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AGENDA 

FACULTY SENATE 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Room 126 CH 

Meeting Notice: Monday, April 23, 1990 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

Report on Regents Meeting 

III. Approval of Minutes 

IV . Old Business 

3:30 p.m. 

Academic Affairs Report - Carol Konek, Chair 
(Attachment A - green) 

V. New Business 

1 • Tenure and Promotion Committee Report - Don Malzahn, Chair 
(Attachment B - yellow) 

2. Rules Committee Report - David Alexander, Chair 
(Attachment C - blue) 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Elmer Hoyer, Senate President Box 44 3415 
Sa 11 y Kitch, Senate Vice President Box 82 3358 
A. J. Mandt, Senate Secretary Box 74 3125 
David Alexander, Senate President-Elect Box 32 3190 
Mark Dotzour, Elected by Senate Box 88 3219 
Diane Huntley, Elected by Senate Box 144 3614 
Karen Brown, Appointed by Senate President Box 26 3114 
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ATTACHMENT A • • 
April 12, 1990 

TO: Senate Executive Conmittee 

FRCJ-1: Carol Wolfe Konek, Chair, Academic Affairs Conmittee 

SUBJECT: Committee Report on University Level Curriculum Review 

The Academic Affairs Committee was requested during the Spring of 1989 to 
consider the desirability of establishing a university level of faculty 
oversight over curriculum changes at the college level. Concerns over course 
duplications and conflicts between colleges were cited as a rationale for an 
additional level of review. The Committee's inquiry into the issue included 
discussions with curriculum chairpersons or other representatives of the 
various colleges. The Committee was unable to identify problems or conflicts 
which would justify the establishment of an additional level of curriculum 
review. A memorandum dated April 26, 1989 and addressed to the President of 
the Faculty Senate expressed the Committee's conclusion and the supporting 
reasons. 

A memorandum from the Faculty Senate Executive Committee dated September 26, 
1989 again raised the university level curriculum review issue. The Committee 
has reiterated its previous conclusion in memoranda dated October 25, 1989, 
January 8, 1990, and February 19, 1990. The following is a more elaborated 
response to the charges in the Memorandum of September 26, 1989. 

1. Make~ study of existing procedures for~ course approval with particular 
emphasis on .faculty oversight at the University level to avoid dupliction and 
to insure quality. {See attached memo from Associate Vice President Peter 
Zoller.) 

With the exception of University College, each of the colleges/schools in 
the university has a curriculum change process which involves two or three 
levels of approval for proposed curriculum changes. As-part of the 
curriculum change process a university-wide Curriculum Change Form is 
required to be completed. The form identifies for each curriculum change 
the type of change, the new catalog listing, the old listing, the explana
nation for the change, and the effect of the action on students, other 
programs, or other departments. 

'lbe university-wide Curriculum Change Form requires additional disclosures 
for new course proposals and new programs. These include a description 
and justification for the new course or program, a statement of the 
relation of the new course or program to other courses or programs in the 
department and to courses or programs in other departments, and a descrip
tion of additional resources and personnel required. Part V of the 
Curriculum Change Form includes the following underscored statement: ''You 
~ responsible for consul ting with departments whose programs may be 
affected ~your action, and for supplying~ list of .individuals 
contacted." Page 3 is a sign-off page which requires the signatures of 
the department chairperson, the chair of the college curriculum committee, 
the college dean, and the Academic Vice President. Additional signatures 
are required for graduate courses. Provision is also made for sign-off by 
the University Curriculum Committee [Senate Academic Affairs Committee] 
and the University Senate [Faculty Senate] in the case of new programs and 
overlap issues. 



• • 
It is the view of the Committee that the present review process adequately 
addresses the need to collaborate with other departments and colleges in 
order to avoid duplication of courses and conflicts over academic turf • 
Some overlap is inevitable and not usually undesirable in a university 
which has to meet many specialized needs. '!he Committee believes that the 
university-wide Curriculum Change Form appropriately places accountability 
at the college level. Department chairs, curriculum committee chairs, and 
the respective deans are, and should be, accountable for addressing the 
overlap, conflict, and resources issues which are involved in a particular 
course change. Such issues are most appropriately -addressed before final 
approval at the college level. 

Because most curricular changes do not involve such issues, and appro
priate means exist for resolving them if they do arise, the Committee 
believes that an additional level of curriculum review would be 
undesirable. Curriculum development is dynamic and needs to be under the 
control of departments and colleges, not a university committee which is 
remote from the specialized academic endeavors of the various university 
components. Another layer of review is seen as bureaucratic and an 
impediment to needed change in a rapidly changing environment. 

2. Develop~ procedure or policy for new course approval which retains the 
expediency of the present procedure for routine course approval but would offer 
University faculty oversight to insure quality and avoid undesired duplication. 

One of the ongoing charges to the Academic Affairs Committee is the 
following: "'!he committee shall also hear and resolve challenges con-

• 

cerning curriculum proposals offered by one college but affecting other 
colleges." '!he Committee has served this function and stands available as • 
a conflict resolution body for such issues as may be referred to it. 

Committee Recommendation: '!hat the Faculty Senate adopt a resolution 
reaffirming the present curriculum review process, reiterating the responsibil
ities of department chairpersons, college curriculum committees and college 
deans under the process, and reaffirming the role of the Academic Affairs 
Committee in addressing issues and conflicts arising under the present process • 

• • 
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I. 

ATTACHMENT B 

Report to the Faculty Senate 
University Tenure and Promotion Committee 

April 5, 1990 

Committee Membership and Procedures 

The members of the 1989-1990 Tenure and Promotion Committee are as follows: 

Professors Jean Cuthbertson 
Gerald Graham (Secretary) 
Mahcsh Greywall 
Roger Kasten 
Bela Kiralyf alvi 
Don Malzahn (Chairperson) 
Merle Paulson 
Joyce Scott 
Michael Tilford 
William Unrau 
Don Wineke 

Mr. Leo Traverzo 

Health Professions 
Business 
Engineering 
Education 
Fine Arts 
Engineering, At-Large 
Library-MRC 
EVPAA, Ex Officio 
Gra~Dean, Ex Officio 
Liberal Arts and Sciences 
Liberal Arts and Sciences, At-Large 
Student 

The committee had an organizational meeting on December 3, 1989, elected a chairperson and 
secretary and received access to the 28 candidates' primary files. Professor Elmer Hoyer, president of 
the Faculty Senate, presented the formal charge to the committee before formal deliberations on the 
39 individual cases began on January 3, 1990. All tenure and promotion procedures in the Faculty 
Handbook were followed by the committee. Decisions were finalized on January 8, 1990 and 
recommendations forwarded to President Armstrong. 

II. Tenure and Promotion Case Summary 

Thirty-nine recommendations invol~ing 28 individuals were made by the committee. Table 1 provides 
a summary of the committee's and president's recommendations. Table 2 presents the percent of 
candidates nominated that were recommended to the Board of Regents for the previous three years. 
Additional tables are attached that present the dispositions by college of this year's cases. 

Decision Category 

Tenure 

Promotion to Assistant Professor 

Promotion to Associate Professor 

Promotion to Full Professor 

Decision Category 

Tenure 

Promotion to Assistant Professor 

Promotion to Associate Professor 

Promotion to Full Professor 

Table 1 
Summary of Recommendations 

Number 

Nominated 

20 
1 

16 
5 

Number Positive 

Considered Recommendation 
by Committee by Committee 

20 17 
1 1 
14 13 
4 3 

Table 2 

Percent of Nominated 
Academic Year 

1987-88 1988-89 

76% 44% 

100% 80% 
62% 50% 

71% 60% 

Positive % Nominated 
Recommendation Recommended 

by President to Board 

17 85% 
1 100% 

13 81 % 

3 60% 

Total 
1989-90 Percent 

85% 70% 

100% 89% 
81 % 67% 

60% 64% 



Cases for Tenure 

Division or Department BA ED EN 
Total Nominated for Tenure 1 1 3 
Recommended by Committee & Chair 1 1 3 
Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Committee & Chair 0 0 0 
Appeal to College 0 0 0 

College BA ED EN 
Cases Received from Dept. or Appeal 1 I 3 
Recommended by Committee & Dean I 0 3 
Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Dean 0 1 0 
Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Dean 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Committee & Dean 0 0 0 
Appeal to University Committee 0 0 0 

University BA ED EN 
Cases Received from College or Appeal 1 1 3 

Recommended by Committee 1 0 3 
Not Recommended by Committee 0 1 0 

Cases for Promotion to Assistant Professor 

Division or ! . t BA ED EN 
Total Nominated for Promotion 0 0 0 
Recommended by Committee & Chair 0 0 0 

Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Committee & Chair 0 0 0 
Appeal to College 0 0 0 

College BA ED EN 
Cases Received from Dept. or Appeal 0 0 0 

Recommended by Committee & Dean 0 0 0 
Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Dean 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Dean 0 0 0 

Not Recommended by Committee & Dean 0 0 0 
Appeal to University Committee 0 0 0 

University BA ED EN 
Cases Received from College or Appeal 0 0 0 

Recommended by Committee 0 0 0 

Not Recommended by Committee 0 0 0 

FA HP LA 
3 2 9 
3 2 9 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

FA HP LA 
3 2 9 
3 2 8 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 

FA HP LA 
3 2 9 
3 1 8 
0 1 l 

FA HP LA 
1 0 0 
I 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

FA HP LA 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

FA HP LA 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 

LIMR 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

LIMR 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

LIMR 
1 
1 
0 

LIMR 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

LIMR 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

LIMR 
0 

0 

0 

Total 
20 
20 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
20 
18 

1 
0 
1 
1 

Total 
20 
17 
3 

Total 
1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
1 
1 
0 

' • 

• 

• 
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Cases for Promotion to Associate Professor Revised 4/23/90 

• ·····'> .•.. Division or Department !i• ····· 
.. 

BA ED EN FA HP LA LIMR Total 
Total Nominated for Promotion 0 I 2 2 2 8 I 16 

Recommended by Committee & Chair 0 1 2 2 1 6 1 13 

Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Not. Recommended by Committee & Chair 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
Appeal to College 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

. ·'',.''f I·, to,,; .; 

College .. · 
.• •!····.·:-, 

BA ED EN FA HP LA LIMR Total .,.\ ·• .. ........ ..... .. ,. ,.,. ... , ,.,..;:.: .... ,,tii .· . 
Cases Received from Dept. or Appeal 0 1 2 2 2 7 I 15 

Recommended by Committee & Dean 0 0 2 2 I 5 1 11 
Recommended by Comm. Not Recommended hy Dt!an 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Dean 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 1 
Not Recommended by Committee & Dean 0 1 0 0 1 I 0 3 
Appeal to University Committee 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 

; ·::;'):· .-. 

. University · BA ED EN FA HP LA ·LIMR Total ,. ... \::; ···,·· -:· 

Cases Received from College or Appeal 0 0 2 2 2 7 1 14 
Recommended by Committee 0 0 2 2 1 7 1 13 
Not Recommended by Committee 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Cases for Promotion to Full Professor • Division or Department BA ED EN FA HP LA LIMR Total 
Total Nominated for Promotion 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 
Recommended by Committee & Chair 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 

Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Chair 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Not Recommended by Committee & Chair 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Appeal to College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

·~ 
College BA 'ED EN FA HP LA LIMR Total 

Cases Received from Dept. or Appeal 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 
Recommended by Committee & Dean 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Dean 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Dean 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 l 

Not Recommended by Committee & Dean 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Appeal to University Committee 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

University BA ED EN FA HP LA LIMR Total 

Cases Received from College or Appeal 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 

Recommended by Committee 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 
Not Recommended by Committee 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

• 
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Cases for Promotion to Associate Professor 

Division or Department 

Total Nominated for Promotion 

Recommended by Committee & Chair 
Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Chair 

Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Chair 
Not Recommended by Committee & Chair 

Appeal to College 

College 
Cases Received from Dept. or Appeal 

Recommended by Committee & Dean 

Recommended by Comm. Not Recommended by Dean 

Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Dean 
Not Recommended by Committee & Dean 

Appeal to University Committee 

University 
Cases Received from College or Appeal 

Recommended by Committee 
Not Recommended by Committee 

tases for Promotion to Full Professor 

Division or Department 

Total Nominated for Promotion 

Recommended by Committee & Chair 

Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Chair 

Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Chair 
Not Recommended by Committee & Chair 
Appeal to College 

College 
Cases Received from Dept. or Appeal 

Recommended by Committee & Dean 

Recommended by Comm. & Not Recommended by Dean 

Not Recommended by Comm. & Recommended by Dean 

Not Recommended by Committee & Dean 
Appeal to University Committee 

University 
Cases Received from Colle~e or Appeal 
Recommended by Committee 

Not Recommended by Committee 

BA 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

BA 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

BA 
0 
0 
0 

BA 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

BA 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

BA 
0 

0 
0 

ED EN 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

ED EN 
1 2 
0 2 

0 0 

0 0 
1 0 
0 0 

ED EN 
0 2 

0 2 
0 0 

ED EN 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

ED EN 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

ED EN 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

FA HP LA LIMR Total 
1 0 0 0 1 
1 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

FA HP LA LIMR Total 
2 2 7 1 15 
2 1 5 1 11 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 1 
0 1 1 0 3 
0 1 1 0 2 

FA HP LA LIMR Total 
2 2 7 1 14 

2 1 7 1 13 

0 1 0 0 1 

FA HP LA LIMR Total 

0 0 5 0 5 
0 0 4 0 4 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 1 0 1 

0 0 1 0 1 

0 0 0 0 0 

FA HP LA LIMR Total 

0 0 5 0 5 
0 0 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 1 0 1 

0 0 2 0 2 
0 0 1 0 1 

FA HP LA LIMR Total 

0 0 4 0 4 

0 0 3 0 3 

0 0 1 0 1 



III. Response to Executive Committee Charge 

The Faculty Senate Executive Committee charged this year's committee with reviewing policies and 
recommending Faculty Handbook revisions regarding: 

1) Initial Appointment with Tenure 
The committee recommends the addition of section 3.135 Initial Appointment with Tenure 
to the Faculty Handbook. This section implements procedures that have been applied in a vast 
majority of cases involving appointment with tenure. 

2) Early Consideration for Tenure 
The committee recommends the addition of section 3.134 Early Consideration for Tenure 
to the Faculty Handbook. This policy allows faculty members holding the rank of assistant 
professor or above to be considered for tenure without prejudice one time before their 
mandatory review. 

3) Consistency with Regents' Policy 
The committee recommends the revision of sections B 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, and 3.131 of the 
Faculty Handbook. These are not substantive policy changes, but they do bring the wording 
into agreement the Board of Regents current policies. 

The committee also recommends that section 3.143 Guidelines of the University Tenure and 
Promotion Committee be revised to more clearly state standards for promotion and/or tenure. 
Also, in order to communicate to candidates the quality of documentation expected in their cases, the 
committee recommends that section 3.144 Documentation of Teaching, Research, and Scholarly 
or Creative Activity be added to the Faculty Handbook. 

In order to provide better communication of the time table required by the tenure and promotion 
process, the committee recommends that a generic tenure and promotion calendar be adopted, 3.15 
Tenore and Promotion Calendar. This type of calendar will eliminate the need to revise and 
publish a new calendar each year. 

There are a variety of practices applied by departments and colleges regarding the disclosure of 
committee votes. In that most candidates do in fact have knowledge of these votes, the committee 
recommends that a consistent format for reporting departmental and college recommendations be 
adopted. These reports and signature sheets will become part of candidates' basic documents, thereby 
providing them with direct and accurate access to this information. Proposed formats for the report 
sheet and signature sheet are attached. 

• 

• 

• • 
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(revise) 
B / TENURE AND PROMOTION POLICIES 

3.10 Interpretative Statements on Tenure at The Wichita State University 

Acting under the provisions of the Kansas Board of Regents' policy on tenure and promotion, the 
University may recommend to the board that tenure or promotion be awarded to faculty members 
based on demonstrated excellence in scholarship, teaching, and community and professional service. 
The granting of tenure or promotion is at the initiative of the University and is based on sustained 
achievements demonstrating that the faculty member meets the qualitative standards of the 
appropriate discipline and the requirements of the University. Tenure or promotion is not acquired 
simply rr meeting assigned duties with a record free of deficiencies. 

Tenure or promotion is conferred on the basis of: a) the qualifications of the individual, b) the 
objectives and needs of the University's academic programs, and c) the resources of the University as 
these are determined by faculty committees and administrator's review at departmental, college, and 
university levels. 

In cases of termination of tenured faculty, not involving termination for cause, the University has the 
obligation to make every effort to find a suitable position within the institution for the affected faculty 
member. The suitability of any proposed position shall be by mutual agreement of the faculty member 
and the receiving department, or equivalent unit. Faculty relocated within the University will not 
automatically by virtue of their tenure displace tenured, probationary or temporary faculty within the 
receiving department or equivalent unit. 

3.11 / Nontenurable Positions 

Positions at The Wichita State University that are not eligible for tenure are those which are part-
time, carry the rank of assistant instructor, have less than a 50 percent responsibility for teaching, 
research, and/or library /media services, or designated as temporary. 

3.12/ Regents Tenure Policy 

Effective June 1987, the Kansas Board of Regents approved the following amended policy concerning 
tenure and academic freed om of faculty at Regents' institutions: 

1. After the expiration of a probationary period, teachers or instructors should have 
permanent or continuous tenure, and their services should be terminated only for adequate 
cause, except in the case of retirement for age, program or unit discontinuance or under 
extraordinary circumstances because of financial exigency. 

2. In the interpretation of the principles contained in Seclion A of this policy. the 
following is applicable: 

a. The precise terms and conditions of every appointment should be stated in 
writing and be in the possession of both institution and teacher before the 
appointment is consummated. 

b. Beginning with appointment to the rank off ull-timc instructor or a higher 
rank, the probationary period should not exceed seven years, including within this 
period full-time service in all institutions of higher education; but subject to the 
proviso that when, after a term of probationary service of more than three years in one 



• 
or more institutions, a teacher is called to another institution it may be agreed in 
writing that his new appointment is for a probationary period of not more than four 
years, even though thereby the person's total probationary period in the academic 
profession is extended beyond the normal maximum of seven years; except when the • 
interests of both parties may best be served by mutual agreement at the time of initial · 
employment, institutions may agree to allow for more than four years of probationary 
service at the employing institution provided the probationary period at that 
institution docs not exceed seven years. Notices should be given at least one year prior 
to the expiration of the probationary period if the teacher is not to be continued in 
service after the expiration of that period. [Editorial note: The last sentence has been 
modified by the Regents' adoption of revised standards for notice of non
reappointment. See section 3.07.] 

c. During the probationary period a teacher should have the academic freed om 
that all other members of the f acuity have. 

d. Termination for cause of a continuous appointment, or the dismissal for cause 
of a teacher previous to the expiration of a term appointment, shall, if possible, be 
considered by a faculty committee which will make recommendations to the 
administration. In all cases where the facts are in dispute, the accused teacher be 
informed before the hearing in writing of the charges against him and shall have the 
opportunity to he heard in his own defense hy al1 hodics that pass judgment upon his 
case. He may have with him an adviser of his own choosing who may act as counsel. 
There shall be a full stenographic record of the hearing available to the parties 
concerned. In the hearing of charges of incompetence, the testimony should include 
that of teachers and other scholars, either from his own or from other institutions. 
Teachers on continuous appointment who arc dismissed for reasons not involving 
moral turpitude receive their salaries for at least a year from the date of notification of 
dismissal whether or not they arc continued in their duties at the institution. • 

e. Termination of a continuous appointment because of financial exigency should 
be demonstrably bona fide. 

3. Within this general policy, each school may make such operating regulations as it 
deems necessary, subject to the approval of the Board of Regents. 

4. Lists of individuals recommended by the chief executive officer at a Regents' 
institution for tenure shall be submitted by the chief executive officer of that institution to the 
Board for consideration and action at its April meeting. Any tenure recommendation 
approved by the Board shall be limited to tenure for the recommended individual at the 
institution consistent with the tenure policies of that Institution. 

5. The provisions of this policy shall be applicable only to faculty or baccalaureate degree 
granting institutions. (4-18-47; 2-15-80; 5-15-81; 4-16-82; 1-20-84.) 

3.13 / Probationary Period 

3.131 / Time Limit 

The Regents· tenure policy defines the time limit for the probationary period in 3.12. 2, h, above. 

• 
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(add) 
3.134 Early Consideration for Tenure 

Within the usual probationary period, a faculty member who demonstrates exceptional merit may be 
afforded one opportunity to stand for tenure prior to mandatory review. In such cases, the faculty 
member, in consultation with the chairperson, shall determine the advisability of early nomination 
according to the foil owing criteria of eligibility: 

1. The faculty member shall hold the rank of assistant professor or above. 

2. The faculty member shall have completed two years of full-time service at the Wichita 
State University before early review may be undertaken at the department level. 

Should the faculty member decide to stand for early tenure review, the following conditions shall 
obtain: 

(add) 

1. The tenure review shall be conducted under the standard deadlines, policies and 
procedures governing tenure considerations at that time. 

2. The faculty member who is unsuccessful in the early application for tenure shall have 
the right to continue on probationary status and stand for mandatory tenure review without 
prejudice. 

3.315 Initial appointment with Tenure 

Faculty holding tenure at other institutions who arc recruited lo Wichita State University may, in some 
circumstances, be awarded tenure at the time of initial appointment. Review for the award of tenure 
with initial appointment shall be initiated by the tenured faculty of the concerned academic 
department in accord with college and university guidelines in force at that time. 

Department faculty recommendations for award of tenure with initial appointment shall be forwarded 
for action through the chairperson to the dean and executive vice president for academic affairs. In 
such cases where additional consultation is deemed desirable, the dean or executive v.ice president for 
academic affairs may convene college or university-level committees to effect an .rui.hQ£ tenure review. 

The executive vice president for academic affairs shall convey the recommendations to the President 
who, at his/her discretion, shall submit the case to the Board of Regents for approvaL at the April or 
September ·meeting. Upon approval by the board, the President shall notify the faculty member in 
writing of the award of tenure . 



(revise) 
(3.143 / Guidelines of the University Tenure and Promotion Committee 

The University Tenure and Promotion Committee applies the following general criteria for • 
developing its recommendations. It sh_ould be emphasized that exceptions are made in unusual cases. 

Promotion 

1. An appropriate terminal degree is required for promotion to assistant, associate, or 
full professor. 

2. Under normal circumstances, a faculty member shall be considered for promotion 
after six years in grade. 

3. The standards for each rank with regard to teaching, research, and service are: 

a. For assistant prof cssor, a f acuity member should demonstrate adequate 
teaching and show evidence of achievement in research and scholarly or creative 
activity. 

b. For associate professor, a faculty member should demonstrate success in 
teaching and a record of independent research and scholarly or creative activity as 
shown by recognition in professional circles at the regional and/or national level. 
Some professional and university service is also expected. 

c. For full professor, a faculty member should demonstrate strength in teaching 
and substantial accomplishments in research and scholarly or creative activity as 
shown by recognition in professional circles at the national level. Demonstrated 
academic leadership, in the form of service to both the university and prof cssion, is • 
expected. 

Tenure 

For tenure, a faculty member should demonstrate success in teaching and a record of 
independent research and scholarly or creative activity as shown by recognition in professional 
circles at the regional and/or national level. Some professional and university service is also 
expected. 

• 
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(add) 
3.144 / Documentation of Teaching, Research, and Scholarly or Creative Activity . 

It is the responsibility of a candidate for tenure and/or promotion to provide solid evidence of 
effective teaching and evidence of achievement in research and scholarly or creative activity. 

Teaching 

Evidence of teaching may take several forms, such as student and/or peer evaluations and 
publications or other documents that address pedagogical activities, issues, or problems. For 
candidates who wish to use student evaluations as evidence of teaching effectiveness, the 
following guidelines apply: 

1. 

f· 
3. 

4. 

Student evaluations should be administered and scored by a third party. 

The evaluation instrument should provide a normed measure. 

The evaluation instrument should be appropriate for the nature of 
studcnt/f acuity contact. 

The evidence submitted for any course should he complete, including all 
evaluations submitted by students. 

Research and Scholarly or Creative Activity 

Evidence of research and scholarly or creative activity may take several forms, such as 
ref creed professional journals and publications and/or the recognition in some other form by 
the candidate's professional peers of the significance of scholarly or artistic contribution. For 
candidates who choose to use refereed publications as evidence of scholarly activity, the 
following guidelines apply: -

1. Publications should be anonymously refereed. 

2. The audience of the publication should be the peers of the candidate. 

3. The publication should be part of a coherent scholarly agenda . 



(revise) 
3.15 / Tenure and Promotion Calendar 

March 2nd Friday 

April 1st Friday 

3rd Friday 

May 1st Friday 

3rd Friday 

Sept. 2nd Friday 

Oct. 1st Friday 
2nd Friday 
3rd Friday 

4th Friday 

Nov. 2nd Friday 
4th Friday 

Dec. 1st Friday 

2nd Friday 

Jan. 4th Friday 

Feb. 2nd Friday 

4th Friday 

April 1st Friday 

3rd Thursday 

Deadline for Faculty Records Clerk to notify deans of faculty scheduled for 
mandatory tenure review with copies to Institutional Planning & 
Analysis. 

Deadline for faculty applying for promotion and/or early tenure review to 
notify chair. 

Deadline for chair to notify dean of faculty applyi_ng for tenure and/or 
promotion. 

Deadline for dean to notify faculty scheduled for mandatory tenure review, 
early tenure review, and/or promotion with copies to EVPAA. 

Deadline for course data to be mailed to applicants for tenure and/or 
promotion. 

Deadline for candidates requesting external review lo notify chair and dean. 

Deadline for completion of dossiers and supplemental materials. 
Deadline for chair to notify eligible faculty tenure and/or promotion files are 

available for review. 

Deadlines for departmental reviews and votes on tenure and/or promotion. 
Deadline for department to notify dean of recommendations. 
Deadline for dean to notify nominees of the department's recommendation, 

the chair's independent recommendation, and the candidate's right to 
appeal a negative decision. 

• 

Deadlines for submission of appeals of departmental level recommendations • 
to the dean. 

Deadline for college committee to transmit recommendations to dean. 
Deadline for dean to notify candidates and chairs of committee's and dean's 

independent recommendations and the candidate's right to appeal a 
negative decision. 

Deadline for dean to transmit materials to Executive Vice President of 
Academic Affairs. 

Deadline for EVPAA to trarismit materials to University Tenure and 
Promotion Committee. 

Deadline for appeal of college level decisions. 

Deadline for University Tenure and Promotion Committee to report 
recommendations to President. 

Deadline for notification of candidates of recommendations to made to the 
Board of Regents by the President. 

Deadlines for appeals and/or petitions to the President of negative 
rec om mend a lions. 

Transmittal of Wichita State University recommendations to the Board of 
Regents. 

Decisions by Board of Regents. 

• 



• 

• 
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Summary for Promotion and/or Tenure Actions 

Name Department --------------------- --------
Tenure 

Promotion 
Yes 

Yes B No 
No B Manditory Tenure Review 

To Time in rank --------

Yes 0No0 

Department 
Committee Vote: 

Tenure: 

§

(for) 

(against) 

(abstain*) 

Department Chairperson: 

Tenure: C](for) 

C](against) 

Signature ------------------

Promotion: §(for) 
(against) 

(abstain*) 

Promotion: C](for) 

C](against) 

Date 

College ?------------------------------------------, 
Committee Vote: 

Dean: 

Tenure: 

§

(for) 

(against) 

(abstain*) 

Tenure: C](for) 

C](against) 

Signature ------------------

Promotion: §(for) 
(against) 

(abstain*) 

Promotion: C](for) 

CJ(against) 

Date 

University ~-.:!..---------------------------------------, 
Committee Vote: 

Tenure: § (for) 

(against.) 
(obstnin*) 

Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs: 

Tenure: c=](for) 
c=](a~ainst) 

Signature ------------------

Promotion: §(for)_ 
(a~nmst) 
(abstain*) 

Promotion: c=J (for) 
c=](against) 

Date 



Confirming Votes in the Case of 

(Name) 

Departmental Committee 

(Chairpe~son) (Date) 

College Committee 

(Chairperson) (Date) 

University Committee 

( Chairperson) (Date) 

* "Abstentions may occur only in cases involving declared conflict of interest." 

(Faculty Handbook, Appendix D) 

• 

• 

• 
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ATTACHMENT C 

RULES COMMITTEE 
ANNUAL REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE 

FROM: Dave Alexander, Chair 
DATE: April 17, 1990 . 

During the 1989-1990 academic year, the Rules Committee met a total of nine times. The 
attendance record of the committee members was: 

Dave Alexander 
C.R. Borreson 
John Hansan 
Everett Johnson 

9 
2· 
6 
6 

• Class conflict during fall semester. 
+ Class conflict during spring semester. 

Sally Kitch 
William TerrelJ 
Michael Fischer 

(student member) 

Early in the year much of our time was taken with consideration of committee and Senate 
vacancies. Throughout the year, we nominated 9 persons for committee vacancies and 
coordinated the nomination of 6 senators. An additional 22 vacancies in committees for next 
year are currently being filled . 

The procedures used to elect senators were carefully reviewed during the fall semester. 
After surveying each college or division to discover how senators had been elected in the 
past, we prepared an election handbook to guide this committee and future Rules 
Committees in· conducting the elections. To assure proper coordination and uniform 
practices, it was decided to follow the guidelines of the Senate Constitution, which directs 
the Rules Committee to conduct all phases of the elections. The elections this spring have 
required nearly constant attention since the last week in January. The Senate secretary, Ms. 
Georgia Ellis, is to be highly commended for her careful attention to detail and her patience 
in coordin_ating the election process. 

The committee received proposed revisions in the grievance procedures from ,1 n ,H.l hoc 
committee established by last year's Rules Committee at the end of the foll semester. We 
have spent a significant amount of time this spring discussing the implications of the 
proposed changes in the procedure. Recently obtained information wil1 require tlrnt these 
discussions be continued by next year's Rules Committee. 

Coincidentally, at about the same time that we began to consider changes in the grievance 
procedure, a grievance was filed with the committee. That grievance has been handled 
according to the existing procedure. 

During the fall semester the Rules Committee initiated a study of the senate committee 
structure. A brief survey was sent to all senate committees requesting feedback on the 
effectiveness of their current structure and charge. The responses to this survey generated 



a number of suggestions for modifying the current committee system. The considerat.ion of 
these suggestions will continue, with recommendations to the Senate expected next fa 11. • 

Not mentioned specifically here are several additional policy issues of lesser complexity or 
significance which the committee has also considered during the year. While there are 
several tasks which will be carried over for next year's committee, this year's group has 
worked hard and effectively on many significant issues. Their persistence and insight is 
greatly appreciated. 

• 

• 
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FACULTY SENATE 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the Meeting of April 23, 1990 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Alexander, Bair, Baldridge, Barrett, Baxter, Benson, Brewer, 
Brown, Campbell, Cavarozzi, Clark, Daugherty, Davis, Davison, Dotzour, Dreifort, 
Erickson, Gosman, Gotterbarn, Gythiel, Hartman, Horn, Hoyer, Hubbard, Huntley, 
Izbicki, James, Jewell, Jones, Kelly, Kitch, Kruger, Lambert, Mandt, Murdock, 
O'Flaherty, Rogers, Soles, Sullivan, Sutterlin, Sweney, Wherritt, Williamson, Yeotis 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Ackerman, Armstrong, Bajaj, Brady, Burk, Combs, Duell, Germann, 
Graham, Haydon, Huckstadt, Kiralyfalvi, Lansing, St. John, Scott, Van Peer, Wempe, 
GUESTS: Gray, Konek, Hite, Lee, Malzahn, Pangburn 

I. Ca 11 to Order 
President Hoyer called the meeting to order at 3:29 p.m. 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 
Senator Horn, chair of the Honors Committee, presented revised statistics to 
correct errors in his earlier report. The low enrollment numbers reported in 
the past two years were enrollments by registered students in the honors 
program in honors courses, not total course enrollments, as reported. In 
1988-9, total enrollments in honors courses were 321 (fall), 297 (spring). In 
1989-90, the corresponding totals are 342 and 227. These data somewhat 
mitigate the concerns expressed earlier . 

Senator Alexander reported on the Regents meeting. Actions included the pro 
forma approval of all tenure and promotion recommendations, first reading of 
a proposed tuition and fees increase, approval of restricted use fees in 
certain fields (e.g., engineering) with higher instructional costs, 
appointment of a study group to examine "public/private sector interface" 
(i.e., university sponsored businesses competing with private businesses), 
preliminary consideration of a system-wide capital improvements request for 
$331 mil 1 ion. 

Draft statements on "performance" or "post tenure" review were distributed. 
COCAO foresees a two-part process: (1) study present faculty review 
procedures, hoping to be able to demonstrate adequacy of current reviews of 
faculty performance; (2) further action, as necessary. Senator Alexander 
offered the opinion that this issue "won't go away." 

III. Approval of Minutes 
The minutes of April 9, 1990 were approved with the following correction: 
with respect to the Faculty Support Committee, it was the "continuing faculty 
awards" program, rather than young scholars program, that faculty have not 
taken much advantage of. 

IV. Old Business 

CURRICULUM REVIEW PROCEDURES 
The Academic Affairs Committee presented its formal recommendation against 
altering present review procedures for curriculum proposals. Although there 
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is some concern about course duplication, the committee believes it more 
important to protect departmental autonomy, college-level decision-making 
processes, and to resist further bureaucratization of faculty affairs. 

In the discussion that followed several senators raised questions about 
potential duplication problems, and wondered whether we are equipped to deal 
with them. Senator Williamson asked whether later discovery that an approved 
course overlapped existing courses could lead to reversal ·or revision of the 
original new course approval. Associate Dean Konek, committee chair, said 
that the issue could be addressed, but also cited the strength of precedent 
once courses have been established. 

Senator Brown wondered whether development of a new emphasis within a 
department, or an entire new line of studies within a department, were not 
properly university, rather than college issues. She also noted the 
considerable quantity of errors in the catalog, due, apparently, to 
uncoordinated deci~ion-making, citing a recent LAS study that discovered 72 
discrepancies in cross-listing alone. Don't we at least need a catalog 
committee? 

Senator Hoyer asked if it was the committee's supposition that all colleges 
have a two-tiered review process (department/college). Dean ·Konek indicated 
that it did. Senator Hoyer reported that Engineering has no college 
curriculum committee. Dean Konek suggested consideration of returning to the 
former organization of Academic Affairs, so that each college has a 
represehtative on the committee. 

Senator Campbell, supported by Senator Mandt, suggested that it does not 
appear that program discontinuance is reviewed by anybody. Associate Vice 
President McDougall noted the elaborate discontinuance policy in place. 
Senator Mandt suggested that it did not appear to be involved in cases such 
as Religion, which have been subjected to "slow death." 

Senator Alexander asked whether or not University College and Urban Affairs 
. courses undergo two levels of review. Dean Konek replied that they do not, 

and reminded the Senate that course approval procedures in these areas are 
under committee review. 

Senator Rogers moved to reaffirm current curriculum review procedures, as 
recommended. The motion seconded, and passed. Senator Rogers moved to 
receive the committee's report. The motion was seconded and passed 
unanimously. · 

Senator Williamson noted that program mergers are not covered under the 
existing discontinuance policy, so that many of the sorts of changes that 
have been accomplished or considered in recent years have not had general 
faculty review. 

V. New Business 

TENURE AND PROMOTION REPORT 
Professor Malzahn, chair of the University Tenure and Promotion Committee, 
presented the committee's report. He distributed revised tables reporting 
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the disposition of cases for promotion to associate professor. There was a 
total of 16 cases, of which 2 were rejected at the department level (1 of 
these was appealed). Of 15 cases considered at the college level, 3 were 
disapproved, and two of these were appealed. Of 14 cases considered at the 
university level, 13 were approved by the committee. 

President Hoyer announced that the various proposals and changes of wording 
in university policies recommended by the committee would be considered 
separately. With respect to the committee's main report: 

-Senator Clark asked how many people fail to apply for tenure. Senator 
Barrett asked similarly about those not applying for promotion who are 
eligible--isn't this a means of inquiring into morale and the general climate 
on campus? Senator Rogers noted that all faculty not holding full professor 
rank are eligible for promotion, so that Senator Barrett's suggestion might 
not be practicable. Senator Brown noted that the comparative statistics 
offered suggest a greater success rate for candidates. Is this significant1 
Senator Baldridge reported that, as a candidate this year, the process was 
very collegial, and much useful assistance was provided candidates. 

-Senator Huntley noted that this was the third year in a row that 
candidates approved by department and college in Health Professions had been 
turned down at the university level. In the case this year~ another 
candidate in the same department with apparently less impressive credentials 
was approved. Why? Senator Hoyer asked if the committee considers college
level reviews before making its own judgments? Professor Malzahn indicated 
that it did, to which Senator Hoyer replied that it was his understanding 
that in the previous year they had not. 

-Senator Wherritt stated his view that if the faculty wishes to control its 
own destiny, it must control curriculum, finance, and tenure and promotion 
reviews. He then presented some draft policy changes for consideration that 
would change the role of the university committee. President Hoyer announced 
that these proposals would be taken under consideration by the Executive 
Committee, and returned for Senate discussion at a later meeting. In 
explanation of his proposals, Senator Wherritt suggested that departments and 
colleges are better equipped to do such reviews, and that the university 
committee should function strictly as an appeals body. although university 
standards are appropriate, it does not follow that a university level 
committee should attempt to apply them according to its own judgments. 

-Senator Barrett asked after the status of the previous year's policy 
review which was carried over from last spring. President Hoyer reported 
that this review "dropped through the cracks" due to other business this 
semester. The Executive Committee was unable to find someone prepared to 
chair an ad hoc committee. The policy published in the Faculty Handbook 
remains in force. 

It was moved to receive the committee's report. The motion was seconded, and 
approved unanimously. 

CHANGES IN TENURE POLICY STATEMENT 
Approval of proposed policy statements numbered 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, and 3.131 
was moved and seconded . 

Senator Rogers stated his understanding that Faculty Affairs was empowered to 
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make all recommendations relating to changes in tenure policy, not Tenure and 
Promotion. President Hoyer replied that the changes presently on the floor 
involve changes of wording only, and other proposals are derived from data 
available only to the Tenure and Promotion Committee. If the Senate wishes, 
these matters can be referred to Faculty Affairs for further consideration. · 

Senator Clark presented a brief concordance of the present Handbook and the 
proposed changes in wording, and corrected a typographi~al error. Senator 
Mandt noted that the first sections of the "Regents Tenure Policy" are 
virtually taken verbatim from the 1940 AAUP Statement on Academic Freedom and 
Tenure. He indicated that failure to note such use of material constitutes 
plagiarism, and in that respect is in violation of university and Regents 
policies concerning academic honesty and professional ethics. He intends to 
move an appropriate amendment to note that the Regents policy is, in fact, 
based on AAUP standards, and that the Regents acknowledge this. 

Senator Rogers moved to refer the texts before the Senate to the Executive 
Committee for further consideration and amendment. The motion was seconded, 
and approved. 

Senator Gosman moved to refer sections 3.134 through 3.1444 to the Faculty 
Affairs Committee for consideration and amendment. The motion was seconded, 
and approved. 

Senator Williamson noted that the section on initial appointments with tenure 

• 

• 

has immediate relevance. His department has two potential cases joining the • 
department next year. Senator Rogers noted other typical cases in which 
initial appointment with tenure might be seriously considered, other than in 
cases where new faculty hold tenure elsewhere. The principle at issue is 
faculty determination of tenure status. Senator Clark moved to defer action 
on the proposed policies, and discuss their implications before referring 
them to committee. The motion was seconded. President Hoyer indicated that 
we would defer action until after the next Senate meeting. The motion to 
defer consideration of the proposals passed. 

The proposed generic tenure calendar, and transmittal sheet, were deferred 
until the next meeting. 

RULES COMMITTEE REPORT 
Senator Alexander, chair of the Rules Committee, acknowledged that hard work 
of committee members during the year. the committee's main accomplishment 
for the year was to improve administration of Senate elections, thanks being 
due especially to Senator Kitch for this work. Two items are under active 
consideration, but work on them is not quite finished: (1) revision of the 
grievance procedures, (2) review and revisions of Senate committee 
structures. The Rules Committee will have recommendations in both areas 
early next fa 11. 

Senator Rogers moved to receive the report of the Rules committee. The 
motion was seconded, and approved unanimously. 

The Senate adjourned at 4:55 p.m. 
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Submitted by A. J. Mandt, 
Secretary, Faculty Senate • 
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