request that the Senate give consideration to 
providing a set of Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings for the 
Student Society's information so that we may be more fully prepared to 
choose our Senate representative. 

With regards to the election procedure and those eligible 
I would request that the Senate reconsider its decision that students 
with 12 semester hours or more are the only eligible voters. The basis 
for my request lies in the fact that all students taking four or more 
semester hours pay Student Society fees and are thus considered members 
of the University community. I.would also like to point out that in many 
cases students taking less than 12 hours are those who like myself are 

involved in considerable non-academic activities and in order to do justice 
to both course load and co-curricular activities have decided to reduce 
their load to less than 12 hours. 1 would appreciate the Senate's careful 

consideration of this point.
Yours sincerely. 

John A. Mynott 
President 
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To: Members of the Senate From: Thomas H. Brose 

• Date: August 1st 1966 

• STUDENT REPRESENTATION ON SENATE 

That the Act establishing Simon Fraser University government 
did not include representation for students is one of the serious 
omissions in the document. 

I think students should be represented on Senate, and I thus 
support this aspect of Professor Baker's fine suggestion that Senate 
proceed to create a seat for the students. 

However, I think the person chosen should be the students'. choice 
- with no prior restrictions imposed by us. Only the students can best 
judge who can best represent them. Further, since Simon Fraser University 
has proclaimed itself in favour of educational innovation, we should 
encourage this innovation. Rather than reaching across the seas or the border 
for a precedent, we have the opportunity to join those very few universities 
who have recognized this generation's students' desire to be involved 
in their university. The students do not want the paternalism of which 
much of past university-student relationships consisted. There is no 

• master-servant relationship in a healthy democratic community. Those who 
wish to continue such a system were born in the wrong age. The university. 
in my opinion, should be a workshop, a microcosm, of the kind of society 
Canada is stxiving for - not a haven for tradition at the expense of the 
realities of the time in which we live. 

Therefore I wish to offer the following amendment to the proposal 
of Professor Baker: . 

That the Senate authorize a seat under its power in 
Section 23(i), and that it designate that seat as the seat of the student 
representative. . 

Further, that we request the students to nominate a person 
residing in British Columbia and to elect their representative sometime 
in. October so as to have a representative at the new session of Senate. 

Finally, the title of the representative - if-we need a title - 
should be the choice of the students. Let us create our own traditions. 

.••
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proceed to create a seat for the students. 

However, I think the person chosen should be the students' choice 
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judge who can best represent them. Further, since Simon Fraser University 
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encourage this innovation. Rather than reaching across the seas or the border 
for a precedent, we have the opportunity to join those very few universities 

• who have recognized this generation's students' desire to be 'involved 
in their university. The students do not want the paternalism of which 
much of past university-student relationships consisted. There' is no 

• master-servant relationship in a healthy democratic community. Those who 
wish to continue such a system were born in the wrong age. The university 
in my opinion, should be a workshop, a microcosm. of the kind of society 
Canada is striving for - not a haven for tradition at the expense of the 
realities of the time in which we live. 

Therefore I wish to offer the following amendment to the proposal 
of Professor Baker: 

That the Senate authorize a seat under its power in 
Section 23(i), and that it designate that seat as the seat of the student 
representative. 

Further, that we request the students to nominate a person 
residing in British Columbia and to elect their representative sometime 
in October so as to have a representative at the new session of Senate. 

Finally, the title of the representative - ifwe need a title - 
should be the choice of the students. Let us create our own traditions. 
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• If the Faculty are to be represented I suggest that the 

student body should also be represented. I would arrange this 

• through the creation of a new office - that of Rector - one which 

is traditional in many universities in the United Kingdom and at 

Queen's in Canada. The Rector would be elected by the current student 

population for a period of five or six years. He would be a. 

distinguished citizen resident in British Columbia. His office and 

title would be largely honorary and his duties would include the 

giving of a Rectorial address at least once each year and voting 

membership on the Board of Governors. He would not be responsible 

•.
to or report back to the student body save in the most general way,' 

but he would in a sense be the friend and advocate of the students 

in the affairs of the University. • 

The President's Report (1961-62) 

The University of British Columbia.
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.,.. .. To: President From: R. J. Baker, 
Bead, Department of English 

• Subject: Rector July 12, 1966 

Student Representation on Senate 

I would like to put on the agenda for the next Senate 
• meeting the motion that I gave notice of at the last meeting. 

I propose that Senate add a member elected by the students, and 
that such a member be called a Rector. 

The Rector would not be a student or a member of faculty. 
He would be elected by bona fide students for a period of three 

• years; he should be a resident of British Columbia. 

The Rector would not be directly responsible to the student 
body but he would address them once a year. His particular 

• responsibility in Senate would be the welfare of students. 

.The position is well established in Scottish Universities, 
and our name, and links with Lord Lovat, would make it appropriate 
for us to use the same term. I attach the statement made by 

• President Mackenzie on his retirement; it will be . noted that-he 
• . recommended that the Rector be a member of the Board of Governors. 

It is not, however, within the power of Senate to make such a proposal. 

R. J. Baker. 

., •
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To: President From: R. J. Baker, 
Head, Department of English 

Subject: Rector July 12, 1966 

/ 
Student Representation on Senate 

I would like to put on the agenda for the next Senate 
meeting the motion that I gave notice of at the last meeting. 
I propose that Senate add a member elected by the students, and 
that such a ncmbcr be called a Rector. 
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Ile would be elected by bona fide students for a period of three 
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and our name, and links with Lord Lovat, would make it appropriate 
for us to use the same term. I attach the statement made by 
President Mackenzie on his retirement; it will be noted that he 
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R.J. Baker.
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that such a inember be called a Rector. 
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He would be elected by bona fide students for a period of three 
years; he should be a resident of British Columbia. 

The Rector would not be directly responsible to the student 
body but he would address them once a year. His particular 
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and our name, and links with Lord Lovat, would make it appropriate 
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President Mackenzie on his retirement; it will be. noted that he 
recommended that the Rector be a member of the Board of Governors. 
It is not, however, within the power of Senate to make such a proposal. 

R.J. Baker. 
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NOVEMBER 7, 1966 - Sona te Minutos (cont '(1) 

4A Letter from Studit Socioty Rjccting Proposal of Representative 
of S tudon ts on Sena to (ccm t'd) 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the motion by A. E. 
Branca, seconded by J. I'ills.

CARRIED 

It was further agreed that the committee be composed of four 
members ) the membership of the committee to be left to the discretion 
of the Pror idonL, with thu rocommend4 tior that one iouber be a 
faculty member of Senate and that one member be the Registrar.
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NOVEMBER 7, 19.66 - Senate Minutes (cont '(1) 

4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposal of Representative 
of Students on Senate (cont'd) 

Ellis, Ricckhoff and students John Nynott, Dave York, Mike Campbell 
and Greg Stacey. As a result of this meeting Mr. Mynott was asked 
if he and some of his colleagues wished to present the Student 
Society's case in person at a Senate meeting. He agreed this would 
be desirable. At the meeting the student newspaper editor, Mr. 
Mike Campbell, was asked to consider that he was not present at the 
meeting as a reporter and he agreed, but has since asked to accom-
pany. the student delegation to Senate as a reporter. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by K. E. Rickhoff 

"that the student delegation be admitted" 

• . . . CARRIED 

•Moved by A. M. ljnrau, seconded by J. L. Dampier 

"that the request of the reporter to attend the meeting 
for the interview be denied"

CARRIED 

John Nynott, the President of the Student Council, was then 
introduced to the meeting. . 

In his presentation, Mr. Nynott stated that the question of open 
and public meetings, as stated in item 1. of the letter distributed 
to Senate, was the most important facet of the whole question. He 
was asked to what extent this was a Student Council decision and to 
what extent it was a publically discussed issue. He stated that the 
decision was 'a decision of the Executive Council in consultation 
with a number of students on campus and some of the executive and 
other members of the Canadian Union of Students. 

Mr. Mynott left the meeting at 3:10 PM. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by J. Mills 

"that a Senate committee be established to meet with 
a committee of students to discuss the question of 

 

student participation in Senate" . • 

The Chairman stated that from the discussion he would take the 
terms of reference for the coirittee to be to investigate the whole 
question of student participation in Senate and the openess of Senate 
meetings.



NOVEMBER 7. 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont 'd 

4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposal of Representative 
of Students on Senate (cont'd) 

Ellis, Ricckhoff and students John Nynott, Dave York, Mike Campbell 
and Greg Stacey. As a result of this meeting Mr. Mynoct was asked 

: if he and some of his colleagues wished to present the Student 
Society's case in person at a Senate meeting. He agreed this would 
be 8esirable. At the meeting the student newspaper editor, Mr. 
Mike Campbell, was asked to consider that he was not present at the 
meeting as a reporter and he agreed, but has since asked to accom-
pany. the student delegation to Senate as a reporter. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by K. E. Rickhoff 

"that the student delegation be admitted"

CARRIED 

.Moved by A. M. Unrau, seconded by J. L. Dampier 

"that the request of the reporter to attend the meeting 
for the interview be denied"

CARRIED 

John Mynott, the President of the Student Council, was then 
introduced to the meeting. 

In his presentation, Mr. Nynott stated that the question of open 
and public meetings, as stated in item 1. of the letter distributed 
to Senate, was the most important facet of the whole question. He 
was asked to what extent this was a Student Council decision and to 
what extent it was a publically discussed issue. He stated that the 
decision was ' a decision of the Executive Council in consultation 
with a number of students on campus and some of the executive and 
other members of the Canadian Union of Students. 

Mr. Mynott left the meeting at 3:10 PM. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by J. Mills 

..

"that a Senate committee be established to meet with 
a committee of students to discuss the question of 
student participation in Senate" 

The Chairman stated that from the discussion he would take the 
terms of reference for the committee to be to investigate the whole 
question of student participation in Senate and the openess of Senate 
meetings.
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NOVEMBER 7. 166 Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposal of Representative 
of Students on Senate (cont'd)  

• Ellis, Rieckhoff and students John Nynott, Dave York, Mike Campbell 
and Greg Stacey. As a result of this meeting Mr. Mynott was asked 
if he and some of his colleagues wished to present the Student 
Society's case in person at a Senate meeting. He agreed this would 

• be Uosirable. At the meeting the student newspaper editor, Mr. 
Mike Campbell, was asked to consider that he was not present at the 
meeting as a reporter and he agreed, but has since asked to accom-

• pany. the student delegation to Senate as a reporter. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by K. E. Rickhoff 

"that the student delegation be admitted"

CARRIED 

.Moved by A. N. Unrau, seconded by J. L. Dampier 

"that the request of the reporter to attend the meeting 
for the interview be denied"

CARRIED 

John Nynott, the President of the Student Council, was then 
introduced to the meeting. 

In his presentation, Mr. Nynott stated that the question of open 
and public meetings, as stated in item 1. of the letter distributed 
to Senate, was the most important facet of the whole question. He 
was asked to what extent this was a Student Council decision and to 
what extent it was a publically discussed issue. He stated that the 
decision was 'a decision of the Executive Council in consultation 
with a number of students on campus and some of the executive and 
other members of the Canadian Union of Students. 

Mr. Mynott left the meeting at 3:10 PM. 

Moved by A. E. Branca, seconded by J. Mills 

"that a Senate committee be established to meet with 
a committee of students to discuss the question of 
student participation in Senate" 

The Chairman stated that from the discussion he would take the 
terms of reference for the committee to be to investigate the whole 
question of student participation in Senate and the openess of Senate 

0 meetings.
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OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

3A Student Representative on Senate (cont'd) 

2) Distribution of Senate minutes to Student Society (cont'd) 

• T. B. Bottomore stated that he felt this was getting away from 
• the idea of minutes: that they were for the information of those 

• who discuss the business of the meetings and the business of the 
meetings would be deteriorated by such action. He prefers that 
the minutes of a meeting of any body be confined to the membership 
of that body: to go beyond this is to restrict open discussion. 
He stated he was opposed to circulating the minutes. 

( c_.. 

T. H. Brose stated that he did not believe candor would restrict 
• 

the body: that since Senate did not have Proceedings, as did the 
House of Commons, minutes and papers were the record of Senate 
and he believed people on campus should have that record available. 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the second part of the 
motion.

CARRIED 

Procedures for Election of Student Representative 

The Registrar requested a ruling on his suggestion that nomination 
forms for nomination of a student representative required twenty 
signatures. 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by J. F. Ellis 

"that nomination forms for the student representative should 
require twenty signatures"

CARRIED 

NOVEMBER 7, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J.Mynott,President, Student Society (attached) 

4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposal of Representative 
of Students on Senate 

The Registrar reported that because he felt that the letter from 
the Student Society, which had been distributed to all members, 
required some clarification, he consulted with Dean Bottomore, 

• acting President at the time, about the advisability of meeting 
with the students before the letter was discussed in Senate. With 

.• 
• the concurrence of Dean Bottomore a meeting was held on Friday, 

- November 4th. Present were the Registrar, Professors Baker, Brose,



•___/.4, 

• • 
.

 

OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes (con t'd) 

3A Student Representative on Senate (cont'd) 

2) Distribution of Senate minutes to Student Society (cont'd) 

T. B. Bottomore stated that he felt this was getting away from 
the idea of minutes: that they were for the information of those 
who discuss the business of the meetings and the business of the 
meetings would be deteriorated by such action. He prefers that 
the minutes of a meeting of any body be confined to the membership 
of that body: to go beyond this is to restrict open discussion. 
He stated he was opposed to circulating the minutes. 

T. H. Brose stated that he did not believe candor would restrict 
the body: that since Senate did not have Proceedings, as did the 
House of Commons, minutes and papers were the record of Senate 
and he believed people on campus should have that record available. 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the second part of the 
motion.

CARRIED 

Procedures for Election of Student Representative 

 

. . 

The Registrar requested a ruling on his suggestion that nomination 
forms for nomination of a student representative required twenty 
signatures. 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by J. F. Ellis 

"that* nomination forms for the student representative should 

• . require twenty signatures" . 
• • . 

• CARRIED 

NOVEMBER . 7, 1966 - - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J.Mynott,President, Student Society (attached) 

 

• 
4A Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proposal of Representative 

of Students on Senate 

The Registrar reported that because he felt that the letter from 
the Student Society, which had been distributed to all members, 

•

 

 required some clarification, he consulted with Dean Bottomore, 
acting President at the time, about the advisability of meeting 

• 
. with the students before the letter was discussed in Senate. With 

 

.. 
the concurrence of Dean Bottomore a meeting was held on Friday, 

• • • : November 4th. Present were the Registrar, Professors Baker, Brose,
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: •. OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

3A Student Re p resentative on Senate (conr.'d) 

• 2) Distribution of Senate minutes to Student Society (cont'd) 

• T. B. Bottomorc stated that he felt this was getting away from 
• the idea of minutes: that they were for the information of those 

who discuss the business of the meetings and the business of the 
• meetings would be deteriorated by such action. He prefers that 

the minutes of a meeting of any body be confined to the membership 
of that body: to go beyond this is to restrict open discussion. 

• He stated he was opposed to circulating the minutes. 

• T. H. Brose stated that he did not believe candor would restrict 
the body: that since Senate did not have Proceedings, as did the 
House of Commons, minutes and papers were the record of Sepate 
and he believed people on campus should have that record available. 

The Chairman then called for a vote on the second part of the 
motion.

CARRIED 

Procedures for Election of Student Renresentative 

The Registrar requested a ruling on his suggestion that nomination 
forms for nomination of a student representative required twenty 
signatures. . . 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by J. F. Ellis 

"that nomination forms for the student representative should 
require twenty signatures"

CARRIED 

NOVEMBER 7. 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J. Mynott, President, Student Society (attached) 

4A • Letter from Student Society Rejecting Proosa1 of Representative 
of Students on Senate 

The Registrar reported that because he felt that the letter from 
the Student Society, which had been distributed to all members, 
required some clarification, he consulted with Dean Bottomore, 
acting President at the time, about the advisability of meeting 
with the students before the letter was discussed in Senate. With 
the concurrence of Dean Bottomore a meeting was held on Friday, 
November 4th. Present were the Registrar, Professors Baker, Brose, 

C 

.
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OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J. Nynott, President, Student Society (attached) 

 

3A Student Representative on Senate 

1) Eligibility to vote 

The members considered the request of the President of the 
Student Society that Senate reconsider its decision that students 
with 12 semester hours or more would be the only.eligible voters 
on the election of a Student Representative on Senate 

Moved by K. E. Rieckhoff, seconded by C. J. Frederickson 

"that the decision of Senate to require a student to be  

 

• enroled twelve semester hours or more to be eligible to 
vote be reaffirmed"

CARRIED 

2) Distribution of Senate minUtes to Student Society 

 

• Senate considered the request from the President of the 
Student Society for Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings. 

.After considerable discussion the Chairman recommended that 
the Re •

 

 gistrar write a report on each meeting of Senate and send 
the summary report to the President of' the Student Society, the 
Peak, and any other party who was interested. This report could 
be written so that supporting papers would not be necessary. 

It was pointed Out that it could be assumed that the Student 

 

• Representative, who will receive all documentation for ..Senate, 
will communicate matters of importance to the students. 

A. R. MacKinnon recommended that there should be a place 
where the minutes with the papers are available. 

J. Mills amended his motion to state 

"that the request of the Student Society to have Senate minutes 
provided be met by making the Library copy of the minutes 
available to students" 

The Chairman then called for a vote in two parts for the motion 
• : by J. Mills, seconded by A. R. MacKinnon 

"that the Registrar be requested to prepare a surmary 
to be distributed freely in the community"

CARRIED 

 

• "that the agenda, supporting papers anSI minutes be kept 
in the Library and made available upon request to any. 

 

• member of the University community: the papers for this 
copy to be subject to the discretion of the Registrar"
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OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J. Mynott, President, Student Society (attached) 

3A Student Representative on Senate 

1) Eligibility to vote 

The members considered the request of the President of the 
Student Society that Senate reconsider its decision that students 
with 12 semester hours or more would be the only eligible voters 
on the election of a Student Representative on Senate 

• Moved by K. B. Rieckhoff, seconded by C. J. Frederickson 

"that the decision of Senate to require a student to be 
enroled twelve semester hours or more to be eligible to 
vote be reaffirmed"

CARRIED 

2) Distribution of Senate rnintes to Student Society 

Senate considered the request from the President of the 
Student Society for Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings. 

After considerable discussion the Chairman recommended that 
the Registrar write a report on each meeting of Senate and send 
the summary report to the President of the Student Society, the 
Peak, and any other party who was interested. This rport could 
be written so that supporting papers would not be necessary.. 

It was pointed out that it could be assumed that the Student 
Representative, who will receive all documentation for.Senate, 
will communicate matters of importance to the students. . 

A. R. MacKinnon recommended that there should be a place 
where the minutes with the papers are available. 

J. Mills amended his motion to state 

"that the request of the Student Society to have Senate minutes 
provided be met by making the Library copy of the minutes 
available to students" . • 

• . . • • -. The Chairman then called for a vote in two parts for the motion 
• • : by J. Mills, seconded by A. R. MacKinnon 

"that the Registrar be requested to prepare a surrurnary 
to be distributed freely in the community" 

• • • CARRIED 

"that the agenda, supporting papers and minutes be kept 
• in the Library and made available upon request to any 

member of the University community: the papers for this 
copy to be subject to the discretion of the Registrar"



4ø// S

I C, 

OCTOBER 3, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

Letter from J. Mynott, President, Student Society (attached) 

3k Student Representative on Senate 

1) Eligibility to vote 

The members considered the request of the President of the 
Student Society that Senate reconsider its decision that students 

• with 12 semester hours or more would be the only eligible voters 
on the election of a Student Representative on Senate 

Moved by K. E. Rieckhoff, seconded by C. J. Frederickson 

"that the decision of Senate to require a student to be 
enroled twelve semester hours or more to be eligible to 

• vote be reaffirmed"

CARRIED 

2) Distribution of 'Senate minutes to Student Society 

Senate considered the request from-the President of the 
Student Society for Senate minutes for each of the Fall meetings. 

.After considerable discussion the Chairman recommended that 
the Re • gistrar write a report on each meeting of Senate and send 
the summary report to the President of the Student Society, the 
Peak, and any other party who was interested. This report could 
be written so that supporting papers would not be necessary. 

It was pointed out that it could be assumed that the Student 
Representative, who will receive all documentation for .Senate, 
will communicate matters of importance to the students. 

A. R. MacKinnon recommended that there should be a place 
where the minutes with the papers are available. 

J. Mills amended his motion to state 

"that the request of the Student Society to have Senate minutes 
provided be met by making the Library copy of the minutes 
available to students" 

The Chairman then called for a Vote in two parts for the motion 
: by J. Mills, seconded by A. R. MacKinnon  

"that the Registrar be requested to prepare a summary 
to be distributed freely in the community" 

• 
. 

• CARRIED 

"that the agenda, supporting papers and minutes be kept 
in the Library and made available upon request to any, 
member of the University community: the papers for this 
copy to be subject to the discretion of the Registrar"
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AUGUST 29 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

3B Student Re p resentation on Senate (cont'd) 

R. J. Baker stated that he considered this would be a desirable 
step now as there is a great deal of concern about various groups being 
represented. 

/ 
C. D. Nelson stated that he did not consider three years too long 

• to dny representation by students on Senate. Ile reported that one of 
the members of the student government intends to take only a small number 
of courses, so that he can devote himself to student government. He 
stated that this was a criticism on the number of things that have to 
be done and considered it would take three years to sort them out and 

• come to some sort of pattern for the trimester system. lie considered 
that a representative elected by students to Senate was a good way to 

• start and that such representation would give the students a great deal 
of help. 

T. H. Brose stated that there appeared to be some feeling that 
a non-student should be the representative the students choose and stated 

• that they should be trusted to elect a non-student. 

Moved by D. H. Sullivan, seconded by T. H. Brose 

to delete the words "or a member of faculty" from the 
• . motion proposed by R. J. Baker" 

0 AMEN DXENT LOST 

The Chairman then asked for ' a vote on the motion by R. J. Baker, 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students, and that 
such a member be called a Student Representative. This. Student 

• Representative would not be a student or a member of faculty. 
He would be elected by bona fide students registered, in courses 
at the time of the election, and for a term of three years; he 

• should be a resident of British Columbia" 

• • • • • CARRIED -• 

C. L. Bursill-Hall abstained from voting and requested that this 
be recorded in the minutes. 

The questions of which students would be eligible to vote and 
the best time for-holding the election of the student representative 

• • to Senate were discussed and it was agreed that students registered for 
• twelve semester hours or more were eligible to vote and that the election 

be held in the spring semester (1967): The elected representative to 
take his seat at the February Senate meeting.
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. AUGUST 29 1.966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

33 . Student Re p resentation onScnate (cont'd) 

R. J. Baker stated that he considered this would be a desirable 
step now as there is a great deal of concern about various groups being 
represen ted. 

/ C. D. Nelson stated that he did not consider three years too long 
to deny representation by students on Senate, He reported that one of 
the members of the student government intends to take only a small number 
of courses, so that he can devote himself to student government. He 
stated that this was a criticism on the number of things that have to 
be done and considered it would take three years to sort them out -and 
come to some sort of pattern for the trimester system. He considered 
that a representative elected by students to Senate was a good way to 
start and that such representation would give the students a great deal 
of help. 

T. H. Brose stated that there appeared to be some feeling that 
a non-student should be the representative the students choose and stated 
that they should be trusted to elect a non-student. 

Moved by D. H. Sullivan, seconded by T. H. Brose 

"to delete the words "or a member of faculty" from the 
motion proposed by R. J. Baker"

AMENDMENT LOST 

The Chairman then asked for a vote on the motion by R. J. Baker, 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students, and that 
such a member be called a Student Representative. This Student 
Representative would not be a student or a member of faculty. 
• He would be elected by bona fide students registered. in courses 

at the time of the election, and for a term of three years; he 
should be a resident of British Columbia"

- CARRIED 

C. L. Bursill-Hall abstained from voting and requested that this 
be recorded in the minutes. 

The questions of which students would be eligible to vote and 
the best time for-holding the election of the student representative 
to Senate were discussed and it was agreed that students registered for 
twelve semester hours or more were eligible to vote and that the election 
be held in the spring semester (1967): The elected representative to 
take his seat at the February Senate meeting.
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AUGUST 29 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

3B . Student Rcnrescntation on Senate (conc'd) 

R. J. Baker stated that he considered this would be a desirable 
step now as there is a great deal of concern about various groups being 
represented. 

/ C. D. Nelson stated that he did not consider three years too long 
to dny representation by students on Senate. lie reported that one of 

the members of the student government intends to take only a small number 
of courses, so that he can devote himself to student government. He 
stated that this was a criticism on the number of things that have to 

• be done and considered it would take three years to sort them out-and 
come to some sort of pattern for the trimester system. He considered 
that a representative elected by students to Senate was a good way to 
start and that such representation would give the students a great deal 
of help. 

T. H. Brose stated that there appeared to be some feeling that 
a non-student should be the representative the students choose and stated 
that they should be trusted to elect a non-student. 

Moved by D. H. Sullivan, seconded by T. H. Brose 

"to delete the words "or a member of faculty" from the 
motion proposed by R. J. Baker"

AMENDXENT LOST 

The Chairman then asked for 'a vote on the motion by R. J. Baker, 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students, and that 
such a member be called a Student Representative. This. Student 
Representative would not be a student or a member of faculty. 
He would be elected by bona fide students registered. in courses 
at the time of the election, and for a term of three years; he 
should be a resident of British Columbia"

- CARRIED 

C. L. Bursill-Hall abstained from voting and requested that this 
be recorded in the minutes. • 

The questions of which students would be eligible to vote and 
the best time for-holding the election of the student representative  

• . to Senate were discussed and it was agreed that students registered for 
twelve semester hours or more were eligible to vote and that the election 

• 
• be held in the spring semester (1967): The elected representative to 

take hi seat at the February Senate meeting. 

.•. .•. S
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AUGUST 29, 166 - Senate Minutes (coat 'cI) 

33 Student Representation on Scaae (cont'd) 

"tat Senate athor.ze "no seat and doigaate it as the 
seat of the representative of the studencs and permit 

- the students to elect someone in October as their 
reprseiftative on Senate" 

The Chairman ruled that thiswouid be an alternative to the first 
motion, since the motion included not only the-position-of a Rector now, 
but moved to broaden the concept later. 

R. J. Baker then amended his motion to state 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students" 

This would leave the title for the decision of the students. He 
stated he would not agree to a student representative. 

T. H. Bottomore stated that the proposal that Senate should elect 
a non:-student seemed difficult. He pointed out that the appointment 
would be for three years and that this was a long time to delay student 
representation by the students. He recommended that the matter be de-
ferred until there was a more complete student body and the representa-
tion could be open. 

C. Bursill-Hall requested clarification on the motion: whether it 
was on the position of a Rector who was anon-student or a Rector who 
might be a student representative. 

The Chairman stated that the motion was in three parts: 

1. The proposal as set out in the paper presented by R.J. Baker, 

2. amended to read instead of "Recto", "the representative 
member of Senate elected by the students", and 

3. in due course when a full spectrum. of students is in 
attendance at the University, the whole question of 
limitations will be examined. 

D. H. Sullivan stated that by the terms of the Act the term of 
appointmehe vas three years. This would mean that a freshman or sophomore 
would be the only student eligible. Therefore he was against the motion. 
Re also objected to the fact that members of faculty were excluded, stating 
that what the students would want would probably be a representative 
from the faculty. 

E. S. Lett asked why it was urgent, to consider this question at 
this time and asked if there would be any loss in deferring the dis-
cussion until there was a full complement of students.
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AUGUST 29, 1066 - Senate Minutos (cont 'd) 

3B Studea t Represen ta tion on Sean e (con" 'd) - 

"that Senate authorize the seat and designate it as the 
seat of the representative of the studencs and permit 

• the students., to elect someone in October as their 
• •' : rcprsentative on Senate" 

The Chairman ruled that this, would be an alternative to the first 
- motion, since the motion included not only the position of a Rector now, 

but moved to broaden the concept later. 

R. J. Baker then amended his motion to state 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students" 

This would leave the title for the decision of the students. He 
stated he would not agree to a student representative. 

T. H. Bottomore stated that the proposal that Senate should elect 
• a non-student seemed difficult. He pointed out that the appointment 

• would be for three years and that this was a long time to delay student 
• representation by the students. He recommended that the matter be de-

ferred until there was a more complete student body and the representa-
tion could be open. 

C. Bursill-Hall requested clarification on the motion: whether it 
was on the position of a Rector who was anon-studerkt or a Rector who 
might be a student representative. 

The Chairman stated that the motion was in three parts: 

1. The proposal as set Out in the paper presented by R.J. Baker, 

2. amended to read instead of "Recto", "the representative 
member of Senate elected by the students", and 

3. in due course when a full spectrum of students is in 
attendance at the University, the whole question of 
limitations will be examined. 

D. H. Sullivan stated that by the terms of the Act the term of 
appointmeht was three years. This would mean that a freshman or sophomore 
would be the only student eligible. Therefore he was against the motion. 
He also objected to the fact that members of faculty were excluded, stating 

• • that what the students would want would probably be a representative 
from the faculty. 

E. S. Lett asked why it was urgent to consider this question at 

•. 

• this time and asked if there would be any loss in deferring the dis- 
cussion until there was a full complement of students.
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AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes (conc'd) 

33 Student Represcn La tion on Senn te 

"that Senate authorize the 
seat of the representative 
the students, to' elect some 
rcprçsentative on Senate"

(cont 'd)... - 

seat and dciignate it as the 
of the students and permit 
nc in October as their 

.

• ' ,.-"' The Chairman ruled that thiswouid be an alternative to the first 
motion, since the motion included not only the position 'of a Rector now, 
but moved to broaden the concept later. 

R. J. Baker then amended his motion to state 

"that Senate add a member elected by the students" 

This would leave the title for the decision of the students. He 
stated he would not agree to a student representative. 

T. 1I. Bottomore stated that the proposal that Senate should elect 
a non:-student seemed difficult. He Pointed out that the appointment 
would be for three years and that this was a long time to delay student 
representation by the students. He recommended that the matter be de-
ferred until there was a more complete student body and the representa-
tion could be open. 

C.' Bursill-Hall requested clarification on the motion: whether it 
was on the position of a Rector who was a-non-student or a Rector who 
might be a student representative. 

The Chairman stated that the motion was in three parts: 

1. The proposal as set out in the paper presented by R.J. Baker, 

2. amended to read instead of "Rector", "the representative 
member of Senate elected by the students", and 

3. in due course when a full spectrum of students is in 
attendance at the University, the whole question of 
limitations will be examined. 

D. H. Sullivan stated that by the terms of the Act the term of 
appointmeht was three years. This would mean that a freshman or sophomore 
would be the only student eligible. Therefore he was against the motion. 
He also objected to the fact that members of faculty were excluded, stating 
that what the students would want would probably be 'a representative 
from the faculty. 

E. S. Lett asked why it was urgent to consider this question at 
this time and asked if there would be any loss in deferring the dis-
cussion until there was a full complement of students.
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• AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

3D Observers at Senate Meetias (cont'd) 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by W. M. Hamilton 

"that the Information Officer be invited to attend Senate 
meetings at the descretion of the Chairman" 

• 
: . 

CARRIED 

During the discussion it was pointed out that copies of Senate 
minutes were available for perusal by faculty in the Library and in 
the office of the Registrar. . 

Moved by T. H. Brose, seconded by .R. J. Baker 

"chat copies of Senate minutes be made available in 
faculty department offices."

CARRIED 

AUGUST 29, 1966 -Senate Senate Minutes 

Papers presented by R. Baker and T. Brose (attached) 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

3B. Student Representation on Senate 

R. J. Baker commented on his paper, stating that ultimately he 
would agree with the suggestion presented in the paper submitted by 
T. II. Brose, but felt, this should evolve slowly: and thac student 
representation should commence by having the students elect a non-
student. 

C. Bursill-Hall stated that he wain favo of th proposal 
outlined in the paper by R. J. Baker, but would not at this time 
support any motion that resulted in a student becoming a member of 
Senate. • 

Moved by R. J. Baker,. seconded by C. D. Nelson 

"that the proposal by R. J. Baker on Student Representation 
on Senate be adopted as the first step towards student 
representation" 

T. H. Brose stated that he felt the idea of a student representative 

• 
was good, but did not share the hesitancy of other members to allow the 
students to participate in their university. He then proposed an amend-. 
ment to the motion made by R. J. Baker,
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AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) 

3D Observers at Senate Neetfrvs (cont'd) 

• Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by W. N. Hamilton 

"that the Information Officer be invited to attend Senate 
• meetings at the descretion of the Chairman" 

I. . CARRIED 

During the discussion it was pointed out that copies of Senate 
minutes were available for perusal by faculty in the Library and in 
the office of the Registrar. 

Moved by T. H. Brose, seconded by .R. J. Baker 

"that copies of Senate minutes be made available in 
faculty department offices."

CARRIED 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 
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 Papers presented by R. Baker and T. Brose (attached) 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

3B. Student Representation on Senate 

" R. J. Baker commented on his paper, seating that ultimately he 
would agree with the suggestion presented in the paper submitted by 
T. H. Brose, but felt, this should evolve slowly: and that student 
representation should commence by having the students elect a non-
student. 

C. Bursill-Hall stated that he wa•s in favor of th proposal 
outlined in the paper by R. J. Baker, but would not at this time 
support any motion that resulted in a student becoming a member of 
Senate. 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by C. D. Nelson 

• • "that the proposal by R. J. Baker on Student Representation 
on Senate be adopted as the first step towards student 

• representation" 

• T. H. Brose stated that he felt the idea of a student representative 

S
. was good, but did not share the hesitancy of other members to allow the 

 

• • students to participate in their university. He then proposed an amend-
ment to the motion made by R. J. Baker,
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AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes (cont'd) . 

• 3D Observers at Senate Meetings (cont'd) - 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by W. M. Hamilton 

"that the Information Officer be invited to attend Senate 
meetings at the dcscretion of the Chairman" 

0 CARRIED 

During the discussion it was pointed out that copies of Senate 
minutes were available for perusal by faculty in the Library and in 
the office of the Registrar. 

• Moved by T. H. Brose, seconded byR. J. Baker •. 

• "that copies of Senate minutes be made available in 
• faculty department offices." 

• . . . . •
 CARRIED 

• AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes . 

• Papers presented by R. Baker and T. Brose (attached) 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes . . 

3B. Student Representation on Senate 

• " R. J. Baker commented on his paper, seating that ultimately he 
• .. would agree with the suggestion presented in the paper submitted by 

T. H. Brose, but felt, this should evolve slowly: and that student 
representation should commence by having the- students elect a non-
student. . 

C. Bursill-Hall stated that he was in favor of th proposal 
outlined in the paper by R. J. Baker, but would not at this time 
support any motion that resulted in a student becoming a member of 
Senate. 

Moved by R. J. Baker, seconded by C. D. Nelson • 

• ' "that the proposal by R. J. Baker on Student Representation 
• • on Senate be adopted as the first step towards student 

• 0 representation" 

T. H. Brose stated that he felt the idea of a student representative 

. • •
 was good, but did not share the hesitancy of other members to allow the 

students to participate in their.university.. He then proposed an amend-
• ment to the motion made by R. J. Baker, •
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• . .. S REGARDING 

OPENESS AND STUDENT REPRESENTATION  
prepared by The Registrar 

OVEMER'29, 1965 - Senate Minutes 

Dr. Ellis advised that there were several members of 
faculty waiting outside wanting to know if the Senate would 

• . permit spectators. A brief discussion followed in which 
S• • the members generally expressed their reluctance to permit 

the admission of spectators at this time. 

It was moved by Mr. Frederickson and seconded by Dr. 
Rieckhoff: 

• . : That visitors be excluded from Senate at this 

.. 

: time and that the matter be reconsidered after 
Senate has been in existence for some time. 

Dr.Maud had been asked by his colleagues to support their 
• : •• visiting the meeting and was therefore opposed to the motion. 

- •. :- Mr. Bawtree then requested that a specific date be set for re-
opening the issue. Dr. Shrum recommended that the matter should 
be postponed until Senate is more fully constituted. 

• .• • • 
An amendment was moved by Dr. Bursill-Ha13. and seconded 

by Mr. Bawtree; . •1•• 
• That the matter be reviewed when Senate is 

• ..-- . more fully constituted. CARRIED 

The amended motion then carried. 

AUGUST 29, 1966 - Senate Minutes 

3D. Observers at Senate Meetin gs : S S 

Moved by D.H. Sullivan ) seconded by T.H.Brose 

• 
"that meeting of Senate be open to any member of the 

. • 
• University community who provides sufficient reason: 

• • the President to decide upon which such requests should 
• • be granted" S

S 

'. MOTION LOST 

S
S. S
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HISTORY OF DISCUSSION IN SENATE 

REGARDING 

OPENESS AND STUDENT REPRESENTATION 
prepared by The Registrar 

NOVEMBER 29, 1965 - Senate Minutes 

Dr. Ellis advised that there were several members.of 
faculty waiting outside wanting to know if the Senate would 

• : permit spectators. A brief discussion followed in which 
the members generally expressed their reluctance to permit 

 

• 0

 

the admission of spectators at this time. 

It was moved by Mr. Frederickson and seconded by Dr. 

• 0 
•: 

: 

Rieckhoff: 0 0 

That visitors be excluded from Senate at this 0 
•. 0 

0 time and that the matter be reconsidered after 

 

00 0 Senate has been in existence for some time. 

0 

00 
• .0

 

Dr. Maud had been asked by his colleagues to support their 

 

0 

0• 0 visiting the meeting and was therefore opposed to the motion. 
- 0 0 0 :- Mr. Bawtree then requested that a specific date be set for re-

• 0 00. •0 :.Y opening the issue. Dr. Shrum recommended that the matter should 
• 0• 

0 

• be postponed until Senate is more fully constituted. 

0 0 0 An amendment was moved by Dr. Bursill-Hall and seconded 
. • by Mr. Bawtree: 0 

' 0 

0 

0 That the matter be reviewed when Senate is 
more fully constituted. •0 0 CARRIED 

0 The amended motion then carried. . 0 • 

• 
00 

• 
0 00 
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What about the in-between ground? What does the committee think of two? 
The Committee will accept the suggestion that it leave the number to 

• Senate, but recommend that one would be better than none. 
• . Leave the number up Co Senate, and go to what kind of student it should be, 

Would it be a student in good standing who to maintain his place on the 
Senate must remain a student in good standing. 

• : Yes, a student of the age of 19 in good standing at the time of election. 
-.

 
Is a student in good standing any student registered at the University? 

• .
 

Students may elect a student who is not on the campus at that time. He may 
boa student on a semester off. 
Does that moan with the one person, if he took a semester off would the 

• students be without representation? • • 
:. If a Faculty member takes research time off he notifies Senate and they 

• appoint a substitute. 
If a student was working in the area he could maintain his representation to  

 

• . . Senate. . 

• • •: The Committee has done•the task it has been charged with. The next 

 

• meeting of Senate is January 9 and the Senate then goes through the 
• ••:

 
Graduate and Undergraduate Calendars. This item will be on the agenda 

• ..... but it is doubtful if Senate will have time to get to it, because the 
calendars must get out. This item deserves a special mating with nothing 

...' else being discussed. Senate will probably call a special meeting to discuss 

S: 
• •..: these recommendations sometime later in January. . 

Could the students be present at the meeting when the recommendations are 
discussed? 
It could be arranged. . . . 

The Chairman will attempt to write the history, the arguments pro and con, 
re-write the minutes and recommendations and send the whole report to Senate. 
• As soon as the Chairman has rewritten this he should get the Coirmittee 
together again. S • •. 0 . • 

Next meeting to be notified 

Mr. Don.Murray • • • S • 

Recording Secretary • APPROVED • -. - - S 

-D.P. Robertson Chairman 

• 
: DATE:  

• - .. 
a • • • 0 • 

i • • S • I. •
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Senate, but recommend that one would be better than none. 
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What about the in-between ground? What does the committee think of two? 
The Committee will accept the suggestion that it leave the number to 

• Senate, but recommend that one would be better than none. 
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Would it be a student in good standing who to maintain his place on the 

• Senate must remain a student in good standing. .• 
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• It would be nicer to have more than one student member. If a student 
is elected to Senate could he stand up for himself and the students without 

• •. support? Faculty do not need other Faculty members to prop them up. Why 
three to bold the argument up? The discussion started with a representative, 

S

 

 

one, and now all of a sudden it has to be three because one cannot be loud 
enough. 
Three would hardly be a voting block, because Senate will elect an equal 

• S
 

number of Faculty. It is realistic to have one parson confidently voice the opinions of the whole student body. 
Two or three students can give you a more unbiassed voice of student 

S representation on Senate. 
May not wait one year for the second and two years for the third? 
The students may, at certain times, present a voting block but never 

S power block. It is a sensible experiment to have three people but just 
S one is asking a lot of newly elected student. - 

• S 

• 

. What benefit would it be to Senate to have one, two or three? Would it 
• : be beneficial to have more than one? • • 

Could it not be put this way? The students are strongly, universally of • S 

the opinion that the student representation should be three. . 
• S - • Should it be left up to Senate to decide? Certainly. Senate will decide 

ultimately anyway. 

*One student representative for the time being would be sufficient, it isa renovation of the constitution of Senate and if put on that basis it would 
'probably be more likely to succeed. Three would give the students more 

• security, because of having three there, but some members have the 
• suspicion that Senate would not go for three students 'immediately. 

Is the disagreement based on what it is thought Senate will go along with 
or what would be more beneficial to Senate. 
It is experimental for the time being so it cannot be said with certainty 
that three would be better than one. 
There is nothing lost with letting a thing like this evolve gradually. 

In Senate the student representative will not be there primarily as a 
spokesman for students but as a member of Senate. . . 
Senate should be urged to try it with one, then cio, then three. . If the students get two or three ) Faculty will get the same and Senate will 
end up with 30 to 35 members. Senate meetin gs run quite long enough now. 
The first recommendation regarding openess should not be forgotten. If the 
Committee recommends a gallery and three students, some members. may think 
things are getting too cluttered. . . • • • It is not known if one, two or three will work 'Why Why should we start 
with three? We do not have to rush. Senate has run alongclosed for many years 
and now we are saying that Senate will need to be open and have three students 

• to be effective . S • 

-Could it not be agred to only having one student representative? The only, 
point is that some feel that three studanta would be more eUcctjva than 
one and the argument aginat three iB a dislike ofincrcarjn8 the vizc 'or. the Senate. . S • S 

Maybe at this stage the Senate would be wise to, admit . studentsCo committees who were not Senators, • . S . . S •
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It would be nicer to have more than one student member. If a'-student  
is elected to Senate could he stsnd up for himself and the1udc-ts without 
Support? Faculty do not need other Faculty mcibers toprop -  them up. Why 
three to hold the argument up? The discussion started with a representative, 
one, and now all of a sudden it has to be three because one cannot be loud enough. 
Three would hardly be a voting block, because Senate will elect an equal 
number of Faculty. It is.rcali,q tjc to have one person confidently voice the opinions of the whole student body. 
Two or three students can give you a more unbiassed voice of student 
representation on Senate. 
Why not wait one year for the second and two years for the third? 
The students may, at certain times, present a voting block but never 
a power block. It is a sensible experiment to have three people but just 
one is asking a lot of newly elected student. 
What benefit would it be to Senate to have one, two or three? Would it 
be beneficial to have more than one? 
Could it not be put this way? The students are strongly, universally of 
the opinion that the student representation should be three. 
Should it be left up to Senate to decide? Certainly. Senate will decide 
ultimately anyway. 

One student representative for the time being would be sufficient, it is . 
renovation of the constitution of Senate and if put on that basis it would 
probably be more likely to succeed. Three would give the students more 
security, because of having three there, but some members have the 
suspicion that Senate would not go for three students immediately. 

Is the disagreement based on what it is thought Senate will go along with 
or what would be more beneficial to Senate. 
It is experimental for the time being so it cannot be said with certainty 
that three would be better than one. 
There is no  lost with letting a thing like this evolve gradually. 

In Senate the student representative will not be there primarily as a 
spokesman for students but as a member of Senate. 
Senate should be urged to try it with one, then tZ'o, then three. . 
If the students get two or three, Faculty will get the same and Senate will 
end up with 30 to 35 members. Senate meetings run quite long enough now. 
The first recommendation regarding openess should not be forgotten. If the 
Committee recommends a gallery and three students, soe members. may think 
things are getting too cluttered. . . . . . . .m - * 
It is not known if one, two or three will work beth3r. Why should we start 
with three? We-do not have to rush. Senate has run alongclosed for many years 
and now we are saying that Senate will need to be open and have three students 
to be effective . . -. 

Could it not be agreed to only having one student representative? The only, point is that some feel that three Students would be more effectivethan 
..onc and the argument against three is a dislike orincrcajng the size of • the Senate.  
• Naybo at this stage the Sohate would be wise to. admit. students Co committees • who were not Senators.
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By talking about restrictions there is an underlying assumption of an 
irresponsible cicctorate. If you are going to take a chance on an 
irresponsible electorate you must make realistic limitations. The age 
limit is a realistic limitation. 

•

 

 There could be an irresponsible electorate and therefore restrictions 
are required. Residence could possibly be interpreted to mean 30 
semester hours accumulated Simon Fraser credit. The person who has been 
in attendance at a university for one year. 

A lot of graduate students who come here may have a tremendous amount of 
• : experience in university affairs and an active interest in university 

business. A graduate student only needs five or ten semester hours. 
Perhaps the stipulation we require is that they have been in attendance 

• : at some university. . . 

• •• It was suggested that stipulation should be made for nineteen years of 
• _. age and over. Agreed. 

Now what about the question of university., experience. 
If students want to elect someone without university experience they should 
be allowed to do so. Senate should not stipulate this. Senate should 
have, only one concern - that he is a student when elected and continues 

•. . 
to follow his studies. This is assuming that he is a student and would 
continue to be a student for the three year term. 'If this committee 
-decides to stipulate that it is a student. 

• •y has 'Rector' been rejected? 
•1 '' On the basis chat it might be a person who was not aware of the problems 

of students today and might not have been in contact with university 
life for a good number of years. 

 

• : Would there be violent objections if representation was .limited to 
•

 

 students at Simon Fraser University completely? This would be the most 
acceptable representation for students to have on Senate. You have to 
have someone from inside the community. 

• 
. General discussion followed on the effect of student 'representation in 
• • respect to the increase in numbers on the Senate. Section 1 of the Act 

was cited (for each student representative on the Senate, Faculty would 
•

 

 have a representative. Three student representatives would mean three 
Faculty representatives, increase to Senate would be six). 

 

• . . The Committee should talk about the numbers of representatives? A very 
useful suggestion. It will be very difficult to get Senate to go beyond 
one representative at this time. However, pending its experience for one 

 

• . year, Senate might add another member and possibly after another year, 

. 

another one, and ' the one representative could grow to three. 

• Will three students cause more trouble than tnc? If you try for one you 
might get it, for three you might have three times the difficulty in • . 

. getting it. . 

1 •
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irresponsible electorate. If you are going to take a chance on an 
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have, only one concern - that he is a student when elected and continues 
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to follow his studies. This is assuming that he is a student and would 
continue to be a student for the t hree year term. If this committee 

-. . . •
 

-decides to stipulate that it is a student. . 

Why has 'Rector' been rejected? . 
• :' On the basis that it might be a person who was not aware of the problems 

' of students today and might not have been in contact with university 
: life for a good number of years, 

Would there be violent objections if representation was.limited to 
students at Simon Fraser University completely? This would be the most 
acceptable representation for students to have on Senate. You have to 
have someone from inside the community. 

• - Ceneral discussion followed on the effect of student representation in 
respect to the increase in numbers on the Senate. Section 1 of the Act 

• • was cited (for each studet representative on the Senate, Faculty would 
have a representative. Three student representatives would mean three 
Faculty representatives, increase to Senate would be six). 

The Committee should talk about the numbers of representatives? A very 
useful suggestion. It will be very difficult to get Senate to go beyond 
one representative at this time. However, pending its experience for one 
year, Senate might add another member and possibly after another year, 

o

another one, andthc one representative could grow to three.. 
• 

• • • Will threestudents cause more trouble than tne? If you try for one you 
• S S might get it, for three you might have three times the difficulty in 

• S 

S getting it. . 
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 By talking about restrictions there is an underlying assumption of an 
irresponsible electorate. If you are going to take a chance on an 
irresponsible electorate you must make realistic limitations. The age 
limit: is a realistic limitation. 

o

There could be an irresponsible electorate and therefore restrictions 
are required. Residence could possibly be interpreted to mean 30 
semester hours Accumulated Simon Fraser credit, The person who has been 
in attendance at a university for one year. 

A lot of graduate students who come here may have a tremendous amount of 
experience in university affairs and an active interest in university 
business. A graduate student only needs five or ten semester hours. 
Perhaps the stipulation we require is that they have been in attendance 
at some university. . 

It was suggested that stipulation should be made for nineteen years of 
age and over. Agreed. 

Now what about the question of university., experience. 
If students want to elect someone without university experience they should 

• be allowed to do so. Senate should not stipulate this. Senate should 
have, only one concern - that he is a student when elected and continues 

• to follow his studies. This is assuming that he is a student and would 
• . continue to be a student for the three year term. If this committee 

• •decides to stipulate that it is a student. 

• 'thy has 'Rector' been rejected? 
On the basis that it might be a person who was not aware of the problems 
of students today and might not have been in contact with university 
life for a good number of years 

Would there be violent objections if representation was .limited to 
• students at Simon Fraser University completely? This would be the most 

acceptable representation for students to have on Senate. You have to 
have someone from inside the community. 

.'•.

• •', 
General discussion followed on the effect of student representation in 

• respect to the increase in numbers on the Senate. Section 1 of the Act 
• was cited (for each student representative on the Senate, Faculty would 

have a representative. Three student representatives would mean three 
Faculty representatives, increase to Senate would be six). 

The Committee should talk about the numbers of representatives? A very 
useful suggestion. It will be very difficult to get Senate to go beyond 
one representative at this time. However, pending its experience for .onc 
year, Senate might add another member and possibly after another year, 

• another one, and ' the one representative could grow to three. 

• Will three , students cause more trouble than trio? If you try for one you 
• might get it, for three you might have three times the difficulty in 
getting it. • 
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u CU1d have si>:tecn-year-olds elected. Collective wisdom is not a good 
garant-CC. To trust to te electorate is not always best. There are 
democratic restrictions about people who can and cannot be elected. 

The person who has been c::posed has had a better oportunity to develop 
a mature judgient. If the students want to elect a non-student this is fine. 

 

. a student this is fine. The lowest possible age is the If they ;ant  
• S voting age. Senate should have a person that is an adult. 

 

• The standard of debate and thinking in the Senate is a high one. A student 
Who is not nineteen would unlikely çualiEyin tnat respect. Even tr,e 
students would want a 1iitation of this nature so that they may have the 

 

• views of the student body presented to the Senate. This would not co;e from 

 

• a student who has been, here for the first semester, from high school. 

Although not in disagreement with nineteen years of age the view was 
expressed that this person should bc in attcndat;ce for a certain amount 
of time. You have' to gain a certain knowledge of the university to get 
involved in the Senate. A two semester limit is quite reasonable. 

• At least one of the Faculty members elected in the fall has only been here 
for one semester. 

 

• There is quite a offerencc. Aithouga a Faculty member may only have been 
here for one semester, at least he has been around universities for a consicer-

• :
 

able time and aas tae e:perier.ce, even though he is a new member of Faculty. 
He has six or seven years under his belt. 

• •. 
It was suggested that for the candidate's nomination to be valid he should 

• • have been here. for at least one semester. 

Is it decided that the representative must be a student. 

• Opposition was expressed to a non-member of the University comnunity. 

 

• If he is a student he should have been in attendance for'one semester. If 
he is a Faculty member no restrictions could be placed. Surely the majority 

• , ,would not want t6 see anyone from outside the university representing the 
students. - 

• '' 
If the students wanted to elect someone from outside the University, why 
should anyone step in their way.. It seems that there are ipeople already 
who have been here for more than two semesters who do not know what is 
going on People who take interest can learn very quickly and learn as they 
go along... at• guarantee is it giving anybody by placing a residence 
restriction on the candidate? 

There are two points of view here. Ifyou do want to insist on some sort 
of residence requirement you run into a lot of additional troubles. Is a 

• resident 10, 12 or 15 semester hours? Nust be have passed all his courses? 

 

W Is an age limit required? Some second year students do not know what is 
going on at the University. What is going to happen when these people 
start voting for candidates? 
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• ou could have sixteen-ycar- olds leccd. Collective wisdom is not a good 
inrantee. To trust to tac electorate is not aiways bcst. There are 

democratic restrictions about ;eo)1e who car. and cannot be elected. 

The person who has been c:po;cd has had a better oiportunity o develop 
a mature uent. If the stueents wCnt to OiCCt a non-stuoent this is fl.nc. 
If they want a student this is A. iae lowest possible age is the 
V( age. Scn..tc should have a person that is an adult. 

The standard of debate and thinking in the Senate is a high one. A student 
• who is not nineteen would unlikely qualify in that respect. Even the 

students would want a limitation O E this nature so that they may have the 
• views of the student body presented to the Senate. This would not come from 

a' student who has been, here for the first semester,. from high school. 

• . . Although not in disagrecrient with nineteen years of age the view was 
• expressed that this person should be ' in attendance for a certain amount 

of time. You have' to gain a certain knowledge of the university to got 
involved in the Senate. A two semester limit is quite reasonable. 

At least one of the Faculty members elected in the fall has only been here 
for one semester. 

Thero is quite a difference. Although a Faculty member may only have been 
here for one semester, at least he hs been around universities for a consider-
able time and aas the e;:perence, even though he is a new member of. Faculty. 

• He has six or seven years under his belt. 

It was suggested that for the candidate's nomination to be valid he should 
have been here. for at least one semester.. . 

• Is it decided that the representative must be a student. 

Opposition was expressed to a non-member of the University comnunity. 
If he is a student he should have been in attendance foronc semester. If 

: he is a Faculty member no restrictions could be placed. Surely the majority 
would not want t6 see anyone from outside the university representing the . 
students. . . 

If the students wanted to elect someone from outside the hniversity, why 
should anyone step in their way. It seems that there are 1porde already 
who have been here for more than two semesters who do not know what is 
going on. People who take interest can learn very quickly and learn as they 
go along ... What guarantee is it giving anybody by placing a residence 

• restriction on the candidate? • . .. . ' 

There are two points of view here. If you do want to insist on some sort 
of residence requirement you run into a lot of additional troubles. Is a 
resident 10, 12 or 15 semester hours? ust he have passed all his courses? 
Is an age limit required? Some second year students do not know what is 
going on at the University. What is going to happen when these people 
start voting for candidates? S 
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• If the students wanted to elect someone from outside the tnivcrsity, why 
• . should anyone step in their way. It seems that there are iporle already 

who have been here for more than two semesters who do not know what is 
• going on. People who take interest can learn very quickly and learn as they 
go along.. What guarantee is it giving anybody by placing a residence 
restriction on the candidate? . . . 

There are two points of view here. If you do want to insist on some sort 
of residence requirement you run into a lot of additional troubles. Is a 
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NINUTES O 11.1 SENATE CO'ITTEE TO STUDY STIJDENT REPRESENTATION 
ON SEXATE ANO.oE::ESs O' SENATE EETINCS 

FRIDAY DECE'flER 9 19.66 

PRESENT; 

Senate ComniiUco 

• T P - -

•Lf-

• A. E. Branca 
• T.H. ]rose 

K.L. Ricckhoff 

Student committee S 

.J. ynott S 

R. Watt 
• W. Engleson 

Minutes of previous meeting and history of this topic in Senate Meetings. 
to date were istrjbutcd to the members. 

It was suggested tiat the Co-11-Lee diSCUSS the orm of student 
• representation which is where it left of last week. Just before the 

last meeting ended it was decided to state that anybody is eli g ible to 
be elected by the students. Is it wished to put more details in the 
recornrendations, or leave it at that? Does the Cortnittee think there 

• should be any limitations? 

It is expected that Senate will want certain guarantees or considerations; 
It is doubted very much if the Senate would accept a sixteenyear-old kid 
just out of school for three months as a fit member. Just what form the 

 

• restrictions could take and still leave it.frc:e is a difficult question. 
In a short discussion after our last meeting witIT other members of this 

• committee the possibility was discussed of saying that thecandidates should 
• . be voting age, assuming that if they are considered old enough for voting 

.. . they ill be responsible representatives. 

What is the voting age? Nineteen years old. 

This would exclude most of the first and second year students. 

Some doubt was expressed about setting a definite age. Some preference was  

 

• expressed for experience gained at Simon Fraser say, in attendance for two 
years. If anage was set, Senate could get someone who was here for the 
first time and still be a good Senate member. 

• • Would this not come out in the election? . 

Another point, is, some of the Senate members and F culty members have r.ot 
been hero that long and yet seem to have mad responsible Senate members.
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b) Respect - remove the suspiciOn that student 

• 
•

'voice' is merely a device to cc? 
the mob quiet rather than a way of 
enriching Senate by respecting 
legitimate student concern. 

ACAINST 

• a) Inc::ericncc - a chance students may elect a 
green youth who would be completely 
ineffective 

b) Time - Senate activities take ilp a lot of 
Lime - a student should not be 
CX1)Cctcd to devote this much time to 
non-studies. 

c) Confidentiality - Students should not be present when 
other students' affairs are 
discussed.

H! p
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ARGUMENTS 

1. OPENESS 

• FOR 

• a) Community - remove the feeling of secrecy, 
• even stealth, and thereby bring 

closer the various elements of the 
academic community. 

b) Communication - allow those who are interested in 
such things freedom to observe and 
thereby gain firsthand knowledge 

• rather than rumours. 

C) Ideas - allow all elements of the University 
• to participate to some extent and 

thereby widen, the net to catch ideas 
and opinions before decisions are 
made. . 

AGAINST 
• 

a) Tradition - Senate meetings at Canadian 
Universities have always been closed. 

b) Inhibition - the presence of a gallery would 
inhibit the present frankness in 

• .. . . . . debate due to the fear of misinter-
pretation of words and attitude by 
the casual observer. 

c) Exhibition - there might be a tendency to 'play 
to the gallery' and espouse short-
term popular causes at the experse 

• of long-term benefits to the 
University. 

- d) Confidentiality - items such as some discipline cases 
• . . . . . should not be decided in public. 

• 2. DIRECT STUDENT REPRESENTATION (CO'-TARED TO A NON-STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE) 

 

FOR • 

a) Effectiveness - more likely to 'result in a • • representative wo knows and under-
stands today's University students. 

• 0
 A student representative would 

 

• 

0 usually be on campus and more 
accessible to other students.
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RECOiMENDATIONS 

..

• 3.. Openess 

"Lhat Senate open its meetings to observers subject 
to the following conditions: 

• a) that observers be limited to Simon Fraser University 

/ 
students, faculty and staff only 

/ b) that the number of observers be .controlled 

C) that observers be made aware of the necessity 
for proper demcanbr 

d) that one student reporter for The Peak be named by 
• the Editor as the official Senate'reportcr 

e) that motions toconduct any Senate meeting or part 
• of a meeting "in camera " be carried on a simple 

• majority vote 

• f) that the University community be made aware that 
Senate may revoke the privilege of attending Senate 
meetings as an observer to any or all individuals." 

2. Student Representation 

"that Senate establish seats for members elected by and  

 

• from the student body as follows: 

a) one member to be elected immediately* 

b) One additional member to be elected one year from 

 

• now 

• . . c) One further member to be elected a year after the 
• . second 

subject to the following conditions: 

a) to-be eligible for nomination a student must be 
• • • • 19 years of age or more 

b) to be eligible for nomination and to retain his seat 
• the member must be a student in good standing as 

 

• defined by the Senate. 

(*e the Committee draws Senate's attention to the fact that the 
• • three students who met with it were unanimously opposed to 

• the staggered introduction of the three student representatives 

 

• preferring to elect three immediately. ) •
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Introduction 

The Senate Committee to Study Student ReprcscrLation. 
• and the Oeness of Senate Meetings was established at the Senate 
Meeting of November 7, 1966. The mcrthers wore-named by the 

• President a few days later. 

At the request of the Secretary of Senate the President of the 
• Student Society named three students to meet with the Committee. 
The Committee met on a number of occasions, always with the students 
present, and wishes to go on record expressing deep gratitude to 
the students: John Mynott, Rob Watts, and Ji11 Egleson, for their 
candor, charm, and goodwill throughout the discussions. 

The Committee decided to present, as well as its recommendations 
and arguments, the minutes of its meetings. In spite of two different 
recording secretaries, cursory editing, and the resultant disjointedness 
of these minutes, the Committee feels they do give the flavour of 
the discussion which might be missed if only the bare bones were 
presented. 

• .• 
• • . Respectfully submitted 

• • • • • A.E. Branca 
• T.H. Brose 

• • • • • K. Reickhoff 
- D.P. Robertson Chairman
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MINUTES OF SENATE CO>ITTEE TO STUDY STUDENT REPRESENTATION 
ON SENATE AND OPENESS OF SENATE MEETINGS 

MONDAY  NOVEMEER 28, 1966 

• PRESENT:
Senate Committee 

D.P. Robertson - Chairman 
A.E. Branca 

• T.H. Brose 

/ 
K.E. Rieckhoff 

• S Student Committee 

J. Nynott 
R. Watt 
W. Engleson 

The chairman briefly outlinedthe events leading to the formation of the 
Committee. 

It was stated that Senate would be interested in knowing why students 
want representation: that perhaps the best approach would be to find out 
1) how students felt they should be represented, 2) what do they feel 

• they could contribute, 3) what would justify opening the Senate meetings. 

• It was stated that the Student Society was most concerned with the openess 
of Senate meetings an d suggested this question be discussed first. It was 
further stated that the students were not interested in representation by 
a "Rector. 

• It was pointed out that the use of the term Rector" was wrong and that 
Senate did not use it. 

• It was stated that the issue for all students on the committee was openess 
of meetings and that although the Executive Council of the Student Society 
may not represent the students it does have open meetings. To the present 

• time students had not heard any arguments why Senate meetings could not be • 
open. S 

It was stated that there were various reasons why opening the meetings might 
be desirable: one reason , was a matter of attitude so that it was clear 
that nothing was being put over on anyone, and to alleviate suspicion. 

If another reason was communication, the speaker questioned whether open 
Senate meetings were the best means of accomplishing this, as there are many 
other aeaies open. He was not clear on the purpose of having anyone listening. 

It was stated that openss of this sort was part of the recent Anglo Saxon 

 

• political tradition. The move has been to open public bodies to make as much 

 

• information as possible available to the people and make people at ease wth 
these bodies. The University is a public body and in terms of the University 

• S community it involves all of us. We should-expect decisions to be made openly. 
• S Suspicion comes from the unknown. Listening and seeing how government 

performs is not so strange. What is strange is - that universities never 
before have tried open meetings.
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It was conceded that the Parliamentary argur.icnt may be good from a 
psychological point of view but in fact although the parliament of Canada 
is open the real work is done in parliamentary Committees and in the corridor; 

• It was mentioned that right now Senate was closed even to faculty, c;:cept 
those who were members, that if there were open Senate meetings and greater 
awareness of just who Senators are there would be more non Senate people in 
the community who could participate in the corridor discussions. 

It was stated that the person who wanted to inform himself could do so. 1t 
1was then stated that many members of Senate arc only names on a paper. There 
fare quite a number of faculty members who are bitter over the exclusion of 
'their presence to watch Senate. At the first Senate meeting some of them 
came to the door requesting entrance. 

It was stated that u the studnts' point of view there are not many avenues 
open to students. 

It was asked if anyone was prepared to give reasons for having closed 
meetings - in practice and principle. 

It was stated that it was tradition and while we could break tradition there 
should be a good reason. Students likened Senate to a legislature, .ihch is 
not a true analogy. The actions of Senate are completely circumscribed 
by the Act. In government members are elected by the, public. Openess is 
there in Senate in the sense that minutes are available for study by all 
and the speaker could not understand why the matter of how the debate 
progresses should be a matter of interest. There are some matters, of 

. privacy and members may not want the reasons for their arguments made 
public. He saw two things of importance to students - the curriculum and 
discipline - and asked what else was of interest to student's. He then 
suggested that the committee go through the Act section by section. 

It was asked why Senate honored student representation in the first place. 
Presumably it was to report, back to students. The speaker asked what te 
distinction was between having a representative of the sort Senate agreed 
upon and having students present at meetings. The reply was that stucents 
want direct representation not third party representation. The speaker 
thought Senate would be : disposed to give students direct representation 
so that one or more students could be free to present the student point 
of view. - 

It was stated that some of the reasons for keeping the meetings closed 
were that the presence of spectators might' affect Senators' candidness 
that other University Senate meetings were closed, and that there were 
personal matters discussed which should not be discussed in public. 

The discussions which took place in Senate on the establishment of a grading 
system were mentioned. It was stated that the speaker personally might 

• use strong language to another Senator to support his point of view. 
This could indicate to an observer a deep rift between the —two of them and 
could create a damaging impression of the University community, which was 
completely false. If the meetings were open it would be necessary for thc 

• Senators to restrain thim:elves and the debate would be lcs useful.
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It was fur-her stated ttie:- wio argucs strongly desires tat hs 
argument have some privacy - tiL such an gumeat could give an impression 
not desired by the speaker if reported publicly out of ccnte::t. 

It was said that to students Senate seemed a rubber stamp body; that 
• all students know is the final decision and none of the debate and this 

gives the impression of rubber stamping. Students and other members of the 
University have the right to know the issue and to do some 'politicing'. 

It was stated that it was just this that Senate wished to avoid. Senate 
wanted' to make a decision for the benefit of the University and not for the 
ephemeral popularity of the motion. 

The likeness of Senate to the executive of a company was felt to be 
• unfortunate, but it was felt that this would not change until the government 

of the University changed. The product of a university is vitally 
interested in what is going on. 

Section 54 of the Act was referred to, article by article. Section 54 reads 
"It is the duty of othc Senate and it has power 

54(a) to regulate the conduct of its meetings and proccedin-s, 
including the determining of the quorum necessary for the 
transact i on o2 business and the election of its members to 
the Board of Governors 

The opinion was expressed that aside from the question of 
appointment this (representation on the Board) could not 

anything a student could be interested in. The speaker could 

• 
see no reason why any student should be on the board. It was 
stated that a lot of the proceedings of the Board would not 
be of interest to students just as they may not be to many 
members of Senate but that some would be interested in knowing 
what , items were on the agenda. 

54(b) to provide for the government, management, and carrying-out of 
- - curriculum, instruction, and education offered by the University 

The students expressed interest in this and it was stated that 
surely the question of curriculum was the responsibility 'of 
faculty - that students do not dictate on questions of 
curriculum. It was stated that faculty are char g ed with this 
responsibility because they are specialists. The question was 

asked:"What can a student tell a Dean about what should be 
studies?" In reply it was stated that students would not 

dictate butcould contribute considerably to the discussion. 
Perhaps the student point o.-E--view could be educational to 
Senate members because many of them had been away from formal' 
education for many years and did not appreciate new ideas. 

It was pointed out that the curriculum is not created at 
• Senate and that it was at the point of creation that student 

opinion might be most useful. The feed-back from the students 
regarding curriculum is straight to faculty, faculty puts 'it 

. together, and it goes to Senate for approval and co-ordinatia 

With other faculties. Student .interest comes in vitally at the 
commencement stage. It was agreed that this was where the comm-
unication with students did take place but that there was a 

point in the Senate where suggestions from the studen.s shu1d
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be considered. Such things as how many hours in a course 
or how many courses in a semester could be questions of vital 

. concern to students. 

It was suggested that this matter of interest was something 
to clarify. I was necessary to decide whether students should 
not only be ir.tcrcstad in decisions but should be permitted 
to influence decisions. There was no doubt about the interest. 

It was stated that if meetings were open there would generally 
only be a few students present. The students were asked if 
thos wat*ching would wish to go and see Senators and whether 
students should have the power to influence a decision. The 
reply was that if a tudcnt did so it would be unlikely that 
he would be influencing the Senator without a very good argument. 
The idea of influencing by prcssur.e lobbying-was highly 
unlikely. The only way students could influence decisions was 
by bringing up a point of view that had not occurred to faculty. 
For instance, the question of work load of the individual 
student - it would be easy for a mcrither of Senate to evaluate 
what any student said about his own work load. On the question 
Of work load it was asked how openess of meetings and direct 
representation solved this. The reply was that the curriculum 
goes before Senate and if this appeared on the agenda and if 
the meetings were open, students would go around to as many 
Senators as possible and present their own point of view. 

It was stated that communication was so good at the lower level W that it was not needed at a higher level and this was disagreed 
with. It was then stated that there were clear-cut channels now 
existing, that they were very well knoin and very much 
considered by Senate and faculty. It was not possible to do 
nearly as much to change things at Senate as it was at the 
early stages. 

It was stated that one of &2 possibilities was that some of the 
distance between Senate and students would disappear, but that 
basically the previous statement was correct. It was possible 
to talk to most faculty members and it was unlikely that 
openess of Senate would create any magical ' change in decision 
making. It was one more avenue of communication. 

It was stated that the two benefits derived would be the 
constructive suggestions from students and the question of the 
change in attitudes, which is not very tangi1a. It was stated 
that Senate should have the power to revoke the openess of 
meetings at any time, but that 'the question of open meetings 
in principle would be a tremendous step to a chan ge in 
attitude. 

It was stated that each department makes up its own 
curriculum but that there were sometimes changes to make 
to work one faculty in with another. It was pointed out that 
the Senate,. in 54 b) acts as a permissive body: it does not 
dictate a course, ic .approves a course requested by a department 
through a faculty. Nost of the curriculum is decided in faculty 
and students are free to talk to faculty.
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The meaning of "instruction" in 54 b) was queried. This'wcs 
telt to be the way in which the curriculum was carried on and W the .;ay in which it wcs imoarted to the students: for instance 
lectures, labs, or tutorials. 

54(c) to ci C:tCe nil ut ions r dat ia to theacad emic and ocher 
recuc: at u lican cc;., , ;son as students 

to the Universit y or to i'ucuity, end to determine in which 
Faculty the students ; rsuin each course of study Shall 
recisee: 

On the question of admissions it was asked if students corning 
from other Universities and Colleges migh.t have something 
to ocr on the question o creett. It was pointed out that 
Senate dcci6o6 the calendar requirements ar.d the Senate 
Committee on Admissions tells the reistrar whet to accept. 
It was asked whether students could be of any vulue to the 
Senate Committee on these decisions. It was pointed out that 
students can always o ; to the Registrarif they feel there 
has been an injustic. It was further riointed out that section 
63 2) outlined the means by which students could submit 
grievances to the faculics. it was asked how openass of 
meetings would help 4 c). The rep.y was that stucents snoulo 
have a voice even in the Senate Acmssions Committee. 

54(e) to provide for and to grant dn:ees, includinc honorar y dercas, 
diplomas and certificates of oroficiency, e:•:cant in theolocy. 

It was agreed thatstudcnts could offer no assistance on this 
question. 

54(f) to ap prove the esta51ish:ent or discontinuance by the Board of 
any Faculty, denrtnnnc, course of ins uructicn, chair, 
feilowsnip, scaolarsa:?, exhibition, bursary or orize 

It was stated that if students were anxious for a net-7 branch 
of study and the department wwas not particula:ly interestec. 
this could be an area where zaculty and students rnigi-.t make 
suggestions to Senate. It was asked how oeness of meetngs 
would contribute to othis. It was then asked what reasons 
would exist for not having meetings open to discuss items 
such as this, except the point of using strong language 
and arguments. It wa pointed out that the onus was not on 
Senate, but on the students, to argue the reasons why meetings 
should be open. It was suggested that the question mi ght be 
taken from the other point of view but that was saying @let's 
open Senate because what harm will it do" . which is not a 
very impressive argument with which to combat tradition. We 
must present what good it would do. 

fl
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54() to c.•:nrd fellc .ishj r s. scholarshi's, e::hbtons, bu:srtric.s, 
and nri:cs 

( It was stated that the criteria on bursaries is something j students could contribute to. 

54(n) from time to tlmc to cetarminc ;aich members of the tcLcairg and 
administrative staffs s1allbc rieribers of each Faculty

It was* stated students felt that if teaching assistants 
were co idercd mem;ers of te faculty it would make a great 
change in the Universiy climate. It was stated that a 
discussion ol this could be vital to students. It was then 
suggested that the agenda be made available sometime before 
the meeting so that teaching asir-;tants who saw their status 
would be discussed could attend and if they asked someone 
to present their opinion they would want to be present at 
the meeting to see that their opinion had been put for-iard. 

It was stated that if you feel you have looked at the arguments 
and then watch the debate, end hear the arguments which you 
did not even think of, it could demonstrate the weakness or 
your arguments and give you another point of v:ew. You could 
be convinced under cease conditions or the dacisoa be-in- the 

Ô right one, weere you might not be it you end not seen present. 
It was stated tr.at wnile th

 

 ht s migat oc true, students mi ght 
not be enperienced enough to weight the other side of the 
argument. It was pointed out that people tend to avoid 
controversy in an open meeting and the bigger the :orum the 
greater this c:fect may cc. inc criterra to: cnoosiag Senators 
was queried and it was stated teat if the stueeas ceose 
representatives they would choose the most outs poken. It was 
pointed out that it should be femcmbered that this was a 
scholarly community not a forum for professional orators. 

The question of press was mentioned and it was stated that in 
talking about openess the meeting as also talking about 
admitting reporters. 

54(1) to make rules and regulations for the management and conduct of 
the library 

It was stated that this was of vital interest to every member 
of the community, that it was one of the most important and a 
positive reason for students being present. Students have 
definite suggestions. It was stated that there was machinery 
to deal with this: that there was a Senate Committee on the 
Library which would be wtlling to talk to any student. 

It was stated that the major arguments for not having the 
Senate meetings open apared to be that it is too high a body 
and that students can Co to committees. This means Senee 
is a subber stamp: it does not indicate that Senate may er 
may not accept rccommendation. If this is the case there 
is no. real reason for Senate at all. Because there are decision 
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• making bodies below Senate does not eliminate the good to be 

derived fro.i openess of Senate meetings. it is still Senate 
that makes the ultimate decision. 

The Chairman pointed out that there were Senate comnittecs becau 
Senate could not handle the mass of detail. The question 
of why there was any dicrence in student representation on 
Senate comiittee and student representation on Senate itself 
was asked. It was then stated that tradition was a very 
powerful factor. It was agreed that there would be some 
positive value gained from student participation in the 
question of library a2airs, under 54 i). 

54(1) to provide for the -.-,reparation and ublication of a calendar 

It was stated that • thc calendar was a fine example of where 
students are rejuired: that it was difficult to see Low 
Grade XII students could be e:pected to understand the 
calendar and the ru]es and regulations: the speaker had 
worked with the University of British Columbia calendar and 
had found it difficult to understand the Simon Fraser calendar. 

It was stated that this uestion of a calendar which could be 
readily understood by all levels of intelligence and 
sophistication was constantly Delag woreu on and it was 

• stated that toere could be constructive- suggestions rom 
students, although it was queried that t:,-,is should be done 
at Senate level. - -. 

The students did not know what Senate does on 1±e calendar 
amd it was stated that Senate gave general direction and 
it was suggested that or toe topics just mentionec the Registrar 
was the most useful person to see. 

54(k) to make such recommendations to the Board as nay be c1ee-.e6 
proper for oromotin the interescs of the University or for 
carrying out the objects and provisions of this ct 

It was stated that students could be very interested in. items 
arising here. 

54(1) to deal with all matters renorted by the Faculties, as affecting 
their respective Faculties, and to consider and take action uon 

- all such matters as shall be rcorted to the Board 

It was agreed that there was no apparent need for students to 
be involved in this question, although the article was too 
vague to allow definitive discussion.
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54(m) to cnrc se disciiL nr y iuriscl'i,:tion with rc cct to students 
in 1nCe .t L U'cr ity by .'ay of ucei from any 
decision ot the 'acuity Council 

It was pointed out that Scnate had to a'provc rccommcndations 
of any dscjnline ccittcO and of Faculty Council and 
that since Senate sometimes upsets the ruling of Faculty 
Council,student attendance on this item might be useful. 
It was then stated that rules are Laid down by Senate and 
have the force of law. 

It was asked if 'the students desired a court and the answer 
was no. It was stated that if Senate has the ultimate power 
of decision on reguiatons then in matters of decision on 
regulations te students snould be permitted to see the 
regulation which will govern their behavior being made. 

54(n) to make or alter any Ueiverity rule or regulation, nroviding 
tee rule oriuiaEic'. so m:de or altered is consistent wLth th 
provisions of this Act and wish the laws of the Province 

It was noted that in) and n) were close together 

54(o) to enter, subject to tha aopro'al of the oerd, into agreements 
.wit ',  any core.orntion or society in she Pro\'i.ce ;hich hei-cye-: 
to prescribe e:mminetions for admission to she corooretion or 
society cr tee pur.;oseo concuctlng e:-:n:.1nnicns and rco'ing 
results: and every such co:ooration or sociey has no•iar to 
enter into such agreme.nss ; and to make regulations as to the 
conduct and inencing of such e::aminations cud e::c.minaticns 
conducted by the Senate b y virtue of any other S, :ai:utc of the 
Province, aria see uublicat:on o theirresuits :'o nert of 
the cost o suca eoamirations snail be a charge upon or DC paic 
out of University furies 

It was agreed that there was little of interest to students 
here, nor was there much scope for their counsel to be 
helpful to Senate on this item. 

54(p) to fix the terms of affiliation with other universities, colleges., 
or other institutions or iearning and to modify or terminate, 
such afriliaton 

It was stated that students who are concerned with the university 
might well have something to say about this. There was 
another statement to the effect that it could be left to 
Senate itself, that the speaker could see no way that student 
observers at Senate could contribute to this topic. 

.
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The Chairman in su:rat ion stated that wh t had been decided was that th 
one argument that is most i mpor Lail t is that therç/would be a bcter climate 
of opinion if Senate did not conduct meetings in secret - we would have a 
more open society. - I 

It was stated that the discussion had centrd more on direct representation 
than on O1CflSS. it was then stated that the most effective way to get 
efçectivc participation would be openess. It was pointed out that if a 
coimittce were set up a student could know why and could go to committee 
rbcrs and contribute. As far Ls the Library Committee is concerned, the 
fact that students knew who members were and when it was going to meet 
could be useful so that the Committee could receive briefs from any member 
of the community, and suggestions could go on to Senate. This would broaden 
the whole process in a very helpful way. 

It was agreed to call another meeting of the committee the following 
Thursday, December 1st, from 3.30 to 10.30. The Chairman suggested that 
anyone who wanted to prepare a paper submit it for discussion at the next 
meeting. 

The meeting adjourned at 12.35 p.m. 

Miss Ruth Broderick 
Recording Secretary APPROVED

D.P. Robertson - chairman 

DATE: 

0
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NINUTES Qj? SENATE CCNNITTEE TO STUDY  STUDENT REPRSENTATION 
ON SENATE AND O?ENESS CF SENATE ETINCS 

.CEBER 1 

PRESENT: 

S en a te _ Qmr1ittee 

p.]?. Robertson - Chairman 
A.E. ]3ranca 

TH ? PP-
K.E. Rickhoff 

Student Commi.ttce 

? Yfl° -

R. Watt 
W. Enleson 

It was said that all .discusson so far had revolved around oer.css of 
meetings, which is of prime concern. ingoing through hc various sections 
nd duties of the Senate as is mentioned in LhL. trnscp.io-, tacre are 

yry few areas in which students have no concern at all. Thca are some areas 
where they have a mild concern, there are some areas where they have 
definite interest and can present valuable suggsions. 

It was suggested that the -meetin g look at the matter of'onening Senate. 
If nias 'opened' whet about Faculty ectings, Curriculum Ccittces 
gnd all the other suLsieary corttees Is there any reed :or clo-sed 
meetings by any group e:cet on those occasions that we have talked about 
nd where there is definite agreement. Committees at some time or other 

bring a sunrnary or recommendation to the Senate and therefore most or the 
academic business of the University does come be_ore the Senate L may be 
çsirablc by some to have every kind of meeting ocn and desirable by some 
to have these ptcetings remain closed. It woul 'seem chat if you at least 

llowed Senate to be 'opened the final.decisior would be open to view by 
he Faculty and the students. 

Tradition is that in closed meetings Senators can present strong arguments in a 
strong manner when they see fit and observers are denied admission because or 
the .rumours that might spread from these meetings being open. This may be the 
pnly Kpason. tl.s tradition originated. 

• JJniversity of British Columbia students areasking for election for a 

sufficient number of students to have enough students to put on each committee. 
As any students on the Senate as there are coaittes operating. It is m  

.Iipderstood that there are matters which would require closed meetings and on 
these grounds the 'oneness' would be rejected. n matters of this kind 

. 
e public would be asked to leave and the eeing would procedd in camera. 

In camera !eetings would apply to all members of the Senate. If the 
representatives would. not abide by the commitments implied by an in camera 
metting they would be asked to leave.
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A lot of reference is being made to Senate s similarity to Parliament. 
reference hs been made to Cabinet mcctings which are not 'open' and never 
reported to the public. Concern was e::pressed about 'opening meetings. 
'ou cannot keep out t , -..c ress. 'fae press is not aiown as a res;onjbjc 
body. In a situation where the press ::oports out of contaxt it car. do the 
Uaiversty a lot of damage - wa have suffered from the Press before, and 
have no raison to trust its judgment. 

A view was e::prcsscd that there are some d i f rences in what Senate is, in 
terms of analogies, if one looks at the Act and at tac trcd i ll- onal ru!os 
of Senates in Universities. The Senate does coma out to be more or less 
a representative body. Some people from the public, some from the Government, 
some from the Faculties, aiear on the Senate and it is enjoined to be the 
governing body. of the University. To call Senate a Cabinet of sorts seems 
to be an elevation of the types of things that Senate considers and an 
elevation of the things that o onat a university to a political level that 
is warranted. 

With regard to the Press, a watch is iossiblc. All members of the 
University Committee havc Library Cards and it is possible to limit 
the attendance to the community of the University. We have an Information 
Officer and if there are misrepresentations made this can be countered. 
mere is a need for some consideration by this group or the concern of the 
public as to university af2airs which has recently developed in Canada. 

0 Previously university education was for the select few of the community 
and today education in university, as in high school, is considered part of 
the right of the public. 

This faces the university with a very different situation. It has a public 
which is more diversified in interests. Representation on Senates of this 
nature was much different in the 20's and 30's. Even now though, there is 
mu-6i more cross-representation in most organizations in Canada today than 
on our Senate and our Board of Governors. This new attitude to higher 
education changes the rules for bodies of this kind and some adjustment 
for these changes has to be made. 

Except for the consideration of press and publicity and the ability 
of Senate members to e:press themselves without concern of misrepresentation, 
there are definite advantages to having open Senate meetings. Some co not
agree with the argument of tradition. This mar of inhibiting candor is the 
practical thing that is to be considered and the meeting must consider what 
things might be done to overcome this disadvantage and if it cannot be overcome 
what can be done as an alternative. 

There is a limited number of spectator seats available and for any meeting 
people can make application. If this privilege is given' it is on the 
express understanding that the matters discussed are University business and 
no discussion should be held outside the University and certainly that nothing 
is to be reported to thenewspapers or news media. 

It could be a very good idea to have an understanding that the 
gallery does not have Lrwdom to come and go as it pleases. Press 
could be held down because of the space ava'ilable. Student newspaper 
coverage of a Senate meeting should not be detrimental in any way but of 
course this could not be guaranteed.
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Hc; IS the sent or scd d hoi is it controlled by the 
'.ovcrning bodies of the University? 

With the Student Society being incorporated within a cnuplc of weeks 
L110

 
final r sioasibility for the n sna;er will lie with the Student 

:ociety and therefore the University ;hould not have to step in at any time 
za Poct its legal liability. ather th'.n restricting the newspaper, 
we should instead endeavour to get the best re-orters available or better 
still we could have the Editor appoint a ermancnt Senate Reporter. 

The Student Society stands in the same relationship to the University 
as the C.B.C. to ghe Government. To bring it into line you could cut its 
funds off.. 

.\re Student Council meetings open to the Senate? Yes, in fact the 
2resident has attcnded a number. 

ThC Snntc could invite one particular reporter to cover the meetings. 
11 anyone wihd to question the reporter the Senate would know whom to 
question about the rc;ortin. If one person could be obtained !Co cover 
the mectin this would el. Also any reporting of direct quotes by this 
Senate .c rser should be checked with theme:,.-bur making the quote. 
This could be done but a c. , UOLC out of context of a statement ..... 

Would we assume that responsible reporting is possible? 

If there are to be privileges, there are to be restrictions. If there 
were a gallery, it would have to be a responsible gallery. 

What would be involved in the mechanics of opening Senate meetings?. Does 
it reuire altering in the Constitution? Under Section 54 (a) Senase has 
Lae power to regulate the condict of its meetings and proceedings. 

So far the meeting has discussed a lot of pros and cons. There dos not 
seem to be a very definite wei ght on one side or the other. 

That arguments would there be against having the meeting ter.ro:zriiy opened. 
iae Senate would retain the right to call for 'in camera' meetings. 

The Peak recently quoted the President as saying !let's try it and see:. 
He was no doubt referring to all new ideas, opening Senate being one of 
them. 

One of the strongest points against oper.ess is that in an open meeting 
candidness would be jeopardized and mischief would be caused by mis-reporting. 

Senate does have the power td accept this sort of thing on an ex?erimental 
basis and one caiiot say what will happen, it has,,over been tried. 

It has been suggested that the kind of opcness would be a limited cye 
if only controlled by the physical limitation of a gallery. At the most 
30 people could sit in seats around the walls of the chamber.
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The Studna Council room is r.ucb more uscable for this purpose. 

A vic .: wasexressco tnat ttc stuonts ac mace out a Very Strong COSC 
The Speaker was inclined strongly towards the students ' point of view, 
exCept to screening tac pu)l1c .n maar tiie Senate thinks ocst and oose:vers 

a r rOr cemcarour and su5cct to resnonsble reporting. it all these tt i are noted uo';n to govern taase matters then the committee 
siould be in favour of open meetings. Tradition can be broken experimentally 
anc it these privilecs have boon brokc:n Senate can revoke the privileges. 

Control could be exercised by having observers draw tickets from, say the 
Registrar's Office if they ara interested in attending a particular meeting. 
This would perhaps be better as the responsibility of the Student Council 
and the Faculty Association. There would be some control on the number, 
which would be left to a later date. 

It was asked if the Senate meetings are .opened what about student 
representation? 

Firstly, assume that Senate turns dawn the reccmmcndation and will not have 
open Snte meetings. Do the Studcnts still wont representation? 

it the Senate decides tooe meetings closed, it would be up to the stucents 
to decide v.j j jat the next step would -e. i-iis commzttce snoulu discuss 
representation on the assum ption that Senate has accepted its recommendation 
for open meetings. 

If tiaiirs discussed in closed meetings wore matters dealing with the student 
oocy students would find it very dii-ficult to participate as taey WOUICI 
feel it was their responsibility to discuss quite openly in the presence 
of their fellow students. 

What representation of the students would the Committee recommend? 

There should be a resolution that whoever is elected is th member of the 
Senate and takes on the same reporAsib1aitieS as otoer Senators. 

• There should be only one loyalty and this is to the Senate. 

What kind of representation should the Committee recommend to Senate? 
Start with it wide open, it could be anybody. 

It is agreed that Senate should have direct student representation. The 
students should have the right to choose who will represent them. 

Reviewing the history of this issue in Senate it was revealed that it was 
• felt that the students are not at this point in sufficient number in maturiy, 

as far as first or second year students are concerned. t some later da:e 
the representation should be students themselves, it was thus proosed tnat 

. the representation should be other than a student and also other than a 
Faculty member as the faculty were already well represented.
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The suggestion was made that it would perhaps be better to try it without 
a student first and see how it develops. 

The Committee discussed the type of student,age, etc., that should be 
selected as representative. It was agreed that this should be left up to 
the student body to select either by campaigning or selection by the Student 
Council. On the whole it was felt that matters of restriction should be 
a mattr discussed at a General Student Meeting and not restricted to 
discussion within this committee. 

Mr. Don Murray APPROVED 
Recording Secretary D.P. Robertson - Chairman 

The minutes of the third meeting, Friday,December 9, 1966, 
concern only the matter of student representation on Senate. 

.

0
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FEBRUARY 6, 1967 - Senate Minutes 

3A Report of the Senate Committee on Student Representation and Openness 
of Senate Meetings 

K.E. Rieckhoff presented the Committee's report. He said that the 
Committee's frank discussion on the openess of Senate meetings had brought 
out points previously not thought through and had changed views previously' 
held by some members. The Committee felt that as there wasno clear cut 
evidence that openness would be detrimental to the work of Senate, the 
experiment should be tried. If such a trial turned out to be afailure, 
the meetings could be closed again. 

On the question of student representation, the Committee felt th 
since one of the prime intents of student representation on Senate is that 
of communication of the ruling body of the University with a vital part 
of the University community, once this is accepted as a desirable thing, 
a student representative, or, in the future, more than one, could make a 
useful contribution to this body. The principle that a student might prove 
a useful addition to Senate was agreed on: the only point on which the 
Committee could not reach unanimous agreement was the timing of introducing 
such representatives. The Committee had recommended introduction of three 
student representatives singly over the next three years. 

The President said that two questions were posed: 

(a) recommendations on the openness of Senate and 

(b) recommendations on student representation. 

If either or both of these were approved, he suggested that the same 
Committee should investigate and recommend ground rules of procedure. 

W. Hamilton suggested it was an unwise course and unfair to the students 
to bring in one student representative at a time. He felt that one student 
could not truly represent the opinions of the whole student body and this 
would defeat the object of having student representation on Senate.

I. . . 

.1
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K.E. Ricckhoff said he thought it should be stated to Senate that the 
feeling of the Committee members from Senate who made this recommendation 
was that the climate would be unfavourable in Senate at this stage and that 
Senate would be more likely to accept a recommendation for one student 
representative. If however Senate were willing to accept three representatives 
immediately, the Committee would have no objection. 

W. Hamilton stated he was in agreement with the idea of having student 
representation on Senate and felt there would be some satisfaction in showing 
the way to other Universities in this. He was, however, strongly opposed 
to the recommendation on openess of Senate meetings, and said that he felt 
that to have Senate proceedings with individual viewpoints and interchange 
between members reported in the Press and open to public discussion could 
prove to be detrimental to Senate. He also felt that opening Senate meetings 
to observers was a decision that could only be reversed at very great 
embarrassment to Senate. 

A. Hean said that he was in support of student representation on the 
Senate and thought it should immediately go to two, possibly three. 
He would like to see student representatives have two continuous semesters at 
Simon Fraser before election to Senate, He supported W.Hamilton's view on 
openess of Senate meetings, but thought that Senate should not be opened 
immediately but after two years experience with students in Senate decide at 
that time whether meetings should be opened. 

W. Vidaver was strongly in favour of implementing one suggestion at a time, 
and felt that student representation should come first. J.L. Dampier agreed. 

.A.F. Hean asked if students were really more interested in openess of 
meetings than in student representation. 

K.E. Rieckhoff slid that to some the openess of Senate was the more 
important issue, but that the recommendations would have to be taken independently. 

Regarding student representation, the question of qualifications and 
experience had been discussed at great length by the Committee, who felt the 
only qualification they could recommend was that the students should be of 
provincial voting age. 

Regarding openess of Senate meetings, the Committee- had recommended 
opening meetings to those directly affected by Senate decisions, i.e. 
Faculty, students and staff, the number to be controlled, and also that there 
should be an identified reporter from "The Peak" personally responsible for 
accurately reporting the debates. K.E. Rieckhoff went on to say he himself 
was convinced and he hoped that Senate would be convinced that the idea of open 
Senate meetings was worth a trial.

/The...
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The President pointed out to the meeting that there would be an 
3UCOmCLt1C addition of three Faculty members to Senate, if the motion 
was passed. 

The thanccllor said that he was not strongly opposed to student 
representation, but thought it hould be restricted to one student. As 

an alternative he suggested a Standing Committee of the Senate on Student 
Affairs, who,would sit down with the students and report their views to 
Senate. He said that the nine Universities of the State of California who 
have very much more experience than Simon Fraser were going very slowly in 
their approach to the matter of admitting students to any administrative 
body of faculty. He thought it was probably a step to be discussed with 
the other two Universities in the province with a view to taking joint 
action. 

C. Sperling said that he was sure the Chancellor was aware of some of 
the problems obtaining in California and wondered if one of the reasons 
could be that students are not represented on these bodies? The other 
matter was the question of whether or not the Committee had considered 
whether each Faculty should be represented by students, as well as the 
student body at large? Probably what would be involved would be expansion 
beyond that proposed, perhaps something to the effect of three student 
members, one from each Faculty, and one at large for the next three years. 

K.E. Rieckhoff said that this had been explored by the Committee and 
found to be not really desirable, necessary or easily implemented. The 
representatives' function on Senate was to contribute to Senate as individuals 
rather than as members responsible to the particular constituency which 
they came from. 

The President asked whether it was thought that there should be provision 
for consultation with UBC and the University of Victoria before a decision 
was taken. If the desire was to engage in this consultation then the motion 
should be tabled. 

Moved by E.S. Lett, seconded by I.Koerner 

"That the motion be tabled pending consultation with the 
Senates of University of British Columbia and the University 
of Victoria" 

After discussion it was generally agreed that as UBC and the University 
of Victoria were not bound to conform to the policy at Simon Fraser University 
in the matter of student representation on Senate, consultation with them 
was not necessary. - 

MOTION LOST

/The...
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The Registrar then quoted from a letter forwarded to him by 

c.J. Frederickson who was unable to attend the meeting: 

"The great majority on the senate COS j StS of various levels 
from the faculty and this is the way it should be as its chief 
consideration is the curriculum. The students are or should 

be concerned with the content and structure of the curriculum 
and should be able to make valuable contributions. I am in 
favour of student representation on the senate but in a new 
university where the great majority is still composed of first 
and second year students I think that some degree of caution 
must be exercised in the choice of representatives. I realize 
that maturity is a much abused term and, like beauty, is only 
evident "in thee of the beholder".' Nevertheless there are 
certain qualities of judgment that accompany experience so I 
suggest that the following procedure might be acceptable until 
the university reaches a reasonable complement of third and 
fourth year students: (1) That student representatives be 

• third or fourth year students. (2) That they be selected by 
the student's council but not members of it. (3) Consideration 
might be given at a later time as to the election at large of 
such representatives." 

• R.J.C. Harper then moved, W. Hamilton seconded 

"that the election of three students to Senate in conformity 
with Section 23(i) of the Universities Act be approved" 

MOTION CARRIED 

It was agreed that the Committee on Student Representation should 
be asked to report to the next meeting of Senate how this intention of 
Senate would be accomplished. 

The President then called for a motion regarding the openess of 

Senate meetings. 

• A.F. Hean moved, J.L. Dampier seconded 

"that Senate not be opened for a minimum period of one year at 
which time Senate reconsider the matter of openess of Senate" 

K.E. Rieckhoff opposed the motion. He said that it was brought out 
in discussion with the students that one of the prime beneficial functions 
of partial openess would be the improvement of communications within the 

• 
University. To the student, Senate is a remote body;. a body that he knows 
so little about that he has sometimes the most strange notions about it. 
He has the feeling that he cannot get a proper idea of what is going on 
merely by second hand knowledge. The fact that Senate meetings are open 
would give a sense of security and influence strongly the climate that exists 
between Faculty and students. He therefore opposed the motion very strongly. 

• /A.R.MacKinnofl...
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A.R. NacKinnon said that he too opposed the motion and could find 
clear arguments as to why the meetings should not be open. It seemed 

co 
him that the conditions for opening Senate had been carefully thought 

out and had been unanimously approved by the Committee members and on 
these grounds he opposed the motion. 

W. Vidaver thought that Senate and the University as a whole night 
gain a great deal from opening Senate meetings. Senate might have some 
apprehension about the irrevocability of such an act but it seemed to be 
certainly worth trying. 1-Ia would have Senate open for a trial perioi 
with a mandatory break where Senate might assess the effect of opcness. If the 
experiment didn'twork and Senate wished to revoke its previous decision 
then with a break of two or three months between there should not be 
much difficulty in closing Senate meetings again. 

R.J.C. Harper said that the argument was based on the assumption that 
what happened during the trial period would be representative of what 
happened after the trial period. He was not one to be apprehensive about 
the possibilities of abuse. There would be times when Senate would be 
embarrassed but he didn't think they constituted . a body of fragile egos that 
would crumple at any hostile reporting. 

The Registrar said that as a member of the Committee that brought in 
the report he realised that one of the arguments against openess was fear of 
people abusing the privilege; but opening meetings would remove what was 
now a misunderstanding of Senate. It would put a stop to erroneous rumours. 
Everyone talked about Senate but it would be much easier to put down false 
statements if students and faculty had the opportunity of attendance and could 
hear the debates first hand. He was confident that Senate would be doing 
the right thing to open its meetings. 

K.E. Rieckhoff said that students,, faculty and staff have a concern 
to know what Senate is doing; they are members of the University and as 
such they have a certain responsibility to the University. The students are 
very much aware of this responsibility. There is nothing that enforces any 
information to stay within the University community - in fact Senate would 
have to take a chance and see how responsible they are. 

A.F. Hean thought the Committee must have been in error in its 
recommendation that observers he limited to those mentioned in the report, 
because surely the responsibility of Senate was to the public and not just 
to the staff, students and faculty. He suggested that Senate had taken a 
very great leap forward for the total community and for the University in 
particular by seating students. He thought howover that the matter should 
be put back for a minimum period of a year.

/J,LDampier...
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J.D. Dampier said that as seconder of the motion his intention 
was not to deny opeess but just to delay it. 

The Registrar read C.J. Frederickson's comments: 

"While in favour of open meetings as a matter of 
principle I cannot find myself agreeing to such in 
the immediate future. 

The senate has been constituted only recently and 
until the "shaking down" process is completed I doubt the 
wisdom of opening the meetings to observers." 

The Registrar reminded Senate that the first request to open 
Senate meetings came in November 1965 from Faculty members; if the 
recommendations were accepted half the observers would probably be 
Faculty members. 

C. Sperling thought that the public should be allowed to 
attend Senate meetings and that the democratic atmosphere existing in 
the University should be maintained. 

E.S. Lett said that some months ago Senate had made the minutes 

S of its meetings available to the University community. She was very much in favour of delaying the opening of Senate meetings. 

W. Williams agreed with W. Hamilton and thought that the prestige 
of Senate would tend to be diminished if meetings were open. 

K.E. Rieckhoff said that he did not feel that just because the 
Committee's decision was unanimous it should be adopted; but the fact 
that a number of members, having made a detailed study over a period of 
time, had come to this conclusion was in itself an argument for the 
proposed recommendations,.and he would urge his colleagues to defeat 
the motion before them. 

D. Berg said that he thought no clear case had been made of the 
inadvisability of opening Senate, and in fact a number of Faculty 
would be embarrassed if Senate were not opened as they had been 
elected on this platform. He opposed the motion.

1w. Hamilton... 

S
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 W. Hamilton said that D. Berg's observation that he would be 
embarrassed if Senate meetings were not opened as he had run for election 
upon this was interesting; it was one of the main considerations that 
had brought him into opposition to the principle of 'opening Senate meetings; 
Senate could develop into a political body that performed so that it didn't 
embarrass people. 

T.H. Brose in response to an invitation from the President said that 
as a member of the Committee he joined with the Registrar and K.E. Rieckhoff 
in recommending openness of Senate meetings. He thought that to allow a 
limited number of observers into meetings on a first come first served 
basis would have a very healthy effect on the University and, by extension, 
on the community.

MOTION CARRIED 

The Registrar said that the Committee had worked hard on the report 
and had had a great deal of assistance from the three students who 
participated, and would appreciate a letter of thanks to them. 

Moved by J.L. Dampier, seconded by R.J.C. Harper 

"that a letter of thanks on behalf of Senate be sent 
to the three student members of the Committee on 

• Student Representation"

MOTION CARRIED 

SEPTEMBER 11, 1967 - Senate Minutes 

3A Notice of Motion, S. Yandle: "That the question of the closed nature 
of Senate Meetings be re-opened" - S-19 

Senate was reminded of its resolution passed in February 1967 
"that Senate not be opened for one year at which time Senate consider 
the matter of opnenness of Senate". The Chairman ruled that a resolution 
to re-open discussion of a matter which had been tabled for a year was a 
procedural matter requiring a two-thirds majority, and cited Robert's Rules 
of Order Article 31 ". . . . When a question has been postponed to a certain 
time, it becomes ai order of the day for that time and cannot be taken up 
before that time except by a reconsideration, or by suspending the rules for 
that purpose, which requires a two-thirds vote.", and Articles 48 and 68. 

Moved by S. Yandle, seconded by J.S. Foulds 

"that the question of the closed nature of 
Senate meetings be re-opened"
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S. Yandle said that the student representatives had encountered a 
number of difficulties in discussing Senate matters with students because 
of the number involved; they had been requested to report to Student 
Council and this reporting had been subjected to distortion. At the 
discussions in Senate in February 1967 it had been made clear that students 
in general were more interested in having open meetings than in having 
representatives in closed sessions. 

The Chairman reminded the meeting that the question was a procedural 
matter of re-opening discussion on a matter which Senate had established 
would be re-opened in February 1968. M.A. Lebowitz challenged the ruling 
of the chair arguing that since the Notice of Motion had been made in 
advance only a majority vote was required. The challenge was put to the 
vote and the chairman upheld. 

Senate then voted on whether the discussion of the closed nature 
of Senate meetings should be re-opened at this time.

In favour 12 
Opposed 11 

MOTION LOST 

J.S. Foulds indicated he would write for The Peak on Senate 
matters, as an experiment in communication with students. 

0
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UNIVERSITY GOVERNMENT IN CANADA 

The Duff-Berdahi report in its discussion of the role of 
Senate does not touch upon the matter of open Senate meetings. 
At a meeting on University Government (October 1967), Professor Berdahl 
is quoted as saying: 

"I agree with Mrs. Yandle that secrecy is bad. At 
San Francisco State College where I . teach, meetings are open 
to the Press. This is a mixed advantage and disadvantage. 
Sometimes both faculty and students look ridiculous. I agree 
that Senate and Board should operate in the open as much as 
possible."
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INTERIM REPORT OF THE STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - JANUARY 23, 1968 

Student Relationships with Governing Bodies including Senate 
and Board of Governors had not been discussed at the time of presentation 
of this Report. In its general discussion of University Committees 
(Part 2) the following is recorded: 

2L. Openness. "It was felt that it was important at Simon Fraser 
that wherever possible committees and bodies should hold "open" meetings. 
A clear definition of "open" is not yet agreed upon,however three degrees 
of "openness" were discussed. 

i) the procedure whereby the students and other members on various 
committees or bodies report regularly to the Excutives of the 
constituent bodies that appoint them. 

ii) that meetings be open to observers on invitation 

iii) that meetings be open to anyone to attend but thkt those 
attending could also speak upon recognition of tl\e chair. Such 
meetings could be reported by the Peak. 

It was recognized that committees open to observers or  
participants should be free to go "in camera" if they deeme1 it necessary. 

• It was also noted and appreciated that the President had reently said, 
in a letter to Student Council, that any University Committe advising 
him should be free to declare itself open in whatever sense it desired. 
As a result several committees had so declared.
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REPORT OF THE ALUMNI COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY GOVERNMENT (ALUMNI ASSOCIATION 
OF U. B. C., SEPTEMBER, 1) 

Chapter VIII. The Senate. 

Page 38 Open Meetings. 

"There are some occasions on which the Senate, for purposes 
of communication, may wish to open its meetings to the public. 
The Senate is best able to judge if and when this should take 
place."
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AT OTHER UNIVERSITIES 

 

C.U.P. October 17 1967. The Guelph University Senate'decided 
October 67. against open meetings. An open meeting clause was 

completely deleted from the report presented by the 

 

/ Committee on University Government. The open meeting 

 

/ clause lost by a considerable majority. 

 

• The Chairman of Senate is quoted 

 

• '11t was felt by the Senate that quality of 
debate might deteriorate if there were open 
meetings. Open meetings might make of the 
Senate a rubber-stamping body."

0
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S.i4. Paper S-f13 (b) 

TO: Members of Senate 

FROM: Simon Foulds, Stanley Wong, Sharon Yandle, 
Student Representatives on Senate. 

RE: OPEN SENATE MEETINGS 

After consultation, the Student representatives decided to submit their own 
paper on senate secrecy directly to Senate rather than engage in the deliber-
ations of/the committee struck by Senate at the February meeting. Our 
decision to do so was based on our belief that given both the intrest mani-
fested by students in this question and its importance to them, that a 
separate paper prepared by students on behalf of students is appropriate. 
Furthermore, we consider that a matter of this nature is best discussed 
as freely and thoroughly as possible in Senate Itself. Since the question 
Is at the least as important (and, we think, more so) as the election of 
a Senate representative to the Board, we suggest that the most fruitful 
discussions would take place not in an appointed committee but in a 
Committee of the Whole, and will so move in the upcoming March meeting. 

Therefore, we have chosen not to present herein a complete discussion of. 
the case against Senate secrecy, but rather a summary of points which we 
would request be fully aired in Senate itself. 

The first of these is the fact that students on Senate, representing 
7,000 constituents, are unable to communicate to them as faculty representa-
tives, can and do to their constituents. Our only means to do so are thus 
through the medium of the Peak. The institution of the regular Peak 
column on Senate written by us has, we feel, provided an excellent medium 
for the communication of opinion, but as such it is primarily an editorial 
outlet and cannot adequately substitute for proper objective reporting, as 
opening Senate meetings would allow. 

Secondly, we believe that our inability to make known Senate proceedings 
to students directly handicaps us in our capacity as representatives. The 
sheer impossibility of communicating to students, many of whom, unlike 
the faculty, have little knowledge of the sphere of activity or workings 
of Senate, unnecessarily isolates us from those who elected us. This 
serves in large part to negate the raison d'etre underlying the inclusion 
of students on Senate, whoch, we understand, was to allow students to make 
known their views and participate in the decisions affecting them. We 
must admit that the very fact of Senate secrecy has placed us in the 
position of not really knowing the views of many issues. The end result 
is that despite student representation, many if not most students view 
Senate as a body foreign to and removed from them, governing not on 
their behalf but over and against them. 

Thirdly, the quest for open Senate meetings is by no means i5onfined to 
this campus but is a point of concern, if not contention, at many, many 
universities across Canada among students who believe that secrecy has 
negated the more progressive recommendations of the Duff-Berdahl Report. 
Indeed, this view was echoed by Professor Berdahl himself at a national 
conference on university government at the University of Toronto last 
October. Expressing his dismay at the dissatisfaction so many students
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including the Canadian Union of Students, with the Report, he noted that 

had he and Sir James Duff realized the discrepancy between student 
representation and closed Senate meetings they would have included in 

their Report a recommendation against secrecy. 

Last, but/by no means least, we believe that opening Senate meetings 
is a necessary step toward ensuring the closer integration of all 
sectors of the university community. While these barriers between 
students and faculty and students and administration exist, we do not 
think It possible to create the atmosphere of co-operation and trust 
which all members of the university community believe to be a necessary 
prerequisite to the right and proper functioning of a good university. 

There are, of course, other points to be raised on this question. We 
have not included them here, since our concern in this paper is strictly 
as students and student representatives, and the points herein are 
only those of direct concern to us as such. We hope Senate will concur 
with us on bringing the question in its entirety to a Committee of the 

Whole. 

C.C. Senate Committee on open Senate meetings.

Date: February 23, 168 
Ref. SY:kp
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