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AGENDA 

FACULTY SENATE 
The Wichita State University 

Room 126CH 

Meeting Notice: Monday, March 23, 1992 

Order of Business 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

III. President's Report 

IV. Approval of Minutes 

3:30 p.m. 

V. Meeting of the Committee of the Whole 

(a) Policy on Administrative Evaluation 
(Canary Attachment) 

VI. Report of the Committee on the Whole 

VII. Old Business 

(a) Policy on Joint Faculty Appointments (White Attachment) 

VIII. Committee Report 

Planning and Budget Committee 

(a) Comparison of Administrative and Faculty Salaries with 
National Norms (Blue Attachment) 

IX. As may arise. 

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 

3125 
3220 
3541 
3165 
3402 
3160 
3120 
3190 

Box 74 
Box 78 
Box 53 
Box 17 
Box 35 
Box 33 
Box 51 
Box 32 
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PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

for 

ACADEMIC DEANS 

I. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

The major purpose of performance evaluation is the professional 
growth and development of the dean. The Provost conducts 
performance evaluations yearly; and after every third year, the 
Provost conducts a formal, general review of performance that 
solicits information from the dean's various constituencies and 
that summarizes the performance over the previous three years. 

Performance evaluation is designed to affirm areas of strength and 
to improve deficiencies, and it is linked to salary increases and 
job tenure. 

Performance evaluation for deans is directed by Academic Affairs. 

II. CATEGORIES FOR EVALUATION 

The categories for evaluation are divided into two different areas: 
performance outcomes or data supplied by the dean and information 
about constituent morale, interpersonal relations, perceptions, 
etc. Each of these areas is considered important for effective 
administration. 

A. PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES 

The following is a list of the areas on which the yearly and third
year reviews might focus. Goals or outcomes should be determined by 
the Provost and the dean and may include items from the following 
list. Generally, three or four goals with appropriate measures of 
achievement chosen from the following broad categories are agreed 
upon for each year. For each area the questions to be asked are-
What are the Dean's goals? and How are they to be measured? 

LIST OF PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES 

1. FACULTY TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS 

Suggested goals: eg. Improve teaching effectiveness 
in general education courses. 

Suggested measures: teacher awards, student evaluations, 
alumni surveys, employer surveys. 
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2. FACULTY RESEARCH/CREATIVE PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS 

Suggested goals: eg. Increase the amount of research 
in the college. 

Suggested measures: number of internal/external grants, 
dollar amount of grants, number of 
publications/performances, placement of publications, 
level of recognition of performances, number of 
undergraduate or graduate students supported, thesis and 
dissertation direction. 

3. FACULTY SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS 

Suggested goals: eg. Devise measures of service 
effectiveness for college faculty. 

Suggested measures: level of membership in professional 
organizations; commitments to professional organizations 
(reviewer, officer, etc.); professional service to 
external constituencies such as the symphony, etc. ; 
committee service to university, college, or department. 

4. ADMINISTRATION 

Suggested goals: eg. Improve administrative performance 
and response. 

Suggested measures: faculty recruitment, retention, 
tenure, and promotion rates, efficient and effective 
administrative procedures, timely response to deadlines. 

5. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENTS 

suggested goals: eg. Increase the number of majors in 
area X. 

suggested measures: recruitment, enrollment, attrition, 
and graduation of students, placement of graduates, 
student satisfaction, counselling/advising for students, 
measures of achievement on standardized tests, grade 
distributions. 

6. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND REALLOCATION 

Suggested goals: eg. Gain accreditation in dept. X. 

Suggested measures: accreditation and BOR program review, 
program development and reallocation, external relations, 
professional relations, internal relations, visibility 
of the unit's programs, efficient and effective 
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administrative procedures. • 
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B. SURVEYS OF CONSTITUENT MORALE 

• [Sample surveys, answer sheet, and analysis sheet are attached.] 

• 

• 

III. PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION 

A. YEARLY REVIEWS 

Each year the Provost will meet with those deans who report 
directly to his/her office. The Provost has the right to delegate 
review in cases he/she deems appropriate. The Provost and the dean 
will discuss the accomplishments of the previous year and consider 
areas that need development. During this meeting, the Provost and 
the dean will agree upon some three or four goals for the college 
or unit to accomplish during the coming year and the measures by 
which accomplishment will be judged. 

The dean should prepare the "Dean's Evaluation Worksheet" in 
advance of the meeting with the Provost. 

B. THIRD-YEAR REVIEW 

For third-year reviews the Provost will appoint a review committee 
composed of members of the Dean's various constituencies. The 
committee should have five or six members. The Provost will appoint 
the chair of the committee. The committee should meet with the Dean 
and organize the process of surveying the constituencies and act as 
the recipient for the confidential and anonymous responses. Because 
each dean has different constituencies, different surveys will be 
adapted from previous reviews or developed anew for each third year 
review. The responses as well as a summary of the information they 
contain should be given to the Provost in a timely manner. 

The Provost will ascertain the perceptional outcomes as measured by 
the surveys of faculty/staff as well as other constituencies. Such 
data will be used to assist the Provost in evaluating the dean's 
effectiveness and in developing plans for the future. 

The Provost and the dean will meet to discuss the results of the 
survey as well as the accomplishments of the previous three years. 
At this time goals for the next year and 3-5 year goals will be 
established. 

It should be noted that evaluation is designed to improve 
performance by gathering information from various constituencies 
and that the evaluation of the material rests with the Provost • 



III.A. DEAN'S EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

Instructions: After independently completing the following 
worksheet, the Provost and the Dean meet and agree upon the goals 
or outcomes for the college/school for the year. Three to five 
outcomes and the way by which each is to be measured are 
sufficient. The outcomes may be chosen from this worksheet or may 
include items not on this worksheet. There is no need to identify 
outcomes in each category and several goals may be identified in 
the same category. 

College Teaching Effectiveness 

A. Outcome(s): 

B. Measurement: 

College Research/Creative Performance Effectiveness 

A. outcome(s): 

B. Measurement: 

College Service Effectiveness 

A. outcome(s): 

B. Measurement: 

Administrative Effectiveness 

A. Outcome(s): 

B. Measurement: 

" 
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Achievements of students in the College 

A. Outcome(s): 

B. Measurement: 

College Program Development and Reallocation 

A. Outcome(s): 

B. Measurement: 

.. 
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II.B. CHAIRS PERCEPTION SURVEY 

[Note: This survey is intended to elicit information to be used by 
the Provost and by the dean to improve effectiveness. Please 
indicate on the answer sheet the actual situation and the situation 
as you would want it to be.] 

1. The dean and the chairs exhibit trust of each other. 

2. The chairs feel free to discuss work-related matters with the 
dean. 

3. The dean seeks ideas from the chairs and uses them. 

4. The dean is supportive in discussing work-related problems with 
the chairs. 

5. The dean manages the college by encouraging participation. 

6. I am generally satisfied with my college. 

7. I am generally satisfied with my position in the college. 

8. Most communication by the dean is aimed at achieving college and 
department goals. 

9. The primary flow of communication between the dean and the 
chairs is two-way. 

10. Chairs receive downward communication from the dean with an 
open mind. 

11. The dean is aware of the problems faced by the chairs. 

12. The chairs are involved in the decision-making processes that 
relate to their departments. 

13. Chairs are involved in setting the college goals. 

14. I clearly understand the college's goals. 

15. I clearly understand my contribution to the college's goals. 

16. College rules and regulations enhance, rather than restrict, 
effectiveness. 

17. The dean emphasizes the quality of my service. 

18. I think the college is running effectively. 

19. The basis of reward • the college is performance • in 

20. My position demands all of my abilities. 

• 
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21 • My position provides opportunities for personal growth. • 22. My workload is challenging without being too heavy. 

23. I am recognized for performing good work. 

24 • My responsibilities are clearly defined. 

• 

• 



DEAN MAURINE FRY: 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 

ADMINISTRATIVE RBVIBW 

[Review begins April 13, 1992] 

Committee will be composed of five (5) people: 

a. Faculty chosen from within the college. An elected 
college committee will nominate 6-9 faculty and the 
Provost will choose 3. 

b. One faculty chosen from outside the college by the 
Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate. 

c. One administrator chosen by the Provost to be chair of 
the committee. 

Committee will meet with the Dean to clarify the following: 

a. Identify the constituencies served by the Dean. 

b. Modify the perception survey for each constituency. 

• 

Committee will summarize the surveys for each constituency • 
discuss the material with the Provost. All discussions and 
materials will be kept confidential. 

Provost will meet with the Dean to discuss the surveys and the 
Dean's performance. The Provost and the Dean will plan a 
course of action. The Provost may meet with the College 
Faculty or other constituencies to discuss the review in 
general terms. 

DEAN MICHAEL TILFORD: [Review begins March 23, 1992] 

Committee will be composed of five (5) people: 

a. Faculty chosen from the Graduate Faculty. The Graduate 
Council nominates 6-9 graduate faculty and the Provost 
will choose 3 ( one choice should be a member of the 
Graduate Council). 

b. One faculty member chosen by the Executive Committee 
of the Faculty Senate. 

c. One administrator chosen by the Provost to be chair of 
the committee. 

committee will meet with the Dean to clarify the following: • 
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a. Identify the constituencies served by the Dean • 

b. Modify the perception survey for each constituency. 

Committee will summarize the surveys for each constituency and 
discuss the material with the Provost. All discussions and 
materials will be kept confidential. 

Provost will meet with the Dean to discuss the surveys and the 
Dean's performance. The Provost and the Dean will plan a 
course of action. The Provost may meet with the Graduate 
Council or other constituencies to discuss the review in 
general terms. 

PEAN JACQUELINE SNYDER: (April 27, 1992] 

Committee will be composed of five (5) people: 

a. One Faculty member chosen by the Executive Committee 
of the Faculty Senate. 

b. One administrator chosen by the Provost. 

c. One person chosen by the Provost from one of the 
constituencies of Continuing Education • 

d. Two faculty chosen by the Provost from 5-7 nominated 
by the Academic Affairs Committee of the Faculty Senate. 

Committee will meet with the Dean to clarify the following: 

a. Identify the constituencies served by the Dean. 

b. Modify the preception survey for each constituency. 

Committee will summarize the surveys for each constituency and 
discuss the material with the Provost. All discussions and 
materials will be kept confidential. 

Provost will meet with the Dean to discuss the surveys and the 
Dean's performance. The Provost and the Dean will plan a 
course of action. The Provost may meet with any of the Dean's 
constituencies to discuss the review in general terms. 

Dr, Gerald McDougall. AVP: (Review begins May 11, 1992] 

Committee will be composed of five (5) people: 

a. Two faculty members chosen by the Provost from 5-7 
nominated by the Executive Committee of the Faculty 
Senate. 



b. One administrator chosen by the Provost. 

c. Two chosen by the Council of Deans. 

Committee will meet with Dr. McDougall to clarify the 
following: 

a. Identify the constituencies served by Dr. McDougall. 

b. Modify the preception survey for each constituency. 

Committee will summarize the surveys for each constituency and 
discuss the material with the Provost. All discussions and 
materials will be kept confidential. 

Provost will meet with Dr. McDougall to discuss the surveys 
and Dr. McDougall's performance. The Provost and Dr. McDougall 
will plan a course of action. The Provost may meet with any of 
Dr. McDougall 's constituencies to discuss the review in 
general terms. 

MR. GARY OTT: [Review begins May 25, 1992] 

Committee will be composed of five (5) people: 

a. One administrator chosen by the Provost. 

b. Two chosen by the Council of Deans. 

c. Two faculty chosen by the Provost from 5-7 nominated 
by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate. 

Committee will meet with Mr. Ott to clarify the following: 

a. Identify the constituencies served by Mr. Ott. 

b. Modify the perception survey for each constituency. 

Committee will summarize the surveys for each constituency and 
discuss the material with the Provost. All discuss and 
materials will be kept confidential. 

Provost will meet with Mr. Ott to discuss the surveys and Mr. 
ott•s performance. The Provost and Mr. Ott will plan a course 
of action. The Provost may meet with any of Mr. Ott•s 
constituencies to discuss the review in general terms. 

Note: Dr. Peter Zoller of the Provost's office will supply 
technical help to the review committees. 

• 
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RESPONSE TO PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
FOR ACADEMIC DEANS 

Made to Faculty Senate March 23, 1992 

Whenever we wish to design an instrument or evaluate an instrument 
designed for our use, we must ask the questions, "What or who are we trying 
to measure or assess?" and "Against what scale or against what standard is this 
assessment to take place?" When I tried to answer the first question of ''who" 
was to be assessed, the title stated that it was a "Performance Evaluation for 
Academic Deans" and yet when I read the document it was college faculty who 
were being evaluated. When I tried to answer the second question as to the 
"standard" against which this assessment was to take place, I found that the 
standard was a set of nebulous goals established by the Dean and Provost with 
NO FACULTY INPUT. This, fellow Senators, is standard management 
techniques used in industry. What we are trying to measure here is the Dean's 
ability to manage or manipulate the college faculty into accomplishing their 
goals or programs. Nowhere in this document is any assessment of the Dean's 
ability to be a leader. Before I go any further, I should define what I mean by 
the terms management and leadership: 

Management is the art of manipulating faculty or employees into 
achieving the goals set by the manager and/or higher management 
usually through intimidation or coercion. These goals are often 
established without input from the employees and sometimes not 
even known by them. This usually stifles all individual initiative 
and innovation. 

Leadership is the art of helping faculty to formulate their ideas 
and aspirations into goals for the college or unit, to excite them 
with your aspirations for advancing the unit, and then to facilitate 
the achievement of these mutually arrived at goals through 
intentional programs. This usually promotes and encourages 
individual initiative and innovation. 

Senators, this document is an insult to your and my intelligence. To 
think that we are going to roll over and play dead while we are being told we 
aren't intelligent enough to participate in this process and too dumb to realize 
we are being told we aren't important enough to help design this assessment 
is ludicrous. I am angry that something as ludicrous as this instrument is being 
called a Performance Evaluation for Academic Deans. I have put up with this 
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Senate talk on Performance Evaluation for Deans Page 2 

management concept long enough. I WANT AND DEMAND LEADERSIDP 
FROM MY ADMINISTRATORS. I have given 26 years of my professional life 
to this University and I'm tired of being told through this management 
approach that only administrators are important enough because of their "line 
authority" to be a part of the governance process. 

I think it is high time that we, the Senate, design our own review of all 
administrators. I think we should use the model of a title like that used to 
indicate student perception of us as teachers. I would call it: 

Faculty Perception of Administrative and Academic Leadership 

I want an instrument that measures a Dean's ability to exhibit leadership as 
defined previously. I want goals of academic excellence, not of large numbers 
but mediocrity. I want to be asked, as well as every member of the affected 
constituency, if my ideas were sought, not if ideas were sought from the faculty. 
I want to be asked if any of my ideas were ever used by the person being 
reviewed. I want to be asked if I was involved in setting college or university 
goals not if faculty were involved. What I don't want is the possibility that only 
the select few, to the exclusion of all others in the unit, are a part of this 
decision making. I WANT SHARED GOVERNANCE IN A VERY REAL 
SENSE. I want peer review of administrators. Let us gather together today 
and decide to do this as a Senate. When this instrument is created and ready 
to use to obtain the faculty perception of leadership of a particular dean, the 
Senate should send this form to all faculty in the unit being assessed. The 
results of that assessment should then be distributed to all faculty in the unit 
and the dean being assessed. If the faculty of the unit wishes to share the 
results with the Provost, it should be done upon majority vote of the faculty of 
the unit and at their discretion. 

Senators, I struggled with this short presentation all weekend because I 
didn't want to be back in the spotlight again so soon. I called at least 15 of 
you last Thursday and Friday to see if I was off base in my thinking. But I 
became convinced after these talks it was time to stand up for my convictions 
and speak out. Now I am asking you to also do some soul searching and 
consider these ideas. It's not going to be easy; nothing worthwhile is obtained 
easily. Many of us may feel threatened or at least our positions in some 
jeopardy by this stance, but I feel it is the right thing to do. I hope you do 
also. 
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MOTION 

I move that the Faculty Senate establish a task force to develop an instrument 
to accomplish a Faculty Perception of Administrative and Academic Leadership 
review of all Deans, Associate Vice Presidents, Vice Presidents and Presidents 
and to develop a procedure for involving all faculty in the unit administered and 
all faculty of the last five years by the person being reviewed. This procedure 
should include at a minimum the reporting back to the constituency, the 
compilation of the results of the survey and then sent to the next higher level. 
The Senate Executive Committee is to bring the committee charge and the suggested 
membership to the Senate for ratification at the first Senate meeting following 
adoption of this motion . 
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Policy: 

Authority: 

Joint Faculty Appointments 

Faculty Senate 

Accountability: Provost I Vice President for Academic Affairs 

Purpose: To create a policy governing the creation, oversight, and dissolution of 
joint faculty appointments in more than one academic department. 

A primary academic objective of Wichita State University is the search for and development 
of new knowledge which will enhance institutional programs and contribute to the 
University's research responsibilities. Recognizing the contribution of interdisciplinary studies 
in meeting the objective, the University may offer joint appointments for faculty where 
appropriate. 

The joint appointment may provide greater program flexibility, the enhancement of 
intellectual stimulation, and broader insights into matters under faculty investigation and 
research. · 

A. DEFINITION 
-Joint appointments as used herein shall mean either term or continuous appointments to at 

least one regular academic position in more than one academic department, research unit, or 
other administrative unit. Such appointments may be approved by the Provost, provided they 
do not total more than 1.0 Full-time Equivalent (FTE) and are recommended by all colleges, 
departments, and units involved. 

B. PRIMARY POSITION AND PRIMARY DEPARTMENT 

1. DETERMINATION OF PRIMARY DEPARTMENT 

Any joint appointment shall have one position assigned as the primary position and 
the department or unit (such as administrative and research units) within which that 
position is situated shall be deemed to be the primary department or unit as herein 
defined. 

a. Each current joint appointment or joint title shall be assigned a primary position 
by the administrative officer having direct authority over all departments or units 
involved in the joint appointment or joint title. This administrative officer shall 
initially receive the recommendations of the administrative heads of the 
departments of units involved and shall recommend such an assignment for the 
holder of the joint appointment or joint title to the Provost. 
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b. Any new joint appointment or joint title shall be assigned a primary position at 
the time of such appointment by the appointing authority after this authority 
receives the recommendations of the administrative heads of the departments 
of units involved, who shall recommend the appointment creating such joint 
appointment or joint title. 

2. PRIMARY DEPARTMENT OR UNIT'S ROLE 

After receiving the recommendation of the other units involved, the primary department 
or unit shall be responsible for decisions or recommendations regarding salary, 
tenure, promotion, leaves, and other perquisites and shall be responsible for securing 
agreement among the departments or units involved on the sharing of salary and 
support funds. 

C. IMPLEMENTATION 

Before a faculty member first receives a joint appointment, the faculty member and the 
appropriate academic units must mutually determine, record in writing, and secure 
administrative approval for all conditions of the appointment. The offer of appointment 
should include the following: 

1. 
2 . 
3. 
4. 
5. 

probationary period (if applicable); 
unit expectations for tenure and promotion; . 
procedures for recommending salary increases and performance- reviews; 
procedures for reappointment or non-reappointment decisions; 
procedures that apply in cases of financial exigency or the dissolution of one of 
the academic units, or if the joint appointment is dissolved. Unless otherwise 
specified, the faculty member will return to the primary department. 

A copy of the offer of appointment will given to the appointee and will be placed in his/her 
personnel file in the office of Academic Affairs. Should any unresolved disagreements arise 
among the participating units and/or faculty member, the joint appointment shall be dissolved 
in accordance with the provisions of the written agreements. Units which currently have a 
person in a joint appointment should prepare an appointment notice addressing items 1 - 5 
above . 

I 
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ISSUES IN CLASSIFYING WSU FOR SALARY COMPARISONS 

Faculty Senate Planning and Budget Committee 
Jim Clark 

3/17/92 

The Planning and Budget Corrmittee needs to understand how faculty, 
staff, and administration salaries at WSU compare with national averages 
in order to make informed recommendations on budget priorities, and to 
provide information to our faculty colleagues. There are two factors 
that complicate this task: 

1. There are a large variety of ways in which universities can be 
categorized for salary comparisons: by student enrollments, by 
size of budget <variously defined), by highest degree offered, 
plus a wide variety of other methods; all of these categories can 
be divided up or aggregated in a variety of ways. Inevitably, WSU 
will fit within multiple comparative samples. 

2. For many commonly used categories, WSU is close to the borderline 
between categories. For example, using the WSU administration's 
understanding of the Carnegie institutional classification system 
(details on following page), in 1990 and 1991 WSU for the first 
time barely qualified as a Doctoral II institution; a very slight 
decrease in the number of Ph. D.'s awarded in the future will drop 
us back to Comprehensive I . 

To provide a better understanding of the issues, WSU's recent history of 
Ph. D. production is listed, followed by a description of the Carnegie 
classification system, a description of the classification system used 
by CUPA <College and University Personnel Association) for 
administrative salary comparisons, and comparisons of WSU administrator 
and faculty salaries. 

wsu Ph 1 p. HISTORY 

Year Number of Number of 
degrees disciplines 

1983 6 2 Engineering <2 grads.), CDS <2 grads.) 
1984 1 1 Engineering ( 1) 
1985 6 2 Engineering (3), CDS (3) 
1986 3 2 Engineering (2), CDS ( 1) 
1987 4 2 Engineering ( 3), CDS ( 1) 

1988 7 2 Engineering (5), CDS < 2> 
1989 18 2 Engineering < 13 > , CDS < 5) 
1990 11 *3 Engineering (9), CDS (1), Chemistry ( 1) 
1991 13 *3 Engineering <7) , CDS < 3 ) , Chemistry (3) 

* In 1990, engineering was subdivided into 4 fields: 
aerospace, electrical, industrial, mechanical 

1990 2 1 4 2 
1991 0 2 3 2 
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University Category Definitions 

CARNEGIE CLASSIFICATIONS 

Categories: 

Research University I 
50+ Ph. D./s per year 
$33.5 million+ federal research funding 

Research University II 
50+ Ph. D./s per year 
$12.5 - $33.5 million federal research funding 

Doctorate-granting University I 
40+ Ph. D./s per year 
At least 5 disciplines 

Doctorate-granting University II 
20+ Ph . . D./s per year 
At least 1 discipline 

.OR 

• 

10+ Ph. D./s per year 
At least 3 disciplines • 

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I 
Baccalaureate and masters 
50%+ of baccalaureates degrees in professional disciplines 
At least 2,500 FTE 

Plus five others not relevant to WSU/s position 

It should be noted that there ls disagreement about the meaning of the 
definition of the Doctorate II .category. The complete official text of 
the definition ls: 

"In addition to offering a full range of baccalaureate programs, the 
mission of these institutions includes a commitment to graduate 
education through the doctorate degree. They award annually 20 or 
more Ph.D. degrees in at least one discipline or 10 or more Ph. D. 
degrees in three or more disciplines." 

The WSU administration interprets this definition as reading a TOTAL of 
10 or more Ph. D. degrees in three or more disciplines; in their 
statistical analyses, the AAUP interprets the definition as reading 10 
or more Ph.D. degrees in EACH OF three or more disciplines. The 
definition itself ls logically ambiguous, and could be interpreted 
either way. • 
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COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY PERSONNEL ASSOCIATION CATEGORIES 

USED FOR SALARY COMPARISONS 

CUPA uses obsolete NCES (National Center for Educational Statistics) 
classification codes for their salary comparisons: 

A01 - Doctoral-level Institutions without Medical Schools 
A02 - Doctoral-level Institutions with Medical Schools 
B01 - Comprehensive Institutions without Medical School 
B02 - Comprehensive Institutions with Medical School 

Plus a variety of other categories not relevant to WSU. 

In their published comparisons, CUPA groups A01 and A02 into "Doctoral 
Institutions" and groups B01 and B02 into 11 Comprehensive Institutions, 11 

then subdivides the groups by budget size. In correspondence with the 
Planning and Budget Committee, the WSU administration has claimed that 
the CUPA category "Doctoral Institutions with Budgets of $93.1 - $191 
Million 11 is the appropriate group to which WSU should be compared. 

CUPA/s definition of the university budget "includes amounts for current 
educational and general operations, including research funds but 
excluding capital funds. · Budgets do not include amounts for student 
aid, auxiliary enterprises such as hospitals, service departments, and 
similar activities." WSU/s FY92 published budget totals $97.4 million. 
Based on materials available to the Planning and Budget Committee, it 
seems likely that CUPA/s definition of WSU/s budget is less than the 
published total; how much less cannot be determined from the information 
available to the Planning and Budget Committee. Specifically, it is not 
clear from the information available that WSU/s budget falls within the 
CUPA range of $93.1 million to $191 million range used by WSU's 
administration for comparisons. 

When called by phone, a CUPA representative stated that "Doctoral 
Institution" applies only to universities producing at least 30 Ph. D./s 
per year, plus additional unspecified requirements at the baccalaureate 
and masters level that WSU probably satisfies. AAUP statisticians 
confirm that definition, and use the 30 Ph. D.'s per year criterion in 
their own analyses. WSU's history of Ph. D. production would need to 
approximately triple before WSU would attain the minimum size necessary 
to be classified as "Doctoral" under CUPA ' s standards. 

A more appropriate category for comparisons is with the "Comprehensive 
Institutions with Budgets of $64.9 Million or More" category in CUPA 
reports. The salary comparisons used in the Planning and Budget 
Committee/s report to the Senate used figures for all comprehensive 
universities as pub! !shed in the Chronicle; the Chronicle did not break 
down categories further. At the time the report was pr epared, the 
detailed CUPA breakdowns were not avai !able. 
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COMPARATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT WSU 

Median salary and percentile rank are based on comparison to the CUPA 
category •comprehensive Institutions with Budgets of $64.9 Million or 
More" for the 1991-92 academic year. CUPA provides data on salaries at 
the 20th, 40th, 50th, 60th, and 80th percentile; the percentile ranks 
below are imputed from the CUPA data, assuming a uniform distribution of 
salaries between the figures given, and are rounded to the nearest five. 

· WSU Pos i t i on 

President 

CUPA WSU 
code salary 

10 2 . 0 0 $1 0 9 , 50 0 

Provost 201.00 105,000 

Business Dean 214.00 105,000 

LAS Dean 213.00 82,400 

Engineering Dean 219.00 95,700 

VP Advancement 403.00 90,000 

Median Percentile 
salary rank 

$116,089 35th 

102,942 55th 

88,315 80th 

83,000 50th 

96,600 45th 

83,540 60th 

. 

• 

• 

• 
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Clark, 3/17/92, p. 5 

COMPARATIVE FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT WSU 

The Planning and Budget Conunittee does not have access to faculty salary 
comparisons for large comprehensive universities; all that is available 
is an average for all comprehensive universities. Comparing both WSU 
faculty salaries and WSU ac:tninistrative salaries against the same 
standard provides information about how well administrators are paid 
RELATIVE TO faculty, even though it does not provide an absolute 
standard for comparisons. The figures below compare WSU administrative 
salaries with the CUPA category ·All comprehensive" for the 1991-92 
year, and compare average WSU faculty salaries .with the "Comprehensive• 
category for the 1990-91 academic year. Faculty data are from Academe, 
March - April 1991 issue; percentile rank ranges are from the same 
source. The "comparable average salary" is the sample median salary for 
administrators, and the sample mean salary for faculty. 

Comparable 
CUPA wsu average Percent i 1 e 

WSU Position code sarary salary rank 

President 102.00 $109,500 $101,308 60th 

Provost 201.00 105,000 84,500 above 80th* 

Business Dean 214.00 105,000 77,509 above 80th* 

LAS Dean 213.00 82,400 72,900 75th 

Engineering Dean 219.00 95,700 84,800 75th 

VP Advancement 403.00 90,000 72,677 above 80th* 

Professors $51,200 $52,180 60-79th 

Associate professors 37,900 41,390 20-39th 

Assistant professors 32,800 34,160 40-59th 

Instructors 22,400 25,980 0-19th 

"Above 80th" percentile means substantially above the salary given 
by CUPA for the 80th percentile; there is no accurate way to 
estimate the percentile rank from the CUPA data. The 80th 
percentile figures for these positions are listed below. 

Provost: 80th percentile salary= $98,815 

Business Dean: 80th percentile salary= 91,800 

VP Advancement: 80th percentile salary= 84,540 
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FACULTY SENATE 

The Wichita State University 

Minutes of the Meeting of March 23, 1992 

NENBERS PRESEIT: Alexander, R. Amtrong, Bair, Bajaj, Behrnan, Bernhart, Billings, Brady, Burk, Caapbell, Cavarozzi, Christensen, Clark, 
Duell, Erickson, Farnmrth, Gosnan, Griffith, Gythiel, Hay, Horn, Hoyer, Hubbard, Jeffers, Kahn, Koppenhaver, Lee, Mandt, Martin, Masud, 
Merri1an, Muth, Paske, Perel, Rogers, Romig, Wherritt, Widener, Zytkow 
NENBERS ABSEIT: Allen;h+t'; Baxter, Benson, Bereaan, Carper, Carroll, Havley, Kitch, Murdock, Olivero, Parker, Parkhurst, Sethi, Sveney, 
Yeager 
GUESTS: Brunner, Zoller 

Su11my of Action Taken: Passed a 1otion to establish a Task Force to develop a Faculty Perception of Ad1inistration and Acade11ic Leadership 
Evaluations. 

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

II. INFORMAL PROPOSALS AND ST ATENENTS. 

III. 

There vill discussion of intentions of the program review. 

PRESIDENT'S REPORT 
A. There are three po !icy issues to report. 

1. There was clarification about vho will keep and vho will sign Federal conpliance doments, certification, etc. 
2. As of Fall, 1992, late registration will be one week long instead of two. Senator Duell asked if that applied 

to drops and adds. AVP Zoller said not to his knowledge. Senator Gos1an asked if we have a large nuaber of late adds now. Senator 
Rogers said it is very substantial and often foreign students. 

3. Since the Senate didn't take a formal position on the Mill Levy Budget, and the President didn't consult with the 
Budget and Planning Co1nittee, that co1111ittee did not take a for11al position. They 1ade the following recom1endations: 

a. They ca 11 upon the ad1inistrat ion to nake a long range plan of resources in the upcoming long range 
planning process. 

b. 
C. 

They recom1end avoiding long range shifts in the Mill Levy until Strategic Planning is done. 
Place a five-year 1oratorium on structures. 

B. Senator Griffith proposed the Budget Com1ittee reco11endations to the Board of Trustees be sent to City council and County 
Co1111issioners. President Mandt said the information needs to go to the Senate first. A vote could be taken next veek. Senator Lee 
said she agreed with Senator Griffith, but the Senate needs to see the reco111endations. President Mandt gave aruling of the chair. 
No act ion will be taken unt i 1 next week. 

C. President Mandt and President Elect Griffith attended the Board of Regents 11eeting. 
1. There ma proposal to lift the 1oratoriu1 to approve the Ph.D. in Educational Adninistration, and not to lift 
the noratoriun to consider the Ph.D. in Clinical Psychology until it can be fit into the scheme of the general planning of 
the university. 
2. The Board decided to hold hearings on the A.A.S. proposal. AVP Zoller said as soon as dates and place are known, 
we will be infor11ed. President Mandt said the other Regents school agreed to the proposal. Senator Masud asked if there 
were any fiscal considerations with the U.S. degree. President Mandt said he never heard of any large fiscal needs. The 
progru would pay for itself. 
3. The recomndations of the Task Force on Faculty Evaluation me held for next month. 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. Senator Bajaj said Provost Cottle and President Ar1strong were both listed as 1e1bers present. Only one is a 
11e1ber, and one should be listed as a guest. Senator Gosman noved to accept the minutes. Senator Rogers seconded. Motion passed . 

Senator Hoyer moved to go into the Co11ittee of the Whole. Senator Campbell seconded. 



• 

After rising fro1 the Co1111ittee of the •hole, Senator Hoyer 1oved (amended form of motion) that the Faculty Senate establish a task force to 
develop an instrument to acco11plish a Faculty Perception of Ad1inistrative and Acade1ic Leadership review of all Deans, Associate Vice 
Presidents, Vice Presidents and Presidents and to develop a procedure for involving all faculty in the unit ad11inistered and all faculty of the 
last five years by the person being reviewed. This procedure should include at a 11inim the reporting back to the constituency, the conpilation 
of the results of the survey and sending results to the next higher level. The Senate Executive Co11ittee is to bring the co1111ittee charge and 
the suggested 1e11bership to the Senate for ratification at the first Senate meeting folloving the final adoption of this 11otion. Senator Bair 
seconded. 

Senator Kahn 11oved the addition of the President. Senator Bair 11oved to add ' and faculty of the past five years. · Senator Merriman 11oved to 
add ' and then sent to the Provost' after the words ' results of the survey. · Senator Horn said it doesn't see• the Provost should be the place 
the survey should go. May it should be ' next level of ad1inistration. • Senator Hoyer accepted these as friendly a11end1ents. Senator Farnsworth 
asked it there m a legal proble11 in reporting back results of the survey to constituents. Senator Paske said he wanted to express his despair 
that we have to have such a 11otion. He was hoping with the new Provost we would be in a new era of faculty-ad1inistration relations. 

Senator Perel called the question. Senator Horn asked if the 1otion could be divided. Senator Hoyer said that was not acceptable. The 11otion 
passed 31 to 5. 

Senator Horn suggested appointing an ad1inistrator to the coanittee. Senator Campbell suggested Senator Lee. Senator B111ings suggested Senator 
Sweney. President Mandt said a 11e11ber of each faculty plus faculty with appropriate expertise would co1prise the co111ittee and asked for 
suggestions. Senator Merriman said she would like to suggest so11e faculty 11e11bers who are not of a survey 11ind set. 

Meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p1. 

Respectfully sub11itted 
Joyce Cavarozzi, Faculty Senate Secretary 
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Committee of the Whole 

March 23, "1992 

Presiding Vice President Clark introduced AVP Zoller to explain the background 
on Administrative Review. 

A. AVP Zoller said when Provost Cottle arrived and discussed 
Administrative Review, there was no on-going process. There was no 
regular pattern of review for Deans, Vice Presidents, etc. 
B. Provost Cottle suggested a process to: 

1. make certain every administrator was reviewed every year 
2. establish a systematic, more elaborate third year review 

C. Provost Cott le asked him to put together a committee to prepare a 
review process. 

1. Senator Gosman pointed out that a committee had started this 
work 1 ast year. 
2. AVP Zoller said the committee had discussed whether reviews 
should be signed or not. Some administrators think they should be 
confidential and signed. 

D. AVP Zoller and President Mandt met to discuss the make up of the 
committee. 
E. The Chair's perception survey and the faculty perception survey are 
from Gerald Graham. He has used them in several industries. They score 
what is actually true, what is ideally true. 
F. Inadvertently left out is an open ended survey. That would ask 
questions like "What would you like this administration to do more of?" 
"Less of?" "Leave the same?" 
G. Our hope is this approach to Administrative Review will be improved 
as time goes on. 

VP Clark said the Senate Executive Committee and the President have had 
discussions about this. President Mandt said in these discussions, the concerns 
are: 

1. In light of our institutional history, we need a regular review. 
2. Administrators need to be held accountable. 
3. Early on, with recommendation from the Definitions Committee, 
faculty wanted a joint committee to provide oversight. 

a. The administration said review-oversight role was not 
appropriate for the Senate or the Faculty. 

4. Administrators are accountable not only to their superiors but also 
to their faculty. These surveys do not cover this. This point was made 
to Provost Cottle, but the draft was not changed. What Deans are 
evaluated about are specific outcomes of the faculty in the · college. 
NotHing in these documents speak to methods used or if faculty are 
involved in setting outcomes. 

a. Senator Gosman said this was discussed, but this is difficult 
to do on an outcomes evaluation. The only way we can get anything 
else is to have a separate and distinct instrument to do this ~ 

Senator Hoyer said he had a motion to distribute. It would ask the Faculty 
Senate to establish a task for.ce to develop an instrument to accomplish a Faculty 
Perception of Administrative and Academic Leadership review. Senator Sweney said 
there are scientific based instruments for evaluations. Why are we trying to 
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reinvent the wheel? If we keep changing instruments, we can't get a norm base . 
Are we going to evaluate Deans? Or are Deans eliciting from us information to 
use for their own purposes? Faculty are professionals for whom the 
administration works. 

Senator Bair supported Senator Hoyer's ideas, but said she would like the same 
instruments sent to former professors who left in the last five years for their 
perceptions. 

Senator Erickson said he would like to suggest that the vote be a secret ballot. 
Senator Billings requested that Senator Sweney's expertise in this ares be used. 

Senator Rogers said he agreed with the general tenor of the remarks. Any faculty 
group working to develop ways of evaluation of administrators needs to articulate 
goals of what is expected. One of the things needed is an articulation of goals 
for Deans, and faculty articulation of goals for university. We have to move 
away from education and scholarship to numbers and the quantitative. 

Senator Gosman said he would like to support Senator Hoyer's position. He was 
on this committee when these issues were discussed. It was clear that the 
process was to evaluate people who reported to the Provost. This is a document 
designed for the Provost to use. We need to formulate questions for us. 

Senator Farnsworth pointed out the faculty did adopt a program for evaluating 
Deans in the mid 1970s. No instrument was available at the time, so the 
committee he was on made up an instrument from a variety of sources. It was 
shared with the Dean who shared with the faculty. We've had a policy that was 
faculty done in LAS. What happened to it? Senator Gosman said either it got 
lost or the Provost's committee didn't look at it. 

AVP Zoller asked what effect was evaluation having on leadership of Deans? 
Evaluations are to try to improve performance. In recent times he thinks they 
have had punitive evaluations. It is supposed to get at performance levels of 
Deans. Senator Paske said he chaired the last evaluation of Dean Thomas in LAS 
and it was not punitive. Faculty evaluations at the University level have not 
been taken seriously. The quality of evaluation is important. He expressed 
shock that a document of this quality would come from administration. 

Senator Lee said that when quality of assessment is looked at, more than outcomes 
is looked at. Why can't a Dean be held to a similar process as the faculty. In 
Tenure and Promotion there are operational standards . . There are none here. 

Senator Hoyer moved to rise and report. Senator Rogers seconded. Motion passed . 
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