MEMORANDUM

From: Lee Manchester, WSO Senior Editor

Date: September 8, 1992

Re.: WSC Ad Hoc Committee on NA Service
questionnaire on national and world services

On the following pages appear summary results, response percentages,
limited quantitative analysis, and comments of individual respondents to a
questionnaire on various issues related to the development of material on national
and world services for inclusion in A Guide to Service in Narcotics Anonymous.
The questionnaire was mailed on or about July 1, 1992 to the nearly two hundred
individuals whose addresses are included in the WSO database for World Service
Conference participants. The posted response deadline was September 1, 1992;
all responses received at our post office box on or before September 8, 1992
were included in the final analysis.

For your reference, the actual questionnaire appears on pages 3 and 4.

On page 5 is a very brief summary of responses and their sources. We
received a total of 193 responses; 130 were from local-level trusted servants and
sixty-three were from world service participants (RSRs, alternates, WSC officers,
etc.). Because it was the intent of the WSC Ad Hoc Committee on NA Service to
survey trends in the thinking of WSC participants, in particular, | have broken out
responses to specific key questions from that group of respondents only.

At the bottom of page 5, we show the number of responses from ten world
locales and the number of regions from which we received responses in each of
those locales. We received responses from a total of forty-seven regions
worldwide. As you can see, five of those forty-seven regions sent us ten or more
responses apiece; the average for the other regions was two responses each.

On pages 6 through 9, you will find response percentages for each question
included in the questionnaire. For each question, we show the overall response
percentages, percentages for local-level trusted servants, and world service
participant figures. Then, we break down the world-level responses into eight
subgroups: RSRs and non-RSRs, participants from the USA and outside the USA,
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participants who said "yes" or "no" to the USA conference idea, and those who
said "yes" or "no" to the idea of consolidating world-level service committees.

Response lines displayed in italics indicate that one or more of the response
percentages for that group differ by 15% or more from the mean. (In statistics, a
"mean" is a base figure or overall average against which other figures are
compared.) The mean for local and world responses is the overall response. The
mean for world-level subgroups is the total world-level response.

On pages 10 through 13, these deviations from the mean are examined
further. Staff has examined them because they are quantifiable and, therefore,
relatively easy to analyze, while other aspects of the response figures are not so
readily quantifiable and require substantial exercise of judgment to analyze.

Finally, on pages 14 through 25, you will find all of the individual comments
included with the questionnaire responses.

I hope you find this package useful in analyzing the results of questionnaire on
national and world services developed by the WSC Ad Hoc Committee on NA
Service.
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NATIONAL AND WORLD SERVICES

1. Would you like the World Service Conference to serve temporarily (for perhaps five or ten
years) as both the American and world service body, with an American service meeting every year
combined with a world service meeting every other year?

Yes

No

2. Do you want to see Narcotics Anonymous in the USA form a service structure separate from
the World Service Conference?

Yes

No

3. If NA-USA formed its own service structure, would you like to see:
All the American RSRs continue to attend World Service Conference meetings
A smaller body of American delegates (perhaps a dozen members) represent NA-USA at
the the World Service Conference

4. Inthe future, new NA literature:
Must be approved by the World Service Conference
May be approved for use by NA communities in various countries by the service structures
in those countries

5. In the future, all NA recovery literature:
Must continue to be published through the World Service Office or one of its branches
May be published locally by license from the World Service Office
May be published locally without charge, royalties, or other restriction from world services

6. If NA literature is approved on a local rather than world basis in the future, should it first be
approved conceptually by a world service body created specifically for that purpose?

Yes

No

7. How frequently should the World Service Conference meet?
Every year
Every two years
Every three years
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8. What should be the basis for representation at the World Service Conference?
Regional--e.g., Germanspeaking Region, Mid-America Region, Show-Me Region
National—-e.g., Canada, US, France, Spain, Brazil

Zonal--e.g., Northeastern US, Southern Europe, Pacific Rim

Continental--e.g., Europe, North America, South America, Asia

9. New NA communities in countries that have not had NA often ask for direction, translated
materials, and NA literature either at a reduced price or free of charge. Should the NA service
structure provide such assistance?

Yes

No

|

10. If you answered yes to #9, who should provide such assistance?
NA in neighboring countries
NA'’s world services
Both of the above

11. Do you want the world trustee committees and world conference committees consolidated
under a single world services board?

Yes

No

12. If a consolidated world services board were to be created, how should its working members
be elected?

All by the World Service Conference

All by local, zonal, or continental assemblies

A mix of the above

13. How should its officers be elected?
Directly to those specific jobs by the World Service Conference
By the board from among its own members

14. How should its commiﬁee chairpersons be elected?
Directly to those specific jobs by the World Service Conference
By the board from among its own members
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OVEIEIL........ooeeeeeetece ettt et sassaesr e aebe e st e sneesesasessessnessessessessasasensesnsens 193
Local-level trusted servants...............cccevevvrvrceecrerinreenernenne. 130
World service participants...............coooiiinnncnciincneene
RSRs, alternates.........ccceeveeeverecreereenenereeneevennes 44
WSC officers, chairs, VCs........ccooeeeveeevevecrecnennen 5
NAS Members........cccceveeeeeirirecreereeererrereeseeseenne 5
[9]1=To3 (o] £ TSRS 4
TIUSEEES......ccvveeeeeevereeneresererereressestestesessasnsnsensenns 3
WSC PolCom members...........cooeveeeveveecverereernnene 2
USA, non-USA world service participants
USA participants........ccccoeeveerrrrrnrceneseseesesreneenns 50
Non-USA participants..........ccccccceveveeeeeevererennnne. 13
Yes/no USA conference (world service participants)
| (- TSRO 44
NO ettt et 18
NO FreSPONSE......cccoveruieeeeieeereneeeesereeesernssesenanas 1
Yes/no consolidation (world service participants)
YOS eieeiitieeeeeeteeeerte e tesseesse s e bes e resae s snesaeanenes 28
NO ettt ettt sa s ens et nsnebesenees 27
NO FESPONSE.......cocerererrerinreeneeeeseeesesesreeesenes 8
LOCALE REGIONS RESPONDING NO. OF RESPONSES
L0727 T - OO OO . SRR 5
EUFOPC ...ttt ettt se s s ensnna . RS 10
Latin AMEHICA .......cocoreeeeecetece et e 2 e 2
North Central USA ... st B e 20
Including:
Michigan, 13 responses
Northeastern USA ...ttt erevesaeseseae [ U 86
Including:
Tri-State, 45 responses
Free State, 19 responses
Northwestern USA ...t eevee et eve e B e 4
PaACHIC ...eeeeeeeeeerierteeteeeeet et er et < SRR 7
South Central USA.........ooooirieceeeeeeees et 4o 6
Southeastern USA........oooveuiiecrceceeeeceerenerere e eesenesenne B s 37
Including:
Carolinas, 20 responses
Virginia, 10 responses
Southwestern USA ...t sessssen e eneseans < Z U 16
TOTAL i 47 REGIONS 193 RESPONSES
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FINAL RESPONSE :PERCENTAGES ,

1. Temporary WSM/ASM conference no response yes no
OVEIAIL.......oceeeeeeeeeteeeereete e steeesessesssssesessesseses e sesaeseasessasesssssenessesannes 4% e 62%...ceeerrereeanns 34%
LOCAL...ceteeteeeeecteetreercttnte e ee s eeseseseestassreesaaessasssssssassessstsnsesanesntassaanns 2%.eeeieeeeeeeenenens 65%...crumnrreneenens 33%
All world service partiCipants ............cccceerveeiieininnnscsieinesieieeeseanas 8% .ccouererurnennen. 59%...c.cccevvriinnes 33%
BSORS....c o eeeeetecteteetee et e e trenseesseesae s sae e aasreesaessa st e e assnasseesaaansans 9% .eeveeeeeianarnnne 58%..cccverereinnnnnns 33%
NON-RSR partiCipants............cccereererreereesrersresnessessesressesseesersnseneescesessess 5% .cccrierrannennes 60%..cocrereurrerrnnns 35%
USA PartiCiPants ..........cccoeevereereerererneraesesscssessesseesssscssesssscsssssssssnessenss 8% .ccrerneerrrranne 62%..eveererneereranas 30%
NON-USA partiCipants..........ccocceceveeerernceiccsinninseessseissnsesessssssssescans 8% .ceeerererrrrennnns 46%....conceeennnne. 46%
“Yes" t0 USA CONFEIENCE ......c.covereeerreeeerecnerereraesseessctesisasssssaessencas T%.eeeeeereearennns 66%..c.crrueereenene 27%
“NO" t0 USA CONTEIENCE..........ooveeeeeerereerrenrererreeresssrsaseessiassansaassssseans 11% e 44%..ceeevevennnn. 44%
"Yes" to consolidation...........cccceeeceeeceerernnescrneencnneesesinensnesssaesesneas 4% creererennn 68%...ceveeeeraennne 29%
“NO" t0 CONSONIALION ...........ooeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeresreereersrrsisecsesctreserssssssnsnnas 15%.cueeeeereaannnn. 44%..ceueeeeeeeeaene. 41%
2. USA conference no response yes no
OVEIAIL.......eceeeeeeereee ettt ee e cssesae st e sae st s e ssesassae st sstasaensansesasssenns 8% c.ueeeenraannnn 55%.cueeeuriirenianns 4%
LOCAL....c ettt sre s e e e e st e sesse e e e e se s a et e saesaaeanenes 5%.cceveeerenirenee 48%..ccceeeereeeennnn 48%
All world service PartiCiPANTS.............cceeeeeevevereererecreerrereeseeesssesesssssssessnas 2%.eeeuerernene 70%......cccccuuu... 29%
RORS ...t rereteee e ssess et ste s eases s sennensesesnensesesne e nebesrens 2% .ceeeeerrennnenn 67%..eueeeeeeaeennnns 30%
NON-RSR partiCipants............cceeeeuereeereereereeecrereseeseesesenneseeeesenees 0%.eovreereerenne T75%..ccomeeeearnannans 25%
USA PartiCiPants .........c.cceeueeeieieieeeeeeeresete e eseasesese s esenssesens (01 S 66%...creereerreeannn 34%
NON-USA PArtICIDANES .........uceeeeveveveerevereeveeeereereresvesesesssssssessessssssenns 8%..eeeeeann. 85%..cceeeeeeeaenan. 8%
Yes" 1o CONSONIAALION.............oceeeeereeeeeeerereeeereeirieeiereeeerseseisenseseresens 0%..vvvevaarrannen. 89%...cceeevreerenn. 11%
"NO" 0 CONSONIAALION...........ooueeeeeeeeeereeerereeeerereieeeeeetsseeeeteeseeenes 4%.eueeaeereaeannne 52%..ccueerenerennnnn. 44%
3. All USA RSRs, or small delegation no response all small
OVEIAN ...ttt ese st ae s e s s e b s s snesesnenas 2%.ccreeerireinennes KY &7 S 61%
LOCEL. . ettt se e e s aa e ar e s sbe s e e e s nneas 2%-..coeerreraeenanns 42%.....ccvuveeraennne 56%
All world service partiCipants ..........ccuuvveeeeieeiieevienesenreeeereeeese e saees 2%.coeireerrenennns 29%..eecrrereerranne. 70%
RORS. ..ttt ettt b bbbt s nee 0%.ccceevunrerannn 35%.ccceeiiiiceinnnnns 65%
NON-RSR partiCipants..........cccoveeeeeeereeeerenreeeieeeseseseseeereesessessenene 5%.ccieveiirnnnenne 15%.cceeereererennnns 80%
USA partiCiPants ..........c.ccueeerereeieereeeeeenieeseesessesasesessessesseseesessessens 0%.ecoereeraranne 30%..cerrerererannn 70%
NON-USA partiCipants.........c.cccoeeeerereereneieereeeseresseeresssessesessessssens 8%.coeeereenerranne 23%..ccceerrerraennnn 69%
'YES" 1O USA CONIEIENCE .......c.ooeeeeeeeeeeevereeevrrrsveserseesesssessessesnsessssnens 2%..revrerreerennn T11%.eeveveereeennnn 86%
"NO" tO USA CONTEIENCE.........c.ooeeeeeeeverereerereerecreernsessssssessesssssssessenes 0%.ccreecverarennns 67%..cocceereeeernnn. 33%
"Yes" to consolidation............coeceereeieceeeecierereeceeeere st 4%.ccuuiereeiareann 18%.ecevereeerereennns 79%
*NO" t0 CONSONIAALION........c.cooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeteeeeceesseesiaessearanns 0%..covevereanranen. 44%......ccoueeunee.... 56%
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4. Literature approval by... no response WSC locals
OVEIAIL......coveecrerereensenteretresssessessesesessssneseesesssasecsssssassensestsstsasessassnsenens 3% eeeereerenrennn 58%..ccorrerrierreens 39%
LOCAL....cevtereirerrereeneneerententestranrsesteasetesesesaesessasasesesssnesassansenessessssssassanenens 2%.eeeeerererernnnens 63%..ecerrerrenenne 35%
All world service partiCipants ...........cccocveveeennrncnincnee, 3% e 48%...ccoeverenenns 49%
RORS...o ettt s sas st et esesassesesassassnetsse s asanssens 5% .cerereririerraene 51%.ueereereeenenens 44%
NON-RSR partiCIipants...........ceeeveeeeeeeerccreerceeeinireseetseeneeseseesneseenes 0%-eeeveeeeeennene 40%....covuereenanens 60%
USA PartiCiPants .........cccceeevereeveeernieeeeresesseesessesessssssssssesnsssessssssnsenns 2% ccrevriereevennns 46%....eevreeenenne 52%
NON-USA partiCipants...........ccceceeeiereruereerencsuseseteenesencsesscstsssesseseseens 8% .cerecreeennnnn 54%....ccoueurerrrenen 38%
“Yes" 10 USA CONFEIENCE .........ccueveeeeeeereeereeeteteeneeseeseerenseseanaesnans 2%.eeereeverrennannns 39%...cocieeeenennns 59%
'NO" to USA CONFErence..............ueeeerereecevsvrenerunseseneveenene RS 6%.coeeverriveranns 67%.cvrereererrennnn 28%
*Yes" to consolidation............ccoeveeeeveeereiencescninninncncnnreneeesenresaeienee 4% .ccveererirennene 36%...coreeereeenns 61%
“NO" to coNSOlAALION .......c.coeeeeereerceee ettt eneeeseeans 0%-.eeeereearennans 56%..cverreererreennen 44%
5. Publish NA literature by... no response WSO license anyone
OVEIANL.......oeeeeeeeceeeetr ettt see st et ssesnnnen 2% .eovreuierannns 37% coeveeeernnnn 51%.cccccenernannn 10%
LOCAL ...ttt ettt se st eeeneseeneen 2% eeeerereereerennns -y 4 /S 38%..eceviereannenen 14%
All world service participants.............oueeeveeeeeeserseenenene 3% .cooveeeeeanrnnn 16%..cccscecueeennen. 78%..ccevesueeerane. 3%
ROBS.....et ettt iecteerecnetensssesessensessnsesnsassenens 2% eoeeeerenrennenn 23%.ccceererrnaeannn T2%.cceceeermeeesnnnanen 2%
Non-RSR participants..............ceeeeererereerecresreserennns 5%.coccverrecnannnnnn 0%..oevevnerunnnnn 90%....ccoreeerurirane 5%
USA participants..........cccecvevvevvereeieenrirnerecreseereennenes 2% <eerererrereirenns 14%..ccouecrvecennen. 80%...cereirerreriennns 4%
Non-USA participants..........ccccccceureeerererereseeererennens 8% .eeeeerereranne 23% eeeeeerereaenens 69%.ccneeieereeanenne 0%
“Yes" to USA conference..........cceceveevreercrecerrnennnas 5% -eeoerierennrennnens 9% .cvreernrerenes 86%.....coveurerrenne 0%
‘No" to USA conference...............cocevveeereververerenne. 0%.ccvvernernrerne. 28%..coeueereaerennnn 61%..oecueereerenannne 11%
Yes" to consolidation.................cceeeveeeeveveveennee. 0%..cocvvvveenannen. (4 YOO 93%..ccovrererivannennn 0%
"No" to consolidation............c.ccceveveeerereeieereerennnns 4% .coeereenrnnnne, 22%.c..oveerrerereanns (74 T 7%
6. Conceptual world approval of local literature no response yes no
OVEIANL.......oceeecrtr ettt et sn s s snenas 3% .o 85%..ccerriniienenns 12%
LOCAL... ettt st et nen e b s seenes B%:.coeeeereaaannns 83%..ceeiireienanane 13%
All worid service partiCipants ..........coeveeeieveieeiceieeeeecres ettt 2% .eeeieeeneannns B7%.ceeeeereereeranee 11%
RORS....cteeeetetctrtetete ettt res s seae st eb e s e e e n e s be e et an 2% .eeeeieenerarannns 93% . ceeereercnneenennes 5%
NonN-RSR partiCipants............ccoeeeieeeeeecieeccecrcssseesseae e sessessesene 0%.eeeverrererennns 75%.ccveeeeueeraenenns 25%
USA PartiCIPaNntS ..........ccceeueeeeeereieeeeecceeeeeeenerereaesssssesesesesesssesens 2%.eeereeereeaeanens 86%...ccreereererenens 12%
NON-USA partiCIpants...........c.ccceeueerrneeereernerereeneeereesesseseesesesseseenens 0%.ccoververeerennen 92%..ccvereeereieeraene 8%
“Yes" to USA CONfErencCe.........ccoceeueeeveereeeereeeeeeeeeetsaereseenessenens 0%...corevmrnrarannns 1%, 9%
“NO" to USA conference ............cccceiicinicnnicnninseseneecsccveenens 6%.ceorcrenninne. [£: 5 S 17%
“Yes" to consolidation............cccceeereericeeceeienee et 0%.ccvevrrrerenrenne 93%..cveerernerrrinenns 7%
“N0O" t0 consolidation...........ccoeeeeeneecenieenieeeseeee et 4%..ceeonnaransn. 81%..ceceereiarnnn 15%
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7. WSC meeting every... no response 1yr 2yrs 3yrs
OVETAlL.....coeeeeeeeirretrcretenreee s stesaessse s s s e stessesressass 3% ceovureenennrenans 58% .ceccerecceennnn. 38%..cccviriiieannnnnn. 2%
LOCAL. ... et e e ane s sne e e aaas 2% ceeeeernnrrnnenans 65%..ccceeeeennnnnnn. 7.4 YO 2%
All world service participants................c.cocceucuceveurueuvecen. 5% .ccoerreecvranannn 43%..cuvecueeenenne. 51%...ccovvecvecnaanne. 2%
RSORS....ueeeeeeeeceeteeteeeee et ce et e e e sssesaeesnenaenns T% ceeeeeinnnnananen. 44%...cceeeennen. 49%.....ccceerererannn. 0%
Non-RSR participants............cccccvveeeeeeeeenenernencas 0% .ccoververvranne 40%..cceeereeannne 55%.ccenieieeneeeens 5%
USA partiCipants...........cccovueerreeverereseereseeneneneesenenene 4% .eoereererereinanne 40%...ccoreereranen. 54%....cccrvurvrennenes 2%
Non-USA partiCipants...............ccceeeveeereveereesesvennnes 8% .everrareannnnn 54%.cccveererrrarenn 38%....eereereurairnns 0%
"Yes" to USA conference............coeeeerveeeereeercesunnnnns T% eeeereererrenenns 36%..cccorerrirrennns 55%..curererieiriereens 2%
‘No" to USA conference...............uecceeevevveevirerennas 0%.ceeevereenens 56%....coceveerenn. 44%..eeeeeeeneann 0%
"Yes" to consolidation..............ccceevveereeereenrercerceennn. 4% .oooeeieeeinreanne 39%..cccuueeerannnene 54%...cccveeiieninennn. 4%
"No" to consolidation..............ccccevereereererceerersersennes 4% ..ouoneeerenenn. 52%..cveeueeeeerenne. 44%...ceueereenrennen. 0%
8. Representation no response region nation zone continent
Overall........ooeeeemiieeeiieeeeeee. 8%..coreerirraireans 30%..ceieeirriennnns 22% eoeeerreinrrennns 27% eooeeereevnennnn 13%
LOCAL.....ueieeeecreetieeeee e 6%.eenererreeiiieinns 31%.ecrrnrennnee 26% ..oveeerennnenn. 18% ceceeenrnreaannnn. 19%
All world service........................... 13%..uveerreecereann. 29%...coeeervrernrenns 13% eeveeereevvaennnn 44% eeeeeeaeerraeenen 2%
RSRS....eeeeereee et 14%.ccueeeueenrneanans 33%.eeeeeeeernnnennnens 9% eeennreereeennns 44% ... 0%
NOn-RSRs........ccovevirrreeeneane. 10%.ccceeereeiienenan. 20%..ueeeeeeeiennnnnns 20% eoveneeeinneennns 45% eeueeeereeeeinenns 5%
USA. ..., 10%.ccceeereerrennens 30%..cceeeeeeenrennns 12% covveeveereenenens 46%. ..cueenrererannnn 2%
Non-USA ... 23%.cuveeeeairinennnn. 23%.ceeeeeeeennreenens 15% evveeevereenennn 38%.cceveeecnnrneenn. 0%
*Yes," USA conference............ 14%.cueeueeveerrrrerenns 9%.oveererernne 18% v, 59%.ccceeaeeaeenne. 0%
*No," USA conference............. 17%.ceveeeveevvennnn 72%...ooeveeeeeeveanne. 0% .coevereeveanne. T11% eeeeveeeeveennnn. 6%
*Yes," consolidation................ 14%..cccuvveeeveennnn. 14%..ueeeereeeennnnns 14% eveeeeeaerannn 57% .ceeeueeerereienann, 0%
“No," consolidation ................. 15%.cccvriiieeeeenn. A%, 11% coeeeeeeiieenne 30%..cccuiierrinnnn. 4%
9. Material development assistance OK? yes no
OV AN ...ttt s s s b st b et s et s e s e s e eeeeneenseeaennnnenen O7%.cvvvevnvreeiennnne 3%
LOCAEL. ... ettt ettt ee et seee st e ete et e et e nenaenes 95%..cccreeerieernnenns 5%
World ServiCe PartiCIPANES ............ccccueverieeieieceereereerere et s e e e et et seseee e s e st eene 100%
10. Who should provide such help? no response neighbors world both
OVEIAIL.....ceeeeeeeeeeeeeete et e e e e s e s se e eeeneene 2% oo 1% . eeieeecnerennnnn 14%...cuuueeeennne. 83%
LOCAL .ttt e et e s e seaesane 3% ceeeerereeeeeeennn 1% ceeecireeereens 17%.ccoeivvereeennn. 79%
All world service participants ............ccoeeevveevenreereereenenee 0% .ccocenrrrrennnen. 0%..coveurrreerannns 10%.ccveeeereeneianens 90%
RORS ...ttt ettt ettt e steaee seseesesnestestetenaeneae seeseeneseseeeearenenes 2%.eeeeerrereennnennen 98%
NON-RSR PAIHCIPANLS ........covoveveesrerrrereeeereretsiesstssess stesssesesesesssssssses suvsssvessssssasssases 25%..ccreereererannnn 75%
USA PartiCIPANES .......ccovvvemieiiiirtneererentetsiseeseeereeeses stetstssssasssesesssnes sesesesseseseseseseses 10%.ceeeeeererarennnn 90%
NON-USA PaiCIPANES.........cccoviieieirrieetnrcareesesesteaes seeveresteseeseseenesseses stesssssssssesesessssens 8%..ecererrereniene 92%
"YS" 10 USA CONFEIBNCE ........ccvetereeeeeceeeeeeeetees etesretisse st et e eeeaen eeeeeesusassasesensens 1 7 S 89%
“NO" 1O USA CONFEIENCE ......ovoeveeeeeeeteeeecteeetetereies eeveteseenesseeeeesenen sesvesensssessesessenen 6%..cvereerriniennne 94%
"Yes" t0 CONSONAALION.........cveiieeeeieeeeee et ettt sees —eeeeneeseesueeeenaens 14%..cooeeeeennnnn. 86%
“NO" 10 CONSOIAALION .......ceeeeviiictieeeeieececeeeteeees ettt eres eeveeteseeeesesesseenes T%.ccovvaaereeanennns 93%
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11. Consolidate WSB, WSC committees no response yes no
OVEIAIL ...ttt et rte st s resssessnesseessreessessnessessstssrssorsesasesasassanes 6% .ececreeraeiannes 58%..eveeeineeeennann 36%
LOCAL....oiiieeeeeecreecteecteereeeeeeeste et e e e e s sae e e s aeesaesssesstsssonasesasssssansnsensaansasen 3%.ccoiirirrannn 64%...ccccuerrernennn 33%
All world service PartiCipants..............ceeveveeeeveeesvrvsuisuvsesscsuirsesscorenennes 13%.cveeeeererannn 44%....c.oereeenne. 43%
RORS...cctitieeeertetetereesteree e srereesesasssasaesaesaeseeseessstsasssessesnestasessssnasanns 16% eceeererereennen. 40%....ccoecuerennne 44%
NON-RSR partiCIipants...........ccoveeeerereenercencerenininecneieescesesessessesesns 5% .cceecrenenennen. 55%..ccceverernennnen 40%
USA PartiCIPantS ........ccceveeeeerererrreeeneeresnestesessssesseesesnessessessssenesns 12%.ueerecrerrenn. 42%..oecrveereereannns 46%
NON-USA partiCipants.............ccocevereveereneeereneiisneninsneneeseneecsseseenes 15%..veeveecrerennens 54%...covcrerreiranns 31%
"Yes" t0 USA CONFErENCe .........oooeeereeceecrereeeeneicteeceeeneeeeeceesserenees 11%.eeceeceeereeenns 57%:eeeveeeevenrnns 32%
"NO" t0 USA CONEIENCE..........c.oeeevereererreeeciereiseeresesenenissersnassssssenes 17%.covereeererennns 17%.eeeveeverrerernnn. 67%
12. Elect uniboard members by... no response wWSsC locals mix
OVEIAll.......ceeerereereerecerteceeeerereetee s e seesnessasesessnensoseens 9% ereeeereenarenns 23% .coveeenaennnnn 13%.cccreecreennnen. 54%
LOCAL....c ettt sr e b saeae s 8% .ceceiieiereans . S 15%.ccuveecrannnnen. 55%
All world service participants .............co..eeueeeeeessesecene 13% evercrerrerrenens 27% cocrereereereran 10%.ccvreerererennnns 51%
RORS...eieeeecteeteecce et ee s renene 16% ..oveveeeeeecinnnn 283%-..uurrerrieianaanns 9%.ceeiiiiiiiiiiienens 51%
Non-RSR participants............c.cccceeereenvrecncrcinnnnee 5% .ccoouerreuennenne 35%.ceeueerennennenns 10%..eeeeeenereeneens 50%
USA participants.........ccccccveeeriveenereereneseneseencenes 10% .eoveerreceaerene 28%..ccueerierreeenens 8%..ceieererreneenns 58%
Non-USA partiCipants.............cccceeeveeeeeeervesveseenens 23% ccreeerrerrerannn 38%..cvevveereennane 15%..ccoreerercrrrnnne 23%
“Yes" to USA conference.........ccoceeeeeeeeueceecenencnncns 11% coveerecrerenenes 23% .ceueereererrenenans T%.ccveerveereerennnan 59%
*No* to USA conference...............cceceevveevevecereuennc. 11% . eeeeerevennnn 39%...ccerverreannnns 17%..ceevereernerenns 33%
*Yes" to consolidation............ccccceeeeeereeererrercnencenen. 4% eooevreereereanne 29%..eveeeeeeerenannne T%.cceeeeerenerannne 61%
“No" to consolidation............cccceveeereveeceerecerseeeae 19% coveeereeceennnene 30%.ccceeereeineaenne 11%.cciiiireerennnen. 41%
13. Elect uniboard officers by... no response wsC board
OVETAL......ceeeeeeeeeeee ettt e et e e se st e ae e se e e esennesnenes 10%..eeecreeeeenennns 51%.ccuerererennnes 39%
LOCAL ..ttt ettt et e st e e e enaeennennnes 9%..cccevrnrearnenn 49%.....oueeeureannnen. 42%
All world service PantiCIPANTS .........ccceceveeeieeeerieeereeireeraeessseeessseeesseensnns 13%.coieenrreeinnn 52%..uvreienirnnnannn 35%
RORS ...ttt e ce e e rae e e ae st e st e st e s saeesneeneeen 16%.cceeeeeieeneennne 53%.cccvrrereriinnene 30%
NON-RSR pantiCiPants ............ccceeueerreieerercretecrereessesreseesaesneesseeseeseenns 5% .coreeeireirannnn 50%....cccccmieranne 45%
USA partiCipants ...............oooreeeirerteereeseteeectesee e seneesessasasees 10% ceeeereneeenene 58%....ccerueruenenn 32%
NON-USA DBIUCIDANLS ...........ooveevereererrereeererrssrssesessesessssssssessasesenses 23%.cccvererrarenns 31%.ccveereeearnae. 46%
"Yes" to USA CONEIence ...........cocueveeeeeenieceereeeeeereseesresteesaessessnens 184%.ccueereerernenne 48%....cceeveeenrannnn 39%
“NO"tO USA COMEIENCO ...........cveeeeereeereteereeee e see et 6% ..ceereanenrannn 67%..cceerereraranne 28%
'YES 10 CONSOITAUON . ..........oveeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeecieeeieeeesevee e 0%..cvvaeevaanen. 46%.....cueeevreeaennn 54%
*NO* 10 CONSONTALION ...........ooooveeeeeeveeeeereeesserssseesssaenssessssssssassees 19%.evverrrrrrernnn 67%..rvervrerenrnnn. 15%
14. Elect uniboard committee chairs by... no response wsC board
OVEIAIL.......ceeeeeeeeeeeettee ettt e re e e s b et e e e e seerse st esstasstasnsessnessnens 9% eeecreerrerenns 44%....uueeeannnn. 47%
LOCAL ...ttt ettt e e e s raeesee e st s s ae s s et e sanesne e s st e st e saassaanneann 8%.coueeenrennenns 44%...ouueeeeraann. 48%
All world service partiCipants ...........cocceeeenereneerenercneniercrcereneeeseennenas 10% .cceeereeenenene 44%.......c.couenne. 46%
RS ...ttt ettt ses e e ss e s e st e sae st e sae b e ae s e e st aennesesanens 12%.cceeeeernreeannne 53%.cceeerirenennnen. 35%
NON-RSR PArtiCIDANLS .......ccoeeeeeerereeerererirsersereerssesesesssesesssseressessens 5%.eeeereraeraeanas 25%...cccueeeenunee. 70%
USA PartiCIPANES ..ottt e s eastn s s s ne 6% .ccceereninnanne 48%.....oeeeenrannn. 46%
NON-USA partiCipants...........cccceeerereenreresenseneninreeessetescsseessessenenes 23%...ueeeereenenne 31%.ccoieiiennnns 46%
"YeS" t0 USA CONFEIENCE .....ocueceecveeeeeeeeeeetereeeve et saeaene 9%.ccverereraenne 39%..ueienririinins 52%
"NO" tO USA CONFEIENCE.........c.oceeevereereereereeveereresresseesssessessessesresvessenens 6%..ooevervanrn 61%..cccoveeueaann. 33%
YES" O CONSONIAALION. ........ccveeveeeveveerereerrerrereersereessssiessissreesessssssens 0%.cccrvvuaanienne 29%...ccueeeerenn. 71%
"NO" t0 CONSOLIAALION ..........veeveeeeereeteeererereeeceeeeeeieseecetesirrsase s 15%.cuveeieeranennn 67%...c0crvevaarrann 19%
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"*FINAL RESPONSE ANALYSIS DEVIATIONS
__ FROM MEAN AMONG SUBGROUPS
: SEPTEMBER 8, 1992 o

Two major respondent groups (local and world) and eight subgroups among
world respondents (RSRs, non-RSRs, USA participants, non-USA participants,
those in favor of and opposed to a USA conference, and those in favor of and
opposed to consolidation) were analyzed separately. Below, we have noted
deviations from the mean exceeding fifteen percentage points. The mean for
local trusted servants and world service participants was the overall response.
For the eight world subgroups, the mean was the total world service response.

World service participants

1. As agroup, they were far more strongly in favor of a USA conference, local
NA literature publication licensing, biennial WSC meetings, and zonal WSC
representation than the overall response.

2. Though the overall response to the idea of world service committee
consolidation was favorable--and the local response was overwhelmingly
positive--world service participants were evenly divided over the question.

Non-RSR world service participants

Including conference officers, trustees, directors, WSC committee chairs and vice

chairs, NAS members, and two WSC Policy Committee members.

1. Were 90% in favor of publication licensing, while world service participants in
general were 78% in favor of licensing and the overall response was just 51%
for licenses.

2. Non-RSRs also gave more credence (25%) to exclusive world service
responsibility for development support than either the overall response (14%)
or the total world service response (10%).

3. While both the overall response and the total world service response were
pretty evenly split over the question of who should elect world service
committee chairs under a consolidated system, non-RSR world service
participants leaned pretty heavily (70%) toward allowing the unified board to
select committee chairs from among its own members rather than asking the
WSC to elect people to specific committee leadership slots.
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World service participants (RSRs, trustees,
NAS members) from outside the USA

1.

2.

Were much more strongly in favor of creating a USA conference (85%) than
either the overall response (55%) or the total world service response (70%).
They lined up with those responding “no" to the USA conference idea in
supporting WSC election of all unified board members (38%) as opposed to
either zonal board reps or a mixture of the two; mixed composition was the
choice of both the overall response (54%) and the total world service
response (51%).

Non-USA participants gave a 46% plurality in favor of allowing the unified
board to elect its own officers from among its own members, while most
respondents favored WSC election of board officers (51% overall, 52% total
world service--and 67% of those saying "no" to a USA conference).
Non-USA world service participants favored an annual WSC meeting by 54%,
more in line with the overall 58% support for an annual conference than the
51% support for an every-other-year WSC given by the total body of world
service participants.

World service participants who said "yes" to a USA conference

1.

Were much more strongly in favor of a small USA delegation to the WSC
(86%) and zonal WSC representation (59%) than either the overall norm (61%
small USA delegation; 30% regional, 27% zonal representation) or the total
world service response (70% small USA delegation; 29% regional, 44% zonal
representation).

World service participants who said "no" to a USA conference

This group had a greater number of views deviating significantly from the norms
than any other respondent group.

1.

3.

They were evenly divided on the world meeting/American meeting WSC idea,
while both the overall (62%) and the total world service (59%) responses were
in favor of the idea.

They were 67% in favor of all USA RSRs attending the conference, while a
smaller USA delegation was favored in the overall (61%) and total world
service (70%) response.

They favored WSC approval of all NA literature by 67%, while the body of all
world service participants was evenly divided and the overall response was
58% for WSC approval.
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They were less strongly in favor of literature licensing (61%) than the total
world service response (78%), but more favorable than the overall response
(51%).

Their 56% support for an annual WSC meeting fell more in line with the overall
response (58%) than the total world service response (43%; 51% favored
biennial WSC meetings).

Aside from those who said "yes" to both the USA conference idea and the
committee consolidation proposal, participants saying "no" to the USA
conference were the only respondents with a clear majority in favor of any
one of the four options offered for WSC representation, choosing regional
reps by 72% (USA-yes chose zonal reps by 59%; consolidation-yes chose
zonal by 57%).

Those participants against a USA conference also tended strongly to oppose
consolidation (67%), while overall response was favorable (58%) and world
service response was evenly divided.

If a unified board were to be created, those opposed to a USA conference
would lean somewhat more toward direct WSC election of the board’s
members (39%) than mixed composition (33%), though the overall and world
service responses gave slim majorities to the mix (51% and 54%,
respectively).

And they would tend to favor direct election of committee chairs (61%), while
both the overall and world service responses on that subject were nearly
evenly divided.

Participants saying "yes" to consolidating world-level committees

1.

2.

3.

4.

Were much more strongly in favor of a USA conference (89%) than either the
overall response (55%) or the total world service response (70%).

They gave stronger support to the idea of local literature publishing licenses
(93%) than any other segment, topping the total world service response of
78% and far exceeding the overall response of 51%.

They were decidedly in favor of zonal representation at the WSC (57%), while
both the overall response and the total world service response were mixed.
Those saying "yes" to consolidation were much more comfortable with the
unified board selecting its own officers (54%) and its own committee chairs
(71%) from among its own members than were either the overall responses
(39% and 47%) or the total world service responses (35% and 46%).
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Participants saying “no" to consolidation

1.

2.

Were split on the world/American WSC meetings idea, while the overall and
total world responses were favorable (62% and 59%).

They were less strongly in favor of a USA conference (52%) and a smaller
USA delegation (56%) than the total world service response (70% for both),
but about the same as the overall response (55% and 61%).

If a consolidation were to be affected, those opposing consolidation would, at
minimum, want direct WSC election of board officers and committee chairs
(67% for both); direct officer election was supported by bare majorities of
both the overall and total world service responses, while both were split on
election of committee chairs.
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12.
20.

31.

40.
80.

84.

87.

14

GENERAL COMMENTS

Thanks for the chance to input this.

When will NA’s world services leave all the structural, policy, procedural, and
other political activities behind and begin supporting the needs of regions (i.e.
public image, phonelines, H&l, Twelfth Step work, work with professionals,
etc.)?

Just remember, "On a clean day, you can see forever."

Re. specific comments below: | offer these points with the knowledge that
they probably have already been taken into consideration.

We discussed these questions at the regional service committee meeting.
(Panama)

Personal response; will ask area later. (Belgium)

| strongly recommend we discuss some of these concerns with AA, Al-Anon,
and other large twelve-step fellowships to learn from their experience.

Do addicts a favor: Go back to the TWGSS and stop messing with our unity.
Our world service structure is sacrificing our traditions in favor of more
complicated and convoluted mechanics. [Respondent notes that has been

-clean] since November 1983 when life was simple.

In Question #3, a smaller body of USA delegates is suggested as an option.
How would this fit with representation in Question #8? Wouldn't each
national or quasi-national service committee elect its national service
representative (i.e., just one representative!).

105. Interesting choice of wording for questions--"should."
126. Change the word "American" where it appears in the questions to "USA."
181. This survey is responded to by myself on a personal level, not as the RSR.

QUESTION ONE

Temporary ASM/WSM conference

2.

Yes, although the purpose of each would need to be differentiated and clear

to all participants.

3. No response: ?
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24.

33.
41.

42,
80.

87.

88.
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No. | believe the WSC should continue with regional representation
(worldwide); if the American fellowship wants to meet, OK.

No. ltis time to separate now; delay can only lead to further confusion.
Spec. re. ‘for perhaps five or ten years": get real!

Yes. | felt that the five or ten year time span should be paraphrased to reflect
a period of preparedness rather than set dates. The WSC should continue in
its current yearly mode for an unspecified period of time. Non-USA NA
communities that are prepared could attend on an every-other-year basis, if
they choose. This would continue until such time as those unprepared
communities reached the level of maturity that they could host separate
conferences. :

No. Really consists of two questions [break at "with an American...]. | can’'t
imagine many non-US reps voting yes to this question, thus | rule it bias.
No response. Continue as is.

No. We would like it to serve the world, not just America. We believe it is
important that the WSC should be responsible to those it serves: the worid
fellowship, not just the American fellowship. To this end we would separate
out the American service element.

No response marked. Maybe.

Yes. Good idea. We may want to consider having an American conference
every other year and a world service conference once every four years.

No. This is sitting on the fence, isn’t it? Unless there is a national service
structure capable of supporting a world service structure, then the choice is
to leave things as they are at present of let national structures evolve and
curtail world services to the level at which the various national structures
support them.

Yes, as revised: "Would you like the World Service Conference to serve...
both the American and world service body... meeting every other year?"

105. Yes. Not for five to ten years, though; shorten time frames.
149. No. | believe that the WSC should stay as it is, with all the USA regions

meeting with all the non-USA meetings every year until the non-USA
fellowship tells the US that the world meeting needs to become a world
meeting not focused on USA issues. By that time, the zones will have been
established in some form and maybe zonal representatives can meet in a true
world service conference focused on worldwide issues.

152. No response. Group did not understand implications of this question.
156. Yes. Ten years is unnecessarily long.
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175. No. WSC every year still. Either we are a WSC or not.
181. Yes, [but change world service meeting from every other year to every
year].

QUESTION TWO

NA-USA

2. Yes, to incorporate into WSC.

6. No. With the increased international participation, the ratio of fellowship
growth is beginning to be reflected at WSC.

8. No response. Do you believe that world services will still have adequate
funding for international development, translations, etc.? If no, then no is my
answer.

12. Yes, absolutely!

14. Yes. Added "and Canada" to USA.

18. Yes. I'm not sure, need more info.

24. Yes. But no different from other communities. Zonal, not national.

40. Yes, but should meet together in order to keep the worldwide NA unity.
[Answered "no" to Question #1.]

56. No. Should have been first question.

80. No. We need consistency in our services.

82. Yes, but still participate in WSC activity.

84. No. Violates the First Tradition. One fellowship, one service structure.

87. No response. | would like to see a WSC distinct from a USA service structure.
However, living outside the USA, it is not for me to say what the USA
membership should do. However, it would not be "separate," would it? We
would expect each national service structure to support and be part of the
WSC.

101. Yes. It will be important to separate US problems and dominance from
world problems.

138. No, not if its cost is significant.

149. Yes, just as Canada, Europe, and South America have taken the lead in
forming service structures for service zones, the USA needs to form its own
service structure. The need is overdue. This is one issue we should move
forward on.

183. Noresponse. Yes and no--zonal forums, not necessarily "USA."

190. No response. Why? Need more information.
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QUESTION THREE

All USA RSRs at WSC, or smaller delegation

2.
6.
7.
12,

18.
20.

24.

41.

44,

80.

82.
84.
88.
101

Smaller delegation: country representation vs. RSRs (since most RSRs
represent USA, need larger "world" representation).

All USA RSRs. | believe regional representation for everyone is appropriate at
WSC.

Smaller delegation: one from each zonal conference.

Smaller delegation. They need to be elected by the national.

Smaller delegation. At least work toward this ASAP.

Smaller delegation. The USA number should reflect the need of the
experience it has to offer for the good of the fellowship. | think we should
continue to act as sponsor to those inexperienced service committees within
NA. The number twelve does not appear to consider future growth. The
presented international zones do not seem to take into consideration the
expansion of the fellowship. In example Africa, Central America, and Asia.
Checked both. [All USA RSRs] short term. [Smaller delegation] long term.
[Underlined "perhaps a dozen members"] zonal reps: eastern, western,
midwest, southern, etc.

A smaller body in the event that all the American RSRs would swamp the WSC
and create an almost entirely American body.

A smaller body. Wouldn't want it to become another NA-USA because of our
overwhelming attendance. [Marked "yes" to ASM/WSM conference, "no" to
USA conference.]

A smaller body. Cost effective, and we would not overrun the WSC when we
arrived.

All USA RSRs until formation of zones and elected zonal representatives.

No response. Neither. Addicts are addicts unless you rewrite the traditions!
A smaller body. Why?

. AllUSA RSRs. The combined experience and input of RSRs, even if only
used in RSR working groups, is invaluable.

149. A smaller body. If we establish a structure of zones for the USA, we could

send one rep from each zone and send several delegates elected at large at
the USA National Service Conference.

170. No response. Whoever chooses.
175. A smaller body. Maybe more than “a dozen members."
183. A smaller body. Zonal reps.
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190. No response. Why?
191. A smaller body. Zonal representation.

QUESTION FOUR

Literature approval by WSC or locally

12.
19.

40.
41.
48.
52.
69.
80.

84.
88.

92.

By WSC. Feel strongly about this.

Locally, with input of trustees. Keep as conceptually intact as possible within
their language/cultural barriers.

Locally by those who use literature in a particular language.

Locally. Local communities to publish and approve their own literature.
However, literature that is to be published and distributed by the WSO should
be approved at the world level.

Locally, after fellowship has been well established. And world protection of
copyrights.

Locally. Due to cultural differences, this may be a good ideal

Locally. Because of differences in culture and language, this is a must.

WSC. We need to maintain the integrity of our message (as well as our
copyright).

WSC. Need better translation support through one service structure.

WSC. [Revised question with strikethrough:] "Must be approved by a
literature approval and review body of some sort."

No response. Not enough information.

149. Locally. NA literature for distribution throughout all NA communities

should be approved by the World Service Conference. NA literature intended
for local distribution may be approved by the local service structure. NA
literature intended for a language group should be approved by the
recognized service bodies of that language, e.g. English-speaking lit would be
approved currently by USA, Canada, UK, Ireland, Australia, and Aotearoa
[New Zealand] with input from India.

QUESTION FIVE

Literature publication by WSO, locally by license, locally w/out license

2.
3.

12.

Publish locally by license if more cost effective (which | assume it is).

No response: don’t have enough information to answer this question.
Locally by license. Perhaps we need to look at more branches, especially in
foreign countries.
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19.

41.

42,
48.
80.
84.
92.
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WSO, [but] locally by license for countries other than USA.

Locally by license. What do we need legally for copyright? What is functional
for WSO; for developing countries?

Mixed response: May be published locally without charge or restriction but
under license. Such licence to ensure that the traditions and NA unity are
adhered to. Such licence may be withdrawn by vote of WSC in the case of
breaches.

Locally by license, maintaining our copyright.

Locally by license; [but] depends on what the license consists of.

Locally by license, but must maintain our copyright.

Locally by license when this makes literature more available.

No response. Not enough information.

149. Locally by license. All of the answers look good, but the second and third

look best. In order to maintain fidelity of concept and copyright we should
probably allow local fellowships to publish under license with the WSO if they
choose to. For some communities where the restrictions or legal problems
are too complex, we should allow them to publish without restrictions, but |
feel that should be decided on a case-by-case basis by the WSC, not just the
WSO.

QUESTION SIX

Conceptual world approval of literature

2.

55.
80.
84.

Yes. A knowledgeable review board may be helpful. With recommendation
responsibilities, not necessarily "approval.”

No response marked. This needs more discussion, but | think yes.

Yes, to keep the message consistent with NA philosophy.

No response. Neither! NA literature is for the entire fellowship, not “local"
groups! '

149. Yes, again, to keep up NA standards so that the principles of NA never get

lost due to misunderstanding.

QUESTION SEVEN

How frequent WSC

12.

Every year. 1think every year. Not sure. Need some input why not. Maybe
money? | think there is a lot of work to be done. Two years may be too far
apart.
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14. Every two years, and possibly three later.

19. Every two years. Depends on if this meets our needs.

24. Every year. Also World Service Meeting (a nonvoting meeting) every three
years.

27. Every year. First ten years, then every two years after.

41. Every two years, and in various places around the world.

43. Marked every year or every two years. [Recorded as no response because of
ambiguity.]

44. Every year, and eventually every two years.

49, Every year. [Underlined "world." Marked "no" to ASM/WSM conference,
“"yes" to USA conference.]

69. Every year, and work even harder.

88. Every two years. [Revised question as follows:] "How frequently should the
World Service Conference--and the NA-USA that is being pushed forward--
meet?" [Then remark:] Maybe alternate years.

92. No response. Not specific.

101. Every two years, with national and zonal forums in off-years.

105. Every two years, perhaps for five to seven years, then every three years.

149. Every year for the near future (1-5 years). When we separate the WSC
from the USASC, the WSC can determine itself how often it wants to meet,
whether every year or two years. Three years is just a horrible idea, nothing
is kept track of by three-year periods that | know of. If it meets every year,
then people know that next year there is always a WSC. If it meets every two
years, then that is easy to keep track of; “if WSC met this year, it will meet
again in two years. If WSC did not meet this year, this it meets next year."
Also, you can keep track of it by odd- or even-numbered years, no matter
what calendar you use (Georgian, Moslem, Hebrew, Hindu, Buddhist, etc.).

150. Every two years initially, and revisit the issue of frequency at a later date
after information can be gathered on the feasibility of biyearly conferences.

156. Every three years. Every two years for six years, then every three.

170. Every year, but leave open to change.

QUESTION EIGHT

Regional, national, zonal, continental reps

5. National, with modification to account for size of USA fellowship.
12. National. Regional--definitely not. Zonal--possibly.
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19.

20.

24,
28.
36.
40.
. Regional, except for those countries where there are only areas (or indeed

41

42,
43.
56.
80.

82.
88.

101.

21

Zonal. Regional now, and work toward zonal.

Only blank not checked was regional--recorded as no response. We will have
to see what works best--to get like cultures together--just a zonal swath could
encompass so many different countries--i.e. in Europe--all so different.

Zonal. A combination of national and zonal would seem to better accomplish
what we desire. Canada and Mexico, for example, possibly should be
considered on a national basis, whereas the USA and Europe would be better
suited under a zonal system.

Checked both regional and zonal. Regional now, zonal future.

Zonal. [Added following mark at bottom:] Possible combination.

Checked both regional and zonal. Zonal in future.

Checked all four. Whatever the service structure in the country represents.

groups), where representation may be made by the area or group.

Marked both regional and zonal representation. [Recorded as no response
because of ambiguity.]

Marked regional or zonal representation. [Recorded as no response
because of ambiguity.]

No response. Don't make sense.

Regional for now, subject to change if needed. [Marked "yes" to ASM/WSM
conference, "no" to USA conference, "yes" to smaller USA delegation at
WSC.]

Regional now, zonal future.

Continental. [Respondent circled “representation” in question.] This is
probably diverse enough to not be representative. Where are other
suggestions on "members," "MCMs," "RCMs"? Now we are back to
‘representation.”

Zonal. The most reasonable and equitable solution to fair representation is
zonal representation.

105. No response. [Respondent bracketed national, zonal, continental.] A

configuration from these categories.

149. Regional for the near future (1-5 years). Once the zones are up and

functioning it should become zonal. National and continental representation
would allow for misbalanced representation and could cause serious
problems among some local fellowships.
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156. Zonal. | assume we're not considering zonally elected trustees as
“representatives.” If one of the goals of representation is to get a cross-
section of NA experience, then in some cases national, regional, or some
other kind of representation may be appropriate temporarily (non-US and
Canada), considered on a case-by-case basis. Representatives should
outnumber non-representatives by at least a two-thirds majority.

170. Continental, with regional branches and open for addition.

194. Checked both national and zonal; recorded as no response. Where is
Show-Me Region? Seems as though someone is being excluded! If these
are examples, please use better examples.

QUESTION NINE

Material development assistance OK

6. Yes. I'm amazed we have to ask these questions!

24. Yes. Primary purpose.

41. Yes, but in doing so to remember our tradition of self-support.

42. Yes, where possible.

48. Yes, definitely.

84. Yes, absolutely!

92. Yes, short time.

105. Yes, for a period of time (i.e. six months to a year) depending on resources
of emerging NA community.

138. No. Not free of charge. We should help in accordance with our means.

149. Yes, without question.

170. Yes. Broken down to area levels. Help each other.

QUESTION TEN

Who provides assistance

2. In neighboring countries: translation will be easier here than WSO/WSC.
NA's world services: support services in terms of literature, guidance, etc.

6. Both. I'm amazed we have to ask these questions!

19. Both. NA world services should continue to target strong newly developing
NA communities and help them grow so they can then be a resource for
those around them.

42. Both. All of us.

48. Both, everybody.
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87. World services. The national service structures would support the world
service structure.

QUESTION ELEVEN

Trustee, conference committee consolidation

2. Yes: one board; accountability; trustees can be a subcommittee like others.

6. No response. Ultimately--probably--we all know what administration,
communication, task completion is like now.

12. No. (Question mark in left margin.) | am not sure here and would like to hear
some pros and cons, more input.

19. No. I'm not sure how | feel--might be better.

24. Yes. Including WSO Board of Directors.

27. No. [Circled response; assume for emphasis.]

41. Yes. The WSO should be a subcommittee of the WSC. The USA service
office should be split out of this and should answer separately to the USA
fellowship.

44, No response. If their purposes are the same, they should consolidate.

80. No, unless their purpose becomes the same, then we should consolidate.

88. No. [Respondent underlined "world."] When did we establish "world" trustee
committees? | thought they were board committees. Is there an assumption
that we are divided into national assemblies? [Respondent underlined "single
world services board."] Is this the same board?

98. No response. Unsure.

105. Yes, consolidated membership w/working ad hoc committees.

149. Yes. Eventually we need to come to have just one service body and all
committees part of that one body. this applies to both world services and to
national USA services. There should be only one literature committee, one
policy, one PI, etc., but the members of the committee should come from
both the representatives and from the trustees or service board.

156. Yes. Is there anything analogous to delegate review panels at the world
level being considered? Also, why no question about consolidating BOT and
BOD?

170. No. Not enough data.

175. No response. Not sure; there is a lot to this question.

183. Noresponse. Yes and no. Perhaps the BOT could be world and
conference committees could be zonal in nature.
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QUESTION TWELVE

Elect board members from WSC, local, mix

84. No response. [Underlined "were to be created" in question.] It should not be
done!

101. Noresponse. Does not apply. [Respondent said “no" to Question #11,
and answered both Questions #13 and #14.]

105. Mix, i.e., "elected nominees" from local/zonal/continental assemblies,
submitted from WSC nominating board and elected by WSC.

149. Mix. If the board is small (10-20 members), most should be selected at the
conference. If the board is larger (20 or more), most should be selected by
the zones or assemblies. Most here means at least 51%.

170. No response. Not enough data.

180. No response. Obijection, that since we did not approve of a consolidated
world board, we though that this was a leading question that should not be
asked.

QUESTION THIRTEEN

Elect board officers from WSC, board

6. By the board. I'm not positive on this one. | think leadership abilities would
be recognized best by the total board.

19. By the board. They know better who is qualified.

61. Neither option checked; remark: Both.

62. Both options checked. [Recorded as no response because of ambiguity.]

126. By WSC. An additional choice should be by resume a year prior to
elections; to be published so groups can make informed decisions.

149. By WSC. The officers could be nominated by the board itself, but should
be elected to those positions by the conference. In the far future, it could be
possible for the board to select its own officers, but in the beginning (the next
5 to 15 years), the fellowship would be more accepting of conference
elections.

156. By the board from among those members elected by the WSC.
[Respondent said earlier that board membership should come from a mix.]

170. No response. Not enough data.

175. No response. | want to answer “by WSC," but only under the condition that
the election procedures be revamped totally.

worldq02.doc—final-September 8, 1992



25

180. No response. Objection, that since we did not approve of a consolidated
world board, we though that this was a leading question that should not be
asked.

QUESTION FOURTEEN

Elect board committee chairs from WSC, board

6. By the board. I'm not positive on this one. | think leadership abilities would
be recognized best by the total board.

19. From WSC, only because | don't think people will ever give up this much
control.

61. Neither option checked; remark: Both.

62. Both options checked. [Recorded as no response because of ambiguity.]

88. By the board. | am having a difficult time visualizing the structure being
manipulated. However, why is there a board being created? What is wrong
with a simple administrative or steering committee? Does this have
something to do with the Charter?

149. By WSC. The committee chairs could be nominated by the board itself, but
should be elected to those positions by the conference. In the far future, it
could be possible for the board to select its own committee chairs, but in the
beginning (the next 5 to 15 years), the fellowship would be more accepting of
conference elections.

170. No response. Not enough data.

175. By the board. | want to answer this way, but only under the condition that
the election procedures be revamped totally.

180. No response. Objection, that since we did not approve of a consolidated
world board, we though that this was a leading question that should not be
asked.

worldq02.doc-final-September 8, 1992





