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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Room 126 CH 

Meeting Notice: Monday, May 1, 1995 
Order of Business: 

3:30 p.m. 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Statements and Proposals 

III. Approval of Minutes 

IV. President's Report , 

V. Committee Reports 
A. Annual Reports (salmon attachments) 

1. Academic Affairs 
2. General Education 

VI. Old Business 
A. Ad Hoc Faculty Committee on Faculty Evaluation 

William Terrell, Chair · 
B. Faculty Affairs Committee -- Fred Kraft, Chair 

VII. New Business 
A. Sexual Harassment Policy - Update 

A.J. Mandt (attached to 4 - 24 - 95 agenda) 

VIII. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Joyce Cavarozzi, President 
James Clark, Past President 
Donna Hawley, Vice President 
Michael Kelly, Secretary 
Jolynne Campbell, President-Elect 
Ron Matson, Elected by Senate 
Keith Williamson, Elected by Senate 
Sue Bair, Appt'd by Senate Pres. 

3451 Box 
3220 Box 
3610 Box 
3590 Box 
3146 Box 
3280 Box 
3185 Box 
3340 Box 

53 
78 
41 
68 
43 
25 
31 
16 



• 

• 

• 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

ANNUAL REPORT 
1994-1995 

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

ROBERT ALLEY 
TINA BENNETT-KASTOR 
DENISE. CELESTIN 
SUSAN HANRAHAN 
XUPING GIAN 
JANE RHOADS 
DOUGLAS SHARP (CHAIR) 

MEETING SCHEDULE 

THE COMMITTEE MET FOUR TIMES DURING THE 1994 FALL SEMESTER, 
ON SEPTEMBER 12, SEPTEMBER 28, OCTOBER 12, AND NOVEMBER 2. 
WE COMPLETED WORK ON SUGGESTED GUIDELINES FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF A BOARD OF TRUSTEES DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR AT WICHITA 
STATE UNIVERSITY. THIS WAS A CARRYOVER FROM THE PREVIOUS 
YEAR. 

No OTHER CHARGE WAS FORTHCOMING FROM THE FACULTY SENATE 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE • 

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES 

FINALIZED GUIDELINES FOR APPOINTMENT OF A BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DISTINGUISHED PROFESS<>i-:- REPORT PRESENTED, AND ACCEPTED, 
BY THE FACULTY SENATE. 

PENDING ISSUES 

NONE 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FACULTY SENATE 

NONE 



1994-1995 Report 
of 

The Faculty Senate Co11111Jittee on General Education 

committee Members 

Voting 
Dharma Desilva, Business 
Linda Bakken, Education 
Jim Steck, Engineering 
Bela Kiralyfalvi, Fine Arts 
Betty Sullivan, Health Professions 
Wilma Detjens, LAS Humanities 
Ron Matson, LAS Social Science, Chair 
Melvin Zandler, LAS Math/Natural Science 

Non-voting 
Paul Ackerman, Ad Hoc Committee 
Stephen Brady, College Algebra Director 
Katherine Hawkins, Elliott School Director of Speech 
Maureen Hoag, Acting English Comp Director 
Robert Rozzelle, University College 
Maralyn Schad, Library 
Peter sutterlin, General Education Coordinator 

• 

Meeting Schedule • 
The committee met every two or three weeks during the fall 
semester. During the spring semester we met three times per month 
from February through May. There were fourteen committee meetings 
during the academic year. 

committee Activities 
Much of the committee's time this year was spent encouraging and 
evaluating Issues and Perspectives course proposals. We have 
seventeen course proposals in this part of the general education 
curriculum, with four more pending on which action will be taken 
this spring. The college curriculum committees must pass on the 
specific course proposals before the General Education Committee 
decides about their placement in general education. There has not 
been a flood of proposals for I and P classes, but there was 
written notification that at least 25 courses will eventually be 
sent for consideration. 

In an effort to encourage the submission of interdisciplinary 
course proposals, the committee passed a resolution which read: 

If a department participates at less than fifty percent 
in an interdisciplinary I and P course, this will not 
count as one of the two courses they are allowed under 
the General Education Ad Hoc committee guidelines. • 
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A resolution allowing all colleges to submit two interdisciplinary 
courses without connecting them to departments listed in the Ad Hoc 
Committee Report did not pass the committee. Had it passed, this 
would have required that the committee bring the resolution before 
the senate and eventually, perhaps, the entire faculty. 

Two general advising workshops were developed in conjunction with 
the Advisor's Forum this year; one in the spring, one in the fall. 
Attendance -was quite good at both, but there was a noted lack of 
faculty participation. In addition, four workshops presenting 
faculty ideas on how to effectively use "math, writing, speaking, 
and library research across the curriculum" are being presented 
during the third week in April. Faculty and administrators from 
Butler, Cowley, Pratt, and Hutchinson Community Colleges were 
invited to all these activities. Some people from each were 
present at the spring advising workshop. 

General Education has been a mechanism through which WSU has chosen 
to reach out to the community colleges and high schools thereby 
improving our relationships with these groups. This has required 
lots of time on the part of the Coordinator of General Education 
and the Chair of the General Education Committee. Sharing this 
across the committee may be necessary in the future. 

A General Education Newsletter was published three times this year, 
thanks to Bob Rozzelle, and brought many important events to the 
notice of faculty and staff at wsu as well as the surrounding 
community colleges. 

A General Education Faculty Advising Handbook will be published in 
May or June of 1995 as an update to last year's. This is the 
resource for advisors who need information about General Education. 
Again, thanks to Bob Rozzelle, this has been funded, edited, 
updated, and will soon be printed. 

Finally, and importantly, the Faculty Senate Committee on General 
Education has spent hundreds of person-hours increasing the 
awareness of faculty, staff, and students about the new General 
Education Program at WSU. It is simpler, better conceived, and 
much more creative than the "old" program. Support materials for 
advising students are available to all. The future of this new, 
well-received curriculum depends on a broad base of faculty support 
and involvement and a new perception of General Education as the 
essential aspect of student degree programs. 

Pending Issues 
Assessment is an ongoing issue for any program, general education 
included. The assessment model employed by the General Education 
Committee and the Coordinator of General Education gathers data 
from students in the form of questionnaires, interviews, and 
portfolios of work completed in general education courses • 
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Evaluation of selected general education courses will be an 
important issue for next year. Will we do it? In what form? How • 
many classes? 

Additional I and P class proposals will be forthcoming. The 
committee will continue to process these. 

Recommendations 
The senate will need to appoint two new members to the committee; 
one from Business and one from Education. Professors Desilva and 
Bakken have terms which end in the .spring of 1995. 

Addenda 
Two new student members will need to be appointed for next year, 
but this requires no senate action. 

Ron Matson will be resigning as chair of the committee but will 
continue as a member through next year. The first order of 
business in the fall of 1995 will be to elect a new committee 
chair. 

• 

• 
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I. General Information 

Name 

Date of Birth ----

TENURE AND PROMOTION REVIEW 
FACULTY PERSONNEL RECORD 

FORMAT 

Last Update 

U.S. Citizen or permanent resident 

Tenured Yes ___ No Date ___________ _ 

Graduate Faculty Membership Category-----------

Education: 

Institution Degree 

Yes 

Date 

Academic Appointments at WSU and Other Academic Institutions: 

Institution 

No 

Administrative Appointments at WSU and Other Academic Instituti ons: 

Institution Position 



\ 

Page 2 

Other Employment Related to Your Professional Activity: 

Organization Position 

Membership in Professional, Honorary, and Other Learned Societies: 

Organization Offices Held 

Academic Honors and Awards : 

Special Conditions of Employment (Documentation should be included in 
Supplemental Dossier) . 

• 

• 

• 
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Candidate's statement on his/her role in the department or unit within the 
University: 

Chairperson's statement on role of faculty member in the department or unit 
within the University: 
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II. Teaching Information (Need list only the past five years, but may list more • 
if desired). 

A. General Teaching Load 

1 . Teaching Load by semester (Course, Credit Hours, Contact hours 
Lecture/Lab, Number of Students Enrolled on the 20th day, Student 
Assistance, Graduate/Undergraduate Credit, Team Taught) 

2. Undergraduate research/development projects supervised by semester 

3. Graduate research/development projects supervised by semester 

B. Dissertations, Theses, and Final Projects 

1. Supervised (Title, Department, Student, Date completed/expected). 

2. Committee member (Title, Department, Student, Date completed/ 
expected) 

3 . Final projects (Title, Department, Student, Date completed/ 
expected) 

C. Workshops, Institutes, Professional Continuing Education and Short 
Courses Taught (Additional Compensation above expenses: Yes/No) 

D. Courses and laboratories developed (courses and dates). 

E. Teaching materials developed (including lab manuals, study guides, etc.) 

F. Grants for Curriculum and Program Development 

G. Student advising/counseling load 

H. Evaluative Information on Teaching: 

1. Student evaluations 

2. Other available evaluations 

a. Peer evaluations 

b. Departmental Chairperson's evaluation 

c. Noteworthy student accomplishments or performance 
directly related to teaching by the faculty member. 

3 . Activity related to experimental teaching, innovative teaching, 
development of teaching effectiveness, etc. 

• 

• 
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Research, Scholarly and Creative Activity Information 

A. Research grants 

1. Proposals submitted as principal investigator to external agencies 
(if approved, state size and duration of grant, and briefly 
describe work). 

2. Proposals submitted as joint effort to external agencies. 
(State faculty member's role in submission; if approved, state size 
and duration of grant, and briefly describe work). 

3. Proposals submitted to WSU college or university research 
committees and funding awarded 

B. Patents, major designs, etc. 

C. Presentation of creative work or scholarship (nature of activity; 
refereed/ juried/ invited; extra compensation: yes/no) 

1. Recitals and performances 
(nature of activity; extra compensation: Yes/ No; by invitation?, 
local [WSU cont!act?]; regional, national or international) 

2. Exhibits of creative work 

3. Exhibits personally curated, performances directed, set designs 
created,etc. 

4. Media developed (slides, tapes, films, etc.) 

5. Unpublished paper presentation and/or other participation in 
outside symposia or colloquia 

D. Other faculty research or scholarly and creative activity with specific 
documentation . 
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IV. Publication Information 
(Indicate extent of contribution made to jointly authored items.) 

A. Refereed articles in international, national, and regional 
journals which are refereed 

B. Articles in university publications and other state or locally 
supported and circulated journals (refereed?) 

C. Invited articles (compensation?) 

D. Articles in trade journals, magazines, professional newsletters and 
other publications (refereed? compensation?) 

E. Books published (nature of books, texts, general public, 
graduate state-of-the-art material, etc.) 

F. Monographs, Bulletins, and Chapters in books (nature of material, length, 
refereed, etc . ) 

G. Publication of original creative work (e.g., musical compositions) 
(refereed or juried?) 

H. 

I. 

Publications in conference proceedings (not listed as presentations 
above; refereed?) 

Book reviews and Abstracts (refereed? compensation?) 

J. Citations of your work and reviews or abstracts of your publications 
or creative activity. 

K. Works in progress 

L. Reports published by others (e.g . Federal agencies) 

V. Service Information 

A. Committee service (University, College, Departmental, nature and time 
spent on these) 

B. Special university, college, or departmental coordinator or other service 
functions. 

C. Service on Senate or Graduate Council 

D. Participation in student recruitment 

E. 

F. 

Serving as advisor to student organizations. 

Professional speeches and/or panel presentations not otherwise listed. 

• 

• 

• 
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G. Professional consultantships contributing to professional development. 
(in general, not routine, regularly scheduled activities.) (Nature of 
activity, impact of work on the field, extra compensation: Yes/ No) 

H. Editorial service for journals and other publications 

I. Service on proposal review panels for granting agencies. 

J. Service on national or regional boards with research or scholarly 
functions (nature of participation and of function of board, time 
required, etc.) 

K. Committee assignments in professional organizations (nature of work 
and time required) 

L. Other activities which enhance the image of the university, represent 
the university to the public, further the goals and direction of the 
university, or exercise one's professional competence for the benefit 
of the public . 
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The Threat to Alma Mater 

In the past two decades, students in higher education increasingly have been 

referred to as "customers" or "consumers." The language is consistent with other 

metaphors that result in an overall description of higher education as ''big 

business." It may well be that the nature of the relationship between student and 

institution is changing fundamentally and that the best way to describe that change 

is through these new metaphors. If so, one would hope that agreements would 

follow from thoughtful concern and debate both inside and outside the academy. 

Certainly within higher education there is little support for the idea of the student 

as customer. There are good reasons why. 

The basis for the concept of student-as-customer is advocated by those who see 

students as purchasers of services, resulting in a relationship between student and 

institution that is contractual in nature. It is assumed the customers are equipped to 

identify what they need and the responsibility of institutions is to respond 

appropriately. 

The customer metaphor, however, cannot withstand scrutiny. One cannot "get" an 

education by "paying " for it. Knowledge is never "used up" but always is dynamic. 

Education, when it works, enriches both student and institution; nothing of 

fundamental value is "consumed." If a business metaphor is needed in describing 

students, they are more the "products" of higher education rather than consumers. 

If the only consequences of a misplaced metaphor were moments of irritation, then 

everyone would best shrug and move on. The customer metaphor presents a 

danger to higher education. It encourages the view that student consumers know 

• what they want and should receive what they want. 

It suggests that once one is finished with a degree program, no further obligation 

• 



exists. Transaction completed; contract fulfilled. 

There is a better way to conceptualize the university. For more than 600 years, 

"Alma Mater'' has referred to the college one attended. In this metaphor the 

university is seen as a living thing. The metaphor implies relationships that are 

deep and abiding; lifelong in character. The university is seen as a nurturing place, 

focusing on the growth and development of students, in a variety of settings and in 

a variety of ways. 

Some would say the concept of Alma Mater is romantic tradition, a phrase used 

more in habit than in substance. Yet at its best, the university today changes lives in 

essential and positive ways, and changes those lives forever. There is an ethic of 

caring in such situations that is more powerful than any business metaphor can 

describe. 

There are important beliefs and assumptions that influence how institutions relate 

to students. These seem less applicable when students are viewed as customers. 

• Students do not have equal skill, maturity, or sophistication. They will not make 

equally good choices about their opportunities. A concern for the growth and 

development of students stems from an understanding of the uniqueness of each of 

them. 

• A university teaches that prejudice is inconsistent with the goals of a free society. 

An understanding of this issue is necessary because so long as bigotry exists in the 

larger society it will be, in some way, a campus issue. 

2. 
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• Universities emphasize individual worth and dignity and this means tha 

students must be open to differences in race, gender, religion, culture, physical 

ability, sexual preferences and lifestyles. 

• Institutions must respond to characteristics that hinder success in college. They 

include inadequate academic skills, financial hardships, physical limitations, family 

circumstances, and medical/psychological issues. Until these factors are recognized, 

a student's progress suffers. 

•The university in the United States is an instrument of democracy, and has always 

been a place where citizenship is taught. Universities promote a variety of 

communities, which nurture leadership and stewardship. Students gain the most 

in these communities when they find ways to give; there is no satisfaction for them 

to be seen as consumers, takers, people who are spiritually apart from the 

institution. 

• Universities insist that students be guaranteed the freedom to doubt and question; 

the campus ethos must encourage the exploration of ideas, the testing of values; 

students must be able to face dilemmas of personal doubt and uncertainty, 

and to question their society; the university needs also to be free to criticize 

students, confront their behavior, and to hold them to values consistent with living 

responsibly in a free society. 

•The development of intellectual skills is the key component of the campus 

experience yet it is widely recognized that many elements of life are affected by a 

college education. Students, regardless of age or circumstance, are developing 

• psychologically, socially, ethically, aesthetically, and spiritually. Universities do not 

3. 



offer prescriptions but are engaged with students in these important aspects of life . 

Certainly at the center of the academic experience is the curriculum, classroom, 

library and laboratory. When this experience works, then growth, development and 

competency follow. Nothing is consumed, everything is enhanced, and lives are 

changed. 

Universities do understand that students must be dealt with cheerfully, efficiently 

and respectfully in all campus relationships. Sometimes an institution fails to carry 

out such responsibilities effectively which may explain in part why the idea of the 

"customer'' surfaced in the first place. 

A good university will always hear students but it will not always heed them. When 

a time comes that the university is defined by its students, then the customer 

metaphor will be more applicable. Few in higher education await this day with any 

enthusiasm. Until then, it is hoped that the idea of student as customer, and the 

language accompanying such an idea, will be used sparingly. 

James J. Rhatigan 
Vice President for Student Affairs 

and Dean of Students 
Wichita State University 

4. 
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REFLECTIONS ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM IN THE REGULATED UNIVERSITY 
A. J. Mandt 

Who, or what, is a professor? Early in this century, President Wheeler 
of the University of California wrote that a professor should embody "sane, 
normal living" and not be "a recluse, an oddity, or a crank." William Raney 
Harper, founding President of the University of Chicago, defended a 
"necessary conventionalism" in professors, an ideal he said was promoted by 
the bureaucratic red tape of the university. And President J. K. Patterson 
of Kentucky wrote that "a brilliant and erratic man is a very dangerous 
proposition anywhere and especially in a university." 

The perspective expressed here has a familiar appearance in the late 
twentieth century. If nothing else, these bon mots of administrative wisdom 
reveal that modern university presidents never change. To them, the most 
important quality of a professor is her respectability. It is a fine thing 
for a professor to bring an eminent reputation to the campus, but in the 
nature of things, only a handful of faculty members really add luster to 
the university or to the wider coomunity. All, however, can aspire to be 
respectable, to inspire public confidence, to convey the image of a 
useful--and innocuous--public servant. 

And, of course, many of us professors fully share this ideal. Who 
among us aspires to be an "oddity" or a "crank?" Even our unconventional 
colleagues, with very rare exceptions, think of themselves as "making a 
statement," as voicing what they like to think of as a higher truth, and 
thus as being not so much unrespectable as ahead of their time. The typical 
professor aspires not to peculiarity, but to achievement, recognition, and 
reward. Like most people in modern society, he seeks security, status, a 
modicum of power, and ••• respectability. And why not? Professors are 
members of an ancient, honorable profession. They have worked long and hard 
to get where they are. They do work that has real, often enormous, social 
utility. As Felix Frankfurter once put it, professors--with other 
teachers--are "the priests of our democracy." If we are priests in the cult 
of public enlightenment, why should we not be respectable? 

The answer is, of course, that most of us are thoroughly respectable. 
We can hardly imagine saying anything that would cause an outcry, and thus 
can hardly conceive of needing to invoke our academic freedom in 
self-defense. One of my scientific colleagues recently reported a vigorous 
debate on the internet in which he participated, the theme of which was the 
alleged outdatedness of tenure. Many of my friend's scientific colleagues 
apparently can no longer imagine needing tenure to defend academic freedom. 
To them, it is just a kind of cushy job security that able people don't 
need and less productive people don't deserve. In other words, they 
experience their connection to the university exactly as white collar 
employees of a corporation see themselves; it is no wonder that they fail 
to see the point of our increasingly peculiar institution of tenure. 

But just what is our job? What do professors do? William James once 
put it this way: "What an awful trade that of professor is--paid to talk, 
talk, talk! ••• It would be an awful universe if everything could be 
converted into words, words, words." Yet nearly everything can, in fact, be 
converted into words: nature into scientific theories; emotion into 
literature; human conflict into history, and so forth. And the professor's 
stock in trade is this converted reality: nature, life, and experience 
transmuted into the forms of human understanding. As scholar, scientist, 
and artist, the professor works the cultural alchemy that accomplishes the 
transmutations; as teacher he transmits the accumulated culture, and the 
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arts that master it, to the next generation. 
The task of professors is to master the networks of tradition that 

make up our culture: the skills embodied in our technologies, the 
collective memories gathered in our histories, the knowledge articulated in 
our sciences, the imaginative possibilities realized in our arts, the 
wisdom congealed in our professional practices. This mastery of tradition 
is at once conservative and radical. It is conservative in the sense that 
tradition needs to be preserved and transmitted as a vital thread of human 
connection across time and space. It is radical in that no tradition can 
live unless it breaks apart and is then reborn, in other words, unless it 
adapts to new human experiences and circumstances. Thus, masters of 
tradition must also be its critics, and even sometimes its destroyers. The 
professor--the academician--is, then, a kind living paradox, either a 
conservative radical or a radical conservative, and this is true in both 
the professor's role as scholar, scientist, or artist and her role as 
teacher. Education is the ordinary human experience of the paradox of 
tradition. 

All of this, however, is to say that the professor's work is always 
potentially discomforting. I described it just now in deliberately 
conservative terms: tradition, mastery, paradox. But I could just as well 
have used other terms: revolution, advocacy, conflict. And I could have 
summed up the point of education by relating Paul Goodman's story of a 
Vermont farm boy he met at the University of Vermont "who complained that 
he had come to college to be shaken in his religious faith, and the school 
had failed him." A university should not be in the business of 
manufacturing soothing balm; it should be growing prickly fruits. When 
professors begin simply to replicate received and established opinion, they 
are no longer teaching, but indoctrinating. Teaching begins with a 
question, not with an answer. It is a complexly subversive activity: it 
mobilizes the vigor of youth against the stodginess of age, but then turns 
around and wields the wisdom of experience against the excessive 
enthusiasms of the supposedly new; it brings tradition to life, but uses it 
to expose the hypocrisies of the present. 

This is all to say that education is intentionally impious--or at the 
very least irreverent. It sets itself necessarily against the pieties of 
the age, whether these pieties are articles of religious faith, the 
supposed glories of capitalism, or the alleged merits of what the Soviets 
used to call "really existing socialism." The wider conununity always has 
its particular pieties, and in the nature of such things inclines to want 
them honored by those in positions of trust--that is the price of 
respectability. 

In 19th century America, the reigning pieties were religious, and 
professors were expected to demonstrate religious respectability. Then, the 
struggle for academic freedom was a struggle for freedom of conscience, and 
the right to examine questions without a religious test. At the turn of the 
century, the dominant national pieties were those laissez-faire capitalism, 
and a professor could be "sound" only if he perceived the evils of 
socialism, the virtues of business civilization, and the depravity of the 
progressive income tax. Academics, including even a university president, 
were dismissed for advocating the free coinage of silver; others lost their 
jobs for violating the university's political "neutrality" to support 
Democratic Presidential nominee William Jennings Bryan in the election of 
1896 (even as colleagues who openly campaigned for Republican nominee 
William McKinley were applauded for their "public spiritedness"). In that 
era, the existence of the social sciences as disciplines of free academic 

• 
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inquiry (rather than as capitalist theology) was at stake in the struggle 
for academic freedom. 

In World War I, professors would be hounded from their lecture halls 
for finding merit in German literature or philosophy, and even John Dewey, 
one of the founders of the American Association of University Professors, 
would write a disgusting little book "demonstrating" that German philosophy 
was somehow responsible for the military atrocities of the Kaiser's armies. 
The Conmunist hunters of the 1950s are still sufficiently notorious to need 
no conmentary. Today, there are those who would degrade science by 
insisting that the Bible be given "equal standing" as a work of scientific 
biology alongside Darwin, and as a work of geology alongside the theory of 
plate tectonics. Others would impose the standards of "political 
correctness" on the classroom and the academic journal, while their 
opponents have made political incorrectness a sine ~.!!Q!!. for funding at 
the National Endowment for the Humanities. 

The dangers to academic freedom do not disappear, because they are 
part of the very structure of social life. There are always reigning 
pieties, and those determined to insist that everyone honor them, and these 
pieties are always antithetical to the spirit of the academy, regardless of 
their content. But that is not all that threatens us. Just as there is 
something in human nature--call it instinctive curiosity--that sparks 
inquiry, there is something else--call it .the need to believe--that is 
innately hostile to it. These forces contend inside each of us. Alone with 
himself, even the partisan bigot sometimes has his secret doubts; in her 
library or laboratory, the professor comes to questions she will not ask. 
And thus the dangers to academic freedom come not only from domineering 
public pieties, but also from our own frailties. The most perfect--and most 
corrmon--censorship is self-censorship. 

I have started with these reflections on the character and work of 
professors because it seems to me that it is here that the real issues 
concerning academic freedom are to be found. It is often the demand for 
respectability--for "soundness" as they used to put it--that leads the 
attack on academic freedom, and our own need to be seen as respectable that 
makes many of us complicit in these attacks. our administrc!,tions are often 
deeply in thrall to the public values that define the current boundaries of 
what is "acceptable." It is difficult for them not to be so when one of 
their central tasks is getting money for us. As Laurence Veysey remarks, it 
was early in this century with the increasing dependence of universities on 
public funding that administrators began drifting irremediably "away from 
inner conviction and toward the role of promotional agents." And faculty 
are hardly inmune to the resulting spirit of boosterism and institutional 
self-promotion. The result is that we too draw a line between permissible 
"liberty" and censorable "license," and draw it pretty much where public 
tolerance is comfortable having it drawn. 

For many of us, resistant to any craven surrender of the upiversity's 
intellectual or spiritual autonomy, the compromising attitude is the 
identification of ourselves as "public servants," a notion which means 
nothing at all beyond what is conveyed in calling ourselves teachers and 
scholars unless it signals our sensitivity to public taste and a leeriness 
about challenging it. But, of course, paying respect to public opinion 
often means paying respect either to public ignorance or to public bigotry, 
which in either case is precisely to fail in our duties as teachers and 
scholars, as priests of public enlightenment. There is a strong tendency to 
maintain public silence when our considered opinions clearly contradict 
public beliefs, i.e., when it really matters whether we speak out or not, 
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and to boldly profess only those opinions that the public already approves 
of. And our administrators applaud this compromise of intellectual 
integrity as a demonstration of our institutional "loyalty" and 
professional "maturity." When was the last time a university president 
responded to public outcry about a faculty member by saying that people 
ought to be quiet, pay attention, and learn something? 

My point, then, is that the threat to academic freedom is not the 
latest effort at censorship, the most recent outrage from ignorant 
legislators, or the on-going witch hunt against unpopular ideas. All of 
these dangers are real enough from time to time, although much less today 
than decades ago. The legal bulwark painstakingly built in this century is 
usually sufficient to ward these things off. 

The deeper threat is inherent in the notion of the university as an 
institution of public service. If universities really were the "private 
corporations" that private colleges and universities are in law, they would 
have as little to worry about in this respect as the average American 
Buddhist temple. But colleges and universities are not marginal 
institutions in American life. On the contrary, they are among the temples 
of our secular religion of Democracy and Progress. We expect universities 
to provide the education that powers upward social mobility, to train the 
professional experts who manage our complex technologies and service 
professions, to undertake the research that sustains technological 
progress, and, increasingly, to provide many of amenities of life, from 
orchestras and dance companies to museums, libraries, and public radio 
stations. The whole ethos of the American university is geared to public 
service; its continued funding depends on its demonstrable contribution to 
public "improvement." 

All of this means that the American university is inextricably tied to 
government, business, religion, popular culture, and, accordingly, to the 
values rooted in these spheres of life. It is always difficult for American 
academics to maintain the university as a place apart because in many 
respects they do not see it that way. As Veysey again remarks, "the 
American university was not created for those who took ideal goals with 
deadly earnestness." From this it follows that the dissenting voices that 
inevitably speak out within an academic co1T1t1unity are often at risk and 
often muted. If this is not through the heavy hand of public censorship, 
then it is through the gentle touch of the friendly colleague who counsels 
"moderation" or "responsibility," meaning by these words that a little 
trinming never hurt anyone, and that discretion is the better part of 
valor. But trinming is a form of hypocrisy, not truth-telling, and 
discretion is the characteristic virtue of bankers, not teachers. The 
friendly voice--often one's own--is telling us that it is respectable to 
corrupt the vocation of a scholar. 

Academic freedom is not, you see, a legal issue but a moral one. What 
is at issue in the notion of academic freedom is, finally, the ethics of 
thought. The question is whether, as Kant put it, there should be in the 
university a faculty that, "independent of the government and its doctrine, 
has the liberty of giving judgment on everybody whose business contains a 
scientific part; a place where Reason is authorized to speak out." The 
university is not, happily, the only place where reason speaks out, but it 
is the one place where this speaking should be demanded. That American 
faculties have lost, or more correctly, never had, the capacity to speak 
out on issues of genuine public concern when the voice of reason was needed 
is yet another measure of the profoundly compromised basis on which our 
universities operate when compared with the supposedly less enlightened 
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past. (The only real exceptions to this habit of silence are the 
theological faculties of certain sectarian colleges and seminaries 
addressing their fellow believers on matters of faith. It is worth noting 
that Kant writes of a faculty that should have the liberty of giving 
judgment, not of individual faculty members who should have it. That we 
cannot conceive of the faculty taking a stand on anything but its own 
collective rights, prerogatives, and privileges is another story.) 

When we examine "academic freedom" as a legal and institutional 
concept, the same themes I have been discussing appear again, this time in 
the form of what has become since the middle of this century a system of 
legal and procedural norms, the centerpiece of which is the A.A.U.P.'s 1940 
"Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure." This document is 
the charter of the tenure system, and defines the basic terms of employment 
for the vast majority of American faculty members. The promulgation of the 
Statement and its rapid endorsement by nearly all academic professional 
associations and the governing boards of most public and private colleges 
is clearly the landmark event in the history of academic freedom in 
America. 

But when we consider what the 1940 Statement actually says about 
academic freedom, the striking thing is that it leaves the concept almost 
undefined. Given the 25-year gestation period between the founding of 
A.A.U.P. and the promulgation of the 1940 Statement this is a truly 
remarkable fact--unless we remember that neither governing boards, 
university administrators, !!Q!: faculty members themselves have~ agreed 
about what academic freedom is .Qf. how unconditionally it should be 
protected. In order to garner nearly universal endorsement, and more 
importantly, to establish tenure as a legal right of faculty members, it 
was necessary not only to leave the concept of academic freedom undefined, 
but to circumscribe its scope. The result is that the 1940 Statement 
defines tenure clearly and boldly, but the principle it defends vaguely and 
conditionally. 

The Statement's opening section on academic freedom asserts three 
things: first, that "the teacher is entitled to full freedom in research 
and in the publication of results;" second, that "the teacher is entitled 
to freedom in the classroom in discussing his subject;" and third, that the 
teacher should be free from "institutional censorship or discipline" when 
he speaks out as an ordinary citizen, but that his "special position" in 
the comnunity imposes an obligation to "remember that the public may judge 
his profession and his institution by his utterances," so that he should 
speak accurately, "exercise appropriate restraint," "show respect for the 
opinions of others," and make "every effort" to indicate that he is not 
speaking as an institutional spokesman. 

Consider the following case: does "full freedom" in research mean that 
a university cannot deny research funds to a faculty member solely on the 
grounds that her research, although perfectly competent in conception, is 
out of step with the university's research "priorities?" These priorities 
typically reflect political judgments as to what kinds of research would 
make the greatest contribution to the local conmunity and win the 
university the greatest continuing support. Does the researcher's academic 
freedom mean that these considerations are "extraneous" in arriving at 
internal funding decisions? Alternately, consider this question: does 
"freedom in presenting one's subject" in the classroom mean that students 
violate their teacher's academic freedom if they complain about lectures 
they find too difficult, or about what they perceive as extraneous material 
that is included in them? For every very real case like these, the text is 
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completely silent. It is evident that the authors of the 1940 "Statement of 
Principles" could not agree on what they wished to defend, so rather than 
alienate one group or another, they left the question as to what "academic 
freedom" actually means to be decided in practice. In other words, the 
meaning of academic freedom is~ matter of interpretation. 

The text offers interpretive guidance only on the points relating the 
university's interest in protecting itself from embarrassment due to 
outspoken corrments by its faculty members. It requires not only that 
faculty members enter into public controversies in a style befitting their 
profession, but that even so they carefully distance themselves from any 
implication that they "represent" the university. Only the administration, 
which never directly contradicts unpleasant popular passions, is permitted 
to "represent" the university. Clearly, we are not talking here about the 
kind of freedom Kant evoked, the freedom~in fact the duty--of reason to 
speak out on every question of a "scientific" or rational character. 

The same spirit distinguishes the other single explanatory 
qualification provided. The teacher's freedom in presenting his subject is 
qualified in that he should not introduce "controversial material" that is 
"unrelated to his subject." This preserves the essential point but narrowly 
defines the teacher's intellectual authority. The difficulty becomes 
apparent if we ask what constitutes one's "subject?" The obvious answer is 
that it means one's academic discipline, but this evades the real dilemma. 
Consider this example: while "discussing his subject," a moral philosopher 
argues that the so-called pro-life viewpoint in the abortion controversy is 
without merit. Now, if he seeks to demonstrate this claim by showing that 
the published views of local pro-life ministers and conservative 
legislators are logically incoherent, factually mistaken, or conceptually 
confused, is he still "discussing his subject?" Should he be silent about 
the political implications of his philosophical analyses? To say that he 
should is to say that it is his professional duty to conceal the practical 
significance of what he teaches. To say that he should not is to admit that 
at various points the subject of "philosophy" intersects with the subject 
of "politics," and that when this happens, philosophical ideas have 
political implications. Proponents of the pro-life view are bound to claim 
that this professor has "abused" his academic freedom by bringing a 
political subject into his classroom and taking sides, but if his 
philosophical judgment is that the good arguments are on one side of this 
question, how can he be "neutral?" The truth is that in comnenting on the 
claims of various public figures he will have been politically indiscreet 
in the course of being philosophically candid, and to argue for discretion 
("Why don't you discuss the morality of lying instead of the morality of 
abortion?") is to argue that a scholar should value some things more highly 
than candor, intellectual integrity, and the real human significance of his 
subject. But in this "discreet" view of things, education has been 
supplanted by the reproduction of existing culture and mores; the 
"discreet" professor teaches his students how to mold themselves to 
existing realities, not how to think. 

I hope these illustrations are sufficient to demonstrate that the 
emergence of the modern tenure system did not institutionalize and legally 
secure our academic freedom. Although the tenure system provided faculty 
members with enviable job security, this was done in a way that left 
academic freedom itself an unsolved problem. The only thing certain was 
that the 1940 Statement was recorranending a fairly conservative solution to 
it, one more sensitive to the dangers of causing offense to the general 
public or key university constituencies than to the public exercise of 
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reason. Looking back at this watershed period in American higher education, 
it is easy to conclude that the powerful position won by faculty with the 
establishment of the tenure system was worth the price paid to secure it. 
But we would delude ourselves if we supposed that our position is 
unassailable. We have made a kind of Faustian bargain with American 
society: in return for a powerful position inside the academy, we have 
pledged that the academy will not fundamentally challenge the existing 
culture and social arrangements outside the academy. It is because the 
terms of this bargain were largely adhered to on both sides in the first 
two decades of the post-war era that Town-Gown conflicts have seemed so 
muted. Colleagues who imagine that we can now safely forego the protections 
of tenure without fear that "academic freedom" will be lost believe that we 
still live in this era of consensus (or at least that their own field 
does). 

The institution of academic tenure gave faculty members an 
extraordinarily powerful position. Our virtually untouchable job security 
also appeared to assure professional autonomy and the free exercise of what 
we saw as our prerogatives within the university. In cynical terms, since 
we could not be removed, we had to be dealt with. In fact, however, the 
story is more complicated. In general, faculty were prepared to exercise 
professional autonomy primarily in scholarship, rather than, for example, 
by asserting a more powerful role in university governance. And the 
prerogatives faculty members asserted were mostly personal, and restricted 
to classroom management. 

Initially, the new order expressed itself in a body of newly developed 
academic customs, which quickly became nationalized due to the persistent 
prodding of the A.A.U.P. and even more to the extraordinary mobility of 
faculty in the post-war boom years. When moral persuasion proved 
inadequate, competitive pressure broke the resistance of authoritarian 
administrations to the new arrangements. These customs became enshrined in 
the A.A.U.P.'s well-Jmown "Redbook"--a collection of "policy documents and 
reports" that, unlike the charter statement of 1940, did not gain wholesale 
endorsement from all quarters of the academic world. In particular, the 
A.A.U.P.'s "interpretive statements" that sought to extend and fill out the 
notion of academic freedom served more often as ideal models than as the 
texts of typical university regulations and policies. Energetic faculties 
and "enlightened" administrations employed these statements as models from 
time to time; more authoritarian administrations or institutions with 
politically inactive faculties found they could ignore them to a large 
extent. Nonetheless, the trend was for faculty to assume almost complete 
control over research, and through their departments over curriculum and 
faculty hiring; administrative supervision of course contents, textbook 
selection, and even whether faculty showed up for their classes became the 
stuff of ancient legend. "Academic freedom" came to mean above all the 
personal autonomy of the faculty member in everything concerning both his 
scholarship and his classes, departmental autonomy in determining the 
curriculum, and faculty control over general university academic 
requirements. It also became customary for the university administration to 
defer to faculty opinion--or at least to senior faculty opinion--in 
questions of university governance. 

The boom years ended in late 1960s just as the cultural climate turned 
chilly. Campuses became centers of youth rebellion and political protest • 
With the breakdown of the post-World War II cultural consensus, external 
pressures on universities increased and administrations began to reassert 
their powers. Without the external and internal consensus that had 
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sustained it, "academic custom" proved to be a weak defense for established 
practices; faculty discovered that counter-cultural values, civil rights 
and anti-war protest, and the right-wing reaction they engendered were 
powerful solvents when applied to their supposed rights and prerogatives. 
Both faculty and administration sought to replace academic customs and 
undefined regions of faculty autonomy with detailed rules and regulations. 
Needless to say, each side had its own agenda in the ensuing debates and 
negotiations. Administrators generally sought to write tightly drawn rules 
which they proposed to interpret narrowly; faculty sought explicit grants 
of authority to control certain decisions, and demanded elaborate 
procedural safeguards as a hedge against administrative arbitrariness. A 
large minority of faculties in public universities carried this process to 
its logical conclusion and entered collective bargaining, making the 
implicit assumption that serious faculty-administration conflict was now a 
permanent feature of higher education. 

By the 1980s, public support for higher education was clearly weaker 
than it had been for decades. The public entertained a general suspicion of 
university faculties rooted in a newly skeptical assessment of the 
practical value of university education, and intensified by continuing 
cultural wars that pitted natural science against fundamentalist religion, 
academic social liberalism against public social conservatism, elite 
against popular culture. The elaborate maze of rules and regulations 
developed especially over the previous two decades made direct attacks on 
the faculty difficult, but university budgets were not similarly 
off-limits. State fiscal distress in the two recessions of the 1980s gave 
legislators an opportunity to question the value of higher education by 
asking whether it was worth the expense, an unwittingly clever indirect 
approach that allowed them to attack the university's cultural deficit 
while ostensibly discussing the accountants' red ink. The real agenda 
became clear in the 1990s when they began to insist on greater 
"accountability" in return for continuing support. 

The demand for accountability was plainly a demand for a cutback on 
faculty autonomy; in the background, a rising chorus of educational 
bureaucrats pushed the thesis that tenure itself was "outdated." 
Universities responded by abandoning the last vestiges of customary faculty 
autonomy, and seeking to encompass every aspect of academic life within the 
system of university rules and regulations. As before, faculty and 
administrators contended over the terms, faculty emphasizing 
decision-making processes (which they expected to control), administrators 
emphasizing outcomes (which they expected to define). In the process, 
"academic freedom" ceased to mean that faculty members had personal 
autonomy in nearly everything relating to their classes, and that 
departments controlled nearly everything having to do with curriculum. 
Instead, the key issue became who would make the real decisions in a highly 
regulated system, and more fundamentally, how would the professional 
rights, responsibilities, and explicit duties of the faculty be defined? 

In this new era, the basic question facing faculty is whether they 
will define what it means to be a faculty member or whether others will 
define it for them. The sense in which, and the degree to which, faculty 
members have any meaningful academic freedom will depend in the future on 
how this question is answered. The ability of faculty to defend the freedom 
of thought and the freedom to teach now depends on their ability to carve 
out a region in which they have real authority. In the regulated 
university, the one thing that seems certain is that the prevailing rule 
will not be the old customary principle of personal discretion. It is 
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simply impossible to defend explicitly a regulation that reads: "In this 
matter a faculty member can do whatever he/she want to do." 

What can and must be defended is the principle that certain questions 
should be left to the professional judgment of the faculty. But in our 
individual exercise of professional judgment, we will have to be answerable 
to our colleagues. In other words, what needs to be defended is the 
principle that the faculty, not the individual faculty member alone, should 
have authority in certain matters. This has always in fact been the faculty 
position--we have simply assumed that each of us exercised that authority 
in accordance with appropriate professional standards. That assumption is 
no longer tenable. The question today is not whether individual faculty 
members will be answerable for their professional work, but to whom they 
will be answerable. 

Although many faculty mourn the passing of the era of personal 
discretion, we should not fail to see potential opportunities in the new 
dispensation. In addition to a heightened sense of personal freedom in 
pursuing one's academic work, that era was also one of steady erosion in 
the bonds uniting us. Too many of us used our freedom to become academic 
entrepreneurs, more attached to our own careers than to either our 
colleagues, students, or institutions. Colleagues of this persuasion have 
squandered a great deal of the moral capital we inherited. What 
universities need is a revival of our original ideal, the idea of .2. 
community of scholars. We need to rescue the university from the conceit 
that it is a business enterprise or a social service agency, and renew it 
as a cotm1unity of learning. This requires not only that we resist the 
latest bureaucratic encroachments, and the latest attacks on the 
university's already limited autonomy by self-interested external 
constituencies seeking to exploit us, but that we also rebuild genuine 
cotm1unity among ourselves. In the end, the security of academic freedom 
depends not on some legal scaffolding designed to protect faculty rights, 
but on the esprit de corps of the community of scholars. Without that, the 
legal scaffolding will collapse under the weight of the first lawyer's 
brief thrown against it. 

When we say that academic freedom is the primary value in a 
university, we are making a moral claim about the kind of people we are. We 
are claiming membership in a comnunity of scholars and citizenship in what 
the savants of the eighteenth century Enlightenment called "the Republic of 
Letters." It is to those countries of the imagination that we take our 
students when we teach them well, and where we ourselves live in our truest 
identities as the university's most senior students. 

Department of Philosophy 
Wichita State University 
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Minutes of the Meeting, May 1, 1995. 

MEMBERS PRESENT:Allen, Badgett, Bair, Benson, Brown, Burk, Byrum, 
Campbell, Carroll, Cavarozzi, Celestin, Chambers, Christensen, 
Ciboski, Clark, Desilva, Duell, Erickson, Foster, Gupta, 
Hanrahan, Hitchcock, Horn, Houts, Hoyer, Hundley, Kelly, Kraft, 
Lancaster, Mandt, Matson, Paske, Saalmann, Schommer, Swan, 
Terrell, Wahlbeck, Williamson, Yeager, Zandler 

MEMBERS ABSENT:Bajaj, Boneh, Chaudhuri, Combs, Eaglesfield, 
Fowler, Gythiel, Hawley, Hay, Lansing, Miller, Parkhurst, Sharp, 
Sutterlin, Talia 

GUESTS:L.Murphey 

SUMMARY OF ACTION: 
1. Accepted annual reports from Academic Affairs Committee 

and General Education Committee 
2. Accepted the Ad Hoc Faculty Committee on Faculty 

Evaluation Report 

I. CALL OF THE MEETING TO ORDER: The meeting was called to 
order by President Cavarozzi at 3:30 p.m. 

• II. INFORMAL STATEMENTS AND PROPOSALS: 

• 

Senator Benson announced to the Senate that May 1 is Law Day 
and encouraged everyone to appreciate our legal heritage. 

Senator Mandt reported from the Budget Committee. He 
informed the Senate that the Kansas Legislature passed the 
Regents budget with a 4.1 million dollar cut. The WSU share of 
this cut is $387,000 with the exact apportionment still under 
study. He also reported that WSU's shrinkage was lowered. 
Additionally he said that the salary package for all state 
employees was set at 3.5%. VPAA Patton will keep at the central 
administration level $27,000 for tenure and promotion bonuses, 
with the remainder given to the colleges on an equal basis. 
Senator Mandt explained that in the future VPAA Patton hopes to 
develop a weighing formula based on the success of the colleges 
in reaching their goals. Senator Mandt went on to say that VPAA 
Patton will consult with faculty in developing this formula. 

Senator Wahlbeck reminded that Senate of the "Save Our 
Library" rally on Wednesday, May 3 at 12 Noon. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Minutes of April 24, 1995 were 
approved as distributed. 

IV. PRESIDENTS REPORT : 
President Cavarozzi brought to the attention of the Senate a 

speech given by Senator Mandt entitled "Reflections on Academic 
Freedom in the Regulated University," and remarks by VP James J. 
Rhatigan entitled "The Threat to Alma Mater". President Cavarozzi 

. 



.. 
announced that copies of these were available. Senator Paske 
asked that there be an opportunity at the next Senate Meeting for • 
the Senate to endorse the spirit contained in these two 
documents. 

President Cavarozzi congratulated Senators Swan and Hundley 
for receiving tenure; Senators Gupta and Schommer for receiving 
tenure and promotion to Associate Professor; and to Senators 
Carroll, Gythiel, and Zandler for receiving promotion to Full 
Professor. 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
President Cavarozzi presented annual reports from the 

Academic Affairs Committee and the General Education Committee. 
Senator Matson corrected the "RECOMMENDATIONS" -section of 

the report to read "The Senate will need to appoint three new 
members ... " He went on to remark that WSU has worked very hard 
for the past five years to develop, sustain and operationalize 
the general education program, but the future success will be 
dependent upon the faculty to understand it, to advise it, and to 
teach it with zeal. He cautioned that the program will fall into 
disuse and disrepute without strong faculty involvement. 

Senator Campbell moved to receive the committee reports. 
Seconded by Senator Hoyer. Reports received. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS: 
A. Report of the Ad Hoc Faculty Committee on Faculty 

Evaluation (Continued) 
President Cavarozzi recapped Senate action to date as being 

the approval of Sections A and B. She then called on Senator 
Terrell to continue discussions of Section C. 

Senator Terrell introduced a committee-initiated amendment 
to the document that everywhere a reference is made to pay 
recommendations of the entire department, there be inserted after 
the word "department" the expression "(according to faculty
established policy for the department)". 

Senator Paske expressed his desire to see openness in the 
evaluation process and saw no reason to keep this information 
secret. 

Senator Terrell moved to insert the amended wording. 
Seconded by Senator Hoyer. Senator Carroll asked if the new 
wording still required sharing departmental salaries with each 
individual faculty member. President Cavarozzi explained that 
this was clarified during previous discussions to mean what ever 
the department would decide it to mean, including a range from 
highest to lowest salaries or individual salaries . 

. Senator Swan expressed the concerns he received from his 
college about even allowing this to be a departmental decision. 
These concerns included the divisive impact of broadcasting 
salaries and that a committee decision would put junior faculty 
at risk to grant higher salary raises to tenured faculty. Senator 
Terrell responded that as long as a department is allowed to 
write a policy that asks for as little information as possible, 
this should not be a problem. 

Senator Mandt remarked that he did not understand the 
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concerns expressed by Senator Swan. He went on to state that we 
must be accountable to each other. 

Senator Duell asked why every department would need to do 
this in the same way. She went on to say that if we recognize 
different missions we should also recognize different ways of 
management. 

President Cavarozzi moved the previous question. 
The vote was 16 yes and 16 no. The chair ruled in favor of 

the motion. The motion passed 17 to 16. 
Senator Mandt moved an amendment to the previous amendment 

to insert "as approved by secret ballot" so as to read: "Chairs 
should transmit departmental pay recommendations for the entire 
department (according to faculty-established policy as approved 
by secret ballot for the department) to each individual faculty 
as soon as these are developed and ready for transmittal to the 
:pean." Seconded by Senator Bair. Motion approved. 

Senator Duell moved an amendment to strike the first 
s~ntence in C.2. Seconded by Senator Carroll. Motion approved. 

Senator Duell moved to approved Section C. Seconded by 
Senator Mandt. Motion approved. 

Senator Williamson moved to approve Section D. Seconded by 
Senator Celestin. Motion approved. 

Senator Mandt reminded the Senate of the earlier friendly 
amendment to change "should" to "shall" and specifically 
requested that "should" in Section E.l.a and b. be changed to 
"shall." He also requested that in E.2 "should" be changed 
to"must." Senator Terrell stated that this is a quotation from 
Regents policy. However, he agreed to remove the quotation marks 
and change "should" to "must." 

Senator Matson questioned the necessity of Section E.2.a-k 
and moved to strike the last sentence in Secti6n E.2. and 
Section E.2.a-k. Seconded by Senator Carroll. 

Senator Terrell responded that these questions are important 
because departmental faculty will be establishing these policies 
and they should come to some understanding about the points 
raised in E.2.a-k. 

Senator Carroll predicted massive department debate on each 
of this issues. Senator Duell remarked that these issues should 
be made available to the departments but not include them as part 
of the policy. 

Senator Clark moved the previous question. Seconded by 
Senator Hoyer. The motion to strike the last sentence in Section 
e.2. and Section E.2.a-k was defeated . 

Senator Mandt moved to approve Section E. Seconded by 
Senator Celestin. Motion approved. 

Senator Duell requested that the document as amended should 
be sent to all faculty. President Cavarozzi will have copies of 
the recommendations as corrected sent to all Senators. 

B. Faculty Affairs Committee. 
President Cavarozzi called on Senator Kraft to present the 

amended Tenure and Promotion Review Faculty Personnel Record 
Format. 

Senator Kraft reviewed the changes made to the document. 



Senator Byrum suggested adding "Work in Progress" under 
III.C. Senator Celestin noted that "Work in Progress" is found • 
under IV. and would be appropriate under III.C. She stressed the 
importance of having creative work treated equally with 
publications. 

Senator Byrum and Mandt suggested moving Section IV under 
Section III. 

Senator Duell asked to make sure this document and the 
Faculty Activity Record are the same. 

President Cavarozzi asked the Senate to review this document 
for a vote at the next Senate meeting. 

President Cavarozzi called on VPAA Patton to present a brief 
progress report on the Library funding issue. VPAA Patton 
offered a four-part proposal that he is presenting to different 
units around campus. 

1. Proposing $80,000 next year of research overhead 
off the top go directly to the Library. 

2. Proposing $30,000 from the mill levy to the 
Library. 

3. Proposing a millionth volume fund raising campaign, 
ahead of the capital campaign to go directly toward the Library 
to be used over a period of ten years . 

4 . Propose to the Graduate Council, the Deans, and 
faculty committees a review of all programs, especially the 
graduate programs. 

Senator Bair moved to adjourn. Seconded by Senator Hawley. 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m. • 

Respectfully submitted, 
Michael Kelly 
Secretary 
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