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AGENDA 

FACULTY SENATE 
The Wichita State University 

Room 126CH 3:30 p.m. 

SPECXAL MEETING 

Meeting Notice: Monday, September 16, 1991 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order

II. Informal Proposals and Statements

III. New Business

a. Proposed new general education curriculum

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

A. J. Mandt, President 
James Clark, Vice President 
Joyce Cavarozzi, Secretary 
Kathryn Griffith, President Elect 
Albert Gosman, Elected by Senate 
Robert Wherritt, Elected by Senate 
Anneke Allen, Appointed by Senate President 
David Alexander, Past President 

3126 
3220 
3541 
3165 
3402 
3160 
3120 
3190 

Box 74 
Box 78 
Box 53 
Box 17 
Box 35 
Box 33 
Box 61 
Box 32 
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Resolution 

The Faculty Senate at Wichita State University rejects the Board of Regents 
staff report on "Mission Development in the Kansas Regents System, 1991-2000." 
The report's analyses, conclusions and recommendations are out of touch with the 
academic, administrative and operational needs of the Regents universities. The 
report itself is an obstacle to effective system governance, and to efforts of 
the Regents universities to meet the educational needs of Kansas. 

The Board staff's plan was developed without consultation with campus 
administrators, faculty or students. It establishes arbitrary goals, demands 
hasty, ill-considered action and fails to provide for faculty and student 
pa rt i c i pat ion in dee is ion-making. Wh i1 e rejecting the idea that the Board 
intends to micro-manage the Regents system, the plan nonetheless outlines a 
system of central control under which not only policy guidelines, but operational 
decisions, will be made in Topeka. It is, in short, a plan for system-wide mis
management. 

In addition, the plan alters the Board's longstanding role as advocate of 
the needs of higher education in the state by suggesting objections and 
criticisms that have not been articulated, and for which there is little concrete 
ev i de nee, and by inviting funding a gene i es to further reduce the state• s 
commitment to higher education. With the presentation of such a plan, the Board 
staff undermines the confidence of the Legislature in Kansas higher education and 
unwittingly provides rationales for continued cuts in funding for the system and 
for individual institutions. 

Of special concern to faculty, the plan proposes to scrap long-established 
policies governing faculty evaluation, workload, and productivity. It offers no 
justification for these changes. Further, it shows no recognition that changes 
in faculty status should be negotiated with faculty representatives. It also 
fails to recognize that such basic changes in faculty status raises complex 
questions about fairness, equity, and academic freedom that must be resolved 
before any such change takes place. 

The plan also calls for unnecessary administrative reorganization and 
consolidation. The false implication it makes is that the Regents universities 
are out of control. While the Board staff .plan seeks to make the Regents 
universities more responsive to the educational needs of the state, it shows 
little grasp of those needs, and less grasp of the practical realities that face 
administrators and faculty in meeting them. 

While the staff might have used the planning process to achieve consensus 
and unity within the system, they have instead created needless distrust, 
dissension and disruption, and have offered a plan that will spread confusion and 
chaos throughout the Regents universities. The plan would replace a flexible, 
responsive university system with a rigid one unable to respond to the needs of 
the diverse populations of Kansas. 

We call upon the Board of Regents to reject this plan . 
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TO: 

FROM: 

R~: 

DATE: 
I 

M E M O R A N D U M 

Jay Mandt and Senate Exec. Committee 

Sally Kitch 

Regents Staff Proposal 

16 September 1991 

In addition to the points you have already made in your draft resolution on proposed 
system mission statement, I would like to suggest that you include a sentence or 
two addressing the inappropriateness of the staff's (or the Regents', for that matter) 
anticipating the Legislature's job of reducing the state's commitment to higher 
education. I would suggest a paragraph something like this to follow the second 
paragraph of the current draft: 

In addition, the plan alters the Board's l9p.9~lc:J~g- role as advocate of the 
needs of higher education in the state by r :- ~· - ~)Objections and criticisms 
that have not ','et been articulated, and for whicn there is little concrete 
evidence, and by inviting funding agencies to further reduce the state's 
commitment to higher education. With the presentation of such a plan, the 
Board staff undermines the confidence of the Legislature in Kansas higher 
education and unwittingly provides rationales for continued cuts in funding for 
the system and for individual institutions . 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Chairs and Program Directors 

Jay Mandt, President of the Faculty Senate 

Consideration of Proposed New General Education Program 

On September 16th at 3:30 p.m., the Faculty Senate will begin 
consideration of the new general education program proposed by the Task 
Force on the Undergraduate Experience. I anticipate that Senate 
consideration will continue on September 30th. Under Senate rules, no 
formal action will be taken on September 16th. 

Since this proposal involves the most comprehensive alteration in 
University curriculum in nearly a decade, the Senate Executive Committee 
wishes to invite you to attend these sessions, and asks that you alert 
colleagues to these meetings. 

In the event of favorable Senate action on these proposals, they 
will be submitted to the General Faculty for ratification, as is customary 
with matters of this magnitude and importance. Should the Senate reject 
the proposals, it will then have to decide whether or not to submit them 
to the General Faculty for further consideration • 

' 
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FACULTY SENATE 
The Wichita State University 

Minutes of the Meeting of September 16, 1991 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Alexander, Allen, R. Armstrong, Bair, Bajaj, Baxter, Behrman, 
Benson, Bereman, Billings, Brady, Burk, Campbell, Carper, Carroll, Cavarozzi, 
Clark, Daugherty, Duell, Erickson, Farnsworth, Gosman, Griffith, Gythiel, Hawley, 
Hay, Horn, Hoyer, Hubbard, Jeffers, Kahn, Kitch, Koppenhaver, Lee, Mandt, Masud, 
Murdock, Parker, Paske, Perel, Rogers, Romig, Sethi, Wherritt, Widener, Yeager 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Christensen, Johnson, Martin, Merriman, Olivero, Parkhurst, 
Sweney, Teague, Zytkow 
GUESTS: Brunner, Bennett-Kastor, Dreifort, Huxman, Millett, Schad, Scudder, J. 
Snyder, Sutterlin, Walcutt, Zoller 

Summary of Action Taken: 
1. Added to the order of business was consideration of a resolution from 

the Executive Committee concerning the Board of Regents Staff report on "Mission 
Development in the Kansas Regents System, 1992-2000." The resolution was passed 
as amended. 

2. The election of the Senator from Education was postponed until there 
is a meeting with the Rules Committee. 

3. There was a first hearing of the Task Force on General Education. 

I. CALLING OF THE MEETING TO ORDER. Meeting called to order at 3:30 by 
President Mandt . 

II. NEW BUSINESS. 
A. The Executive Committee int reduced a Reso 1 ut ion on the Proposed 

System Mission Statement. President Mandt said the Council of Presidents, COCAO 
and other Regents University Senate Councils had responded to the report. 

Senator Daugherty asked about strategy, since some things in the report were not 
bad. Senator Perel moved to approve the resolution as it stands. After much 
discussion, three friendly amendments were passed: 

1. Alexander - 1st line-replace 'When it' with 'While the staff' 
2nd line-replace 'the staff' with 'they' 
3rd line-replace 'has' with 'have' 

• 2. Carroll - last sentence of next to last paragraph-replace 'people' with 
'diverse populations' 

3. Kitch - insert the following amended statement as the 3rd paragraph: 

In ·addition, the plan alters the Board's longstanding role as 
advocate of the needs of higher education in the state by 
suggesting objections and criticisms that have not been articulate}(~ 
and for which there is little concrete evidence, and by inviting 
funding agencies to further reduce the state's commitment to higher 
education. With the presentation of such a plan, the Board staff 
undermines the confidence of the Legislature in Kansas higher 
education and unwittingly provides rationales for continued cut)\s in 
funding for the system and for individual institutions . 



Senator Rogers moved the previous question. Senator Erickson seconded. Passed. 
The motion as amended passed. Senator Alexander called for a division of the • 
house for purposes of recording: 44, yes; 0, no; 0, abstention. 

B. The Rules Committee reported on a replacement for the senator from 
the College of Education. The sitting senators nominated Claradine Johnson. 
A petition signed by the majority of the faculty in the constituency nominated 
Rodney Muth. It was sent to the Rules Committee. The Rule$~COJJllJ.1j U~,,'u EWi~i~~, M -'I 
was to bring both nominations to the floor of the Senate"t'1Vs'e11~ cS'f'Rbm'i1g 'm~e'a/ 11tflT.11 

motion to postpone the vote so that the Senators from Education could meet with 
the Rules Committee. He received notification only yesterday about the petition. 
Senator Duell seconded. Senator Paske said he would want freedom of expression 
addressed and answered. Senator Billings moved the previous question. Senator 
Perel seconded. Motion passed. Division of the house was requested by Senator 
Perel: Yes, 26, No, 13, abstained, O. The vote was postponed and the Rules 
Committee was asked to address the matter as soon as possible. 

C. The Task Force for the Undergraduate Education Experience. (First 
reading.) 

David Farnsworth, Chair of the Task Force, chaired this part of the 
meeting, and introduced the other members of the Task Force. Senator Farnsworth 
emphasized that the six-part report was a draft, and that section three was the 
central issue. This is a revised draft, done after extensive consultation over 
the summer with the constituencies. The biggest change is in the placement of 
integrated courses. They are now upper level instead of introductory level. 
Senator Farnsworth displayed and explained the graph of classes. Across 
curriculum use of basic skills is to be integrated wherever appropriate. 

President Mandt explained that the final vote rests with the general faculty. • 
That report wi 11 separate the Senate recommendations the Task Force accepts from 
those it doesn't. 

Senator Perel addressed the Senate, giving an account of his concerns and beliefs 
in his response to the report. He recommended not having a math requirement at 
a 11. The departments should set their own requirements for math. Senator 
Farnsworth said that Senator Perel was the only person who has recommended 
getting rid of math. The Task Force is asking the Mathematics Department to give 
the course, and that department will decide what the courses should be. Dr. 
Blakeslee remarked that math illiteracy is a fundamental problem in our culture, 
and one course at WSU won't cure it. The Task Force is trying to do away with 
structural problems with what we offer. Senator Gosman asked if it is intended 
that people who teach introductory courses define what is in the math course. 
Senator Farnsworth said that at each stage consultation and interaction would be 
needed. Senator Clark stated that he didn't think the math department should 
define the math courses for General Education. He wants the student to 
understand math. Senator Paske asked if every student would take the same course 
regardless of their ability level. Senator Farnsworth said not all have to take 
the same course. Senator Horn asked for clarification of the chart in regard to 
the number of courses. Senator Farnsworth said only one course in each area at 
the upper level. Senator Bajaj said a course with a little bit of everything 
wouldn't be any good. Senator Wherritt asked if further study of courses in an 
area is based on a course taken before. Senator Farnsworth said that applied in 
the integrated courses. Senator Rogers asked that if a student took, for • 
example, an introductory history course in Level I would he be tied to take 
another one in Level II. The answer was no. 
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Senator Campbell asked how transfer students would fit into this system. Senator 
Farnsworth said exceptions need to be made for them. Dr. Blakeslee said that 
courses that transferred could be equivalents. Senator Billings asked if the 
courses proposed weren't like the G and Q courses now offered. Dr. Blakeslee 
said they weren't the same. Senator A 1 exander said that at Leve 1 IV, 50 sections 
a year in natural sciences would have to be offered. There are no more teaching 
slots available for Level IV in the Physics Department. Senator Clark said there 
is confusion between introductory level and further studies. Senator Farnsworth 
answered that most departments are not hierarchically organized. Students 
generally can take a higher level course without having taken an introductory 
course. Senator Kitch asked how the goal of common education experience is being 
met in this design. Senator Farnsworth said it was the Task Force's preference 
to have integrated courses earlier. The change was made in response to faculty 
input. The Task Force wants a tighter curriculum. Senator Kitch asked where the 
new faculty and resources were for these new courses. Senator Masud asked how 
could a student take a course in Level III without background. He said three 
faculty read the document, and can't figure out how to do it without raising the 
number of hours their students must take. Senator Baxter remarked that the use 
of the terms levels, areas, disciplines, majors, etc., was confusing and should 
be clarified. She asked what was meant by 'integrative'. Senator Farnsworth 
said it meant from more than one standard discipline. Senator Carroll pointed 
out that a student could go through the final course level before taking math, 
and the Task Force needs to look at that. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:10pm . 

Joyce Cavarozzi, Faculty Senate Secretary 
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