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AGENDA 

Faculty Senate 
The Wichita. State University 

Room 126 CH 

Meeting Notice: Monday, April 13, 1992 

Order of Business 

I. Ca 11 i ng of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

III. President's report 

IV. Approval of Minutes 

V. Committee Reports 

3:30 p.m. 

(a) Library/MRC Committee report on film and tape library 
(postponed from meeting of March 30; see green attachment ) 

(b) Annual report of Scholarship and Student Aid Committee 
(blue attachment) 

(c) Annual report of Court of Academic Appeals (canary attachment) 

VI. Executive Session (Senate members only) 

VII. As May Arise. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

A~ J. Mandt, President 3125 
James Clark, Vice President 3220 
Joyce Cavarozzi, Secretary 3541 
Kathryn Griffith, President Elect 3165 
Albert Gosman, Elected by Senate 3402 
Robert Wherritt, Elected by Senate 3160 
Anneke Allen, Appointed by 

Senate President 3120 
David Alexander, Past President 3190 

Box 74 
Box 78 
Box 53 
Box 17 
Box 35 
Box 33 

Box 51 
Box 32 
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TO: Faculty Senate 
FROM: S~holarship. and St':1dent __ Aid Committee L>C 

Diane Quantic, cha1r~u. , -~ L"--·'--·. ---- ~ 
Members: Linda Bakken~Carla Lee, Tim Nohr, Tim Lause 

and Larry Rector 
March 31, 1992 

This year, we invited Glenn Lygrisse, Director of Admissions and Marty 
Shawver, Acting Academic Vice-President for Enrollment Services, to sit 
on the committee as non-voting members. Their direct participation 
facilitated the committee's involvement in a number of changes in 
scholarship and student aid policies and procedures. 
At our first meeting in September, we outlined three concerns: 

1. the need for periodic faculty workshops to facilitate 
coordination of college and department scholarships with 
federai financial aid policies; · 

2. the distribution of county mill levy and endowment funds for 
scholarships, particularly the Distinguished Scholarship 
Competition (DSC); 

3. the re-design of the DSC. 

During the year, we have acted on all of these concerns: 
We sponsored a faculty workshop on March 4. Glenn Lygrisse and Larry 

Rector outlined policies and procedures in admissions and financial 
planning that impact college and department-level awards . 

Carla Lee initiated discussion of the need for graduate-level 
scholarships, to be funded from mill levy funds. We met with Dean 
Tilford to begin exploring graduate student needs. 

We participated in discussions that led to changes in scholarship 
selection procedures. This year, instead of a one-day DSC in 
February, students who met GPA and Ac:r score guidelines were 
offered $1,000, $750, $500 or $250 upon acceptance into the 
university. The best qualified of these students were then invited 
to the Distinguished Scholarship Invitational (DSI). These changes 
have resulted in broader and more equitable distribution of mill 
levy and endowment scholarship funds. 

[See attached description and summary.] 

In addition, to these anticipated concerns, we considered these issues: 
We voted our support for an SGA proposal for international scholarships 

to be funded by SGA (we were not informed whether or not this was 
adopted) 

We continued our review of policies and procedures in financial aids and 
admissions in our collective attempt to comprehend the complexities 
of scholarships, recruitment and recognition. 

We requested faculty participation in the discussion of scholarship 
requests for the upcoming Centennial Campaign. 

A personal note and some recommendations: 
This is the third and last year of my latest t enure on this 

committee. Over the past ten years or so, on this committee and in other 
settings, I have discussed these issues over and over. Scholarship 
continues to be one of my concerns as a WSU faculty member, but I do not 
believe that it is an important concern for most faculty. It should be. 



Students should be a primary concern for us as educators, and 
scholarships and student aid are important elements in the students' 
lives at WSU. Based on these concerns, I respectfully make these 
observations ·and recommendations to the this Faculty Senate and to the 
1992-93 Scholarship and Student Aid Committee: 

1. Scholarship money at WSU is managed wisely. Money goes where it 
should go--to the appropriate accounts and to qualified students. In our 
continuing discussions with Larry Rector, we have examined the 
university's scholarship and student aid policies and procedures from 
every angle. 

2. Too much scholarship money sits idly unawarded. In some 
colleges, as much as 30% of the money is awarded after the start of the 
school year. Thia year, the Office of Financial Planning and Student Aid 
has started providing colleges with monthly "Scholarship Update 
Summaries. " If these are distributed within the colleges to those 
involved in the awarding of scholarships, perhaps more of the idle money 
will be available to students. Thia should continue to be a high 
priority for all those involved in the awarding of scholarships. 

3. As faculty, we should be actively involved in the awarding of 
scholarships: we should be aware of department and college-level 
scholarships and financial aid resources and we should inform students 
of these r .esources. We should help disseminate information to all 
qualified students; we should recommend qualified students for 
department and college awards; we should inform students of scholarship 
procedures. 
Specifically, to the Scholarship and Student Aid Committee, I leave 
these suggestions: 

1. Sponsor a workshop every year or two, with more emphasis on 
exploring ways to more efficiently coordinate awards across the 
university. People involved in the awarding of scholarships from 
departments and colleges and university offices need to exchanges ideas 
and information. The delicate balancing act that enables us to award as 
much money as possible to as many students as possible requires 
communication and coordination. Workshops should focus on effective 
disbursement methods, and ways that scholarships can enhance minority 
recruitment and support the non-traditional students. 

2. Work with Larry Rector and other administrators to develop a 
faculty handbook on scholarship and student aid, outlining policy and 
procedures for those directly involved in making scholarship awards. 

3. Continue to discuss the need for graduate scholarships from mill 
levy and/or other funding sources with Dean Tilford and other interested 
persona. 

4.Continue to be aware of developments and involved in planning 
changes in scholarship and student aid. 

Finally, I want to commend the committee members for their careful 
and conscientious work this year, especially Tim La.use, who contributed 
good ideas and careful minutes until an accident ended his term 
prematurely. We have missed him this semester. The student member of the 
committee was informed of all meetings, but never appeared. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

:l 
ffl 

·-~ 
The 

Wichita 
State University 

Departmen1 oi . .\dministration oi Jus1ke 

April 1, 1992 

WSU Faculty Senate 

Wayne Dunning, Chair, Court of Academic Appeals 

SUBJECT: Annual Report 

Names of Committee Members: 

Faculty members (and terms as of Fall, 1991, to the best of my knowl
edge): 

3 year term: Don Malzahn 
3 year term: Wayne Dunning (alternate) 
2 year term: Mary Conrad 
2 year term: Betty Sullivan (alternate) 
1 year term: Rebecca Schreiner 
1 year term: Bert Smith (alternate) 

Student members: 

Veronica Williams 
Karla Radke 
Larry Easley (graduate alternate) 
Barbara Hetzel (graduate alternate) 
Esam Mohammad (undergraduate alternate) 
Shad Rockstad (undergraduate alternate) 

Number of meetings, since the last annual report: 11. One meeting for organ
izational purposes, and 10 for hearing cases. 

[l] In a physical science course, the student was (apparently) complaining 
that she was expected to be able to apply theoretical principles to the solu
tion of problems. Her personal method of solving problems was to memorize 
similar problems and substitute the new data. The Court found no merit in 
this complaint. The student also complained that the professor did not spell 
out in advance exactly what would be covered on each quiz, while admitting 
that there was no theoretical material on the quizzes that had not been cov
ered in the class or the text. The Court did recommend a written syllabus for 
the course, but denied the appeal, 3-1 • 
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(2) A grade was appealed because the final examination scores were "factored" 
(given extra points because the instructor thought the scores were lower than 
they should have been). Had any other tests been factored, the student 
thought she would have received a higher grade; and if one test had been 
factored, all should have been factored. The Court did not favor factoring, 
but calculated that the student's grade would have been the same with or 
without factoring; the appeal was therefore denied. 

(3) From the same course as above but heard separately, the student also 
complained of factoring the final examination, and that the laboratory grade 
was not considered in the final grade. The Court calculated that even if the 
laboratory grade was 100%, and had been included in the final grade, the grade 
received would have been the same. Separately, the Court suggested a number 
of clarifications for the syllabus, and that the syllabus be viewed more as a 
contract and better followed by the instructor. 

[4] The student appealed on the basis that her understanding of one sentence 
in the syllabus was not the same as the professor's understanding and inten
tion, leading to a lower grade than expected. The Court agreed that the one 
sentence could be interpreted in two different ways, but found that later 
sentences should have clarified the matter, or at least have inspired the 
student to ask questions and seek explanation. In consideration of that, and 
after analyzing the various scores received, the appeal was denied. 

• 

[SJ A student on final probation was permitted to take one course during the 
summer, and if he received at least a B, he would be allowed to remain in 
school; he received an F. After the Court denied this appeal, 3-1, the stu-
dent later appealed directly to me as the new chair. I therefore studied the • 
appeal material in detail. At least 10 issues were raised, and U.S. Supreme 
Court decisions were included as part of the documentation. The student 
appealed to me that the Court had completely misunderstood his case, and had 
completely overlooked a major point -- a point that had never been mentioned 
in his original appeal. I concluded that his case (previously unmentioned 
point and all) was almost all smoke and mirrors, worthy of Washington DC's 
best, and that his F was an accurate assessment of his performance in the 
course. 

(6) Three students appealed grades of F received on the basis of the profes
sors assessment of their cheating. While the Court does not minimize the 
charge of cheating, nor find any fault with the penalties allowed and as
sessed, we were very much unsatisfied with the level of proof. Our unanimous 
conclusion was that this case represented only a perception of cheating, and 
that the available evidence simply did not support the failing grades. The 
students were cautioned, however, to avoid even the appearance of impropriety. 

(7) The appeal of a foreign student was based partly on what he perceived to 
be an ethnic or racist remark made by the professor while explaining the 
student's grade. The Court agreed that the remark was unfortunate, but after 
examining the student's papers and examinations, concluded that the grade 
received was the grade earned. The professor has apologized for the remark . 

2 
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(8) The student's original appeal was based on a claim of inaccurate attend
ance records, and improper grading of some examination questions. He request
ed a change from F to C based on these two areas. At the hearing, the test 
grading was very much de-emphasized, which was just as well since his answers 
were clearly wrong. Other than examination scores, the professor's records of 
attendance had placed the student just below a grade border. The student's 
documentation of his attendance was sufficient for the Court to find in his 
favor and change his grade to a D. 

[9] The student's appeal was based on four factors: (1) He felt frustrated 
because of the amount of time he had spent on the course versus the grade 
received; (2) He had a very busy overall schedule; (3) He had a problem with 
anxiety or "freezing" during examinations; and (4) The material on the exami
nations was not presented in exactly the same fashion as in the text or notes. 
While the Court was not unsympathetic, we did not find any (or all) of the 
above to be a satisfactory or sufficient reason to change a grade. 

[10] Nine students appealed their grades on the basis of confusion, stress, 
anxiety and uncertainty caused by the tornado warnings during final examina
tions in May, 1991. Although the official WSU tornado policy at the time did 
not cover examinations, and although the students were given the opportunity 
in the fall to retake the final, the Court found that the better wisdom for 
the faculty member would have been to dismiss the students, and either re
schedule the final or compute the final grade on the basis of work already 
done. Accordingly, we recalculated grades on the basis of the students' 
previous work, and eight of the nine had their grades increased • 

At the time of this writing, there are cases to be heard from four students. 

Recommendation(s): I know of no reason why Senate time should be scheduled for 
a discuss i on; however, I am certainly not adverse to it, if it is thought 
necessary. I have no recommendations, policy proposals, or issues for future 
discussion. 

For the court, 

3 
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April 13, 1992 

Informal statement to the Faculty Senate: 

I would like to express my uneasiness regarding the recent 
distribution to the general faculty of the reports from the Senate 
Planning and Budget Committee. In the absence of the full context 
of the Faculty Senate discussions of these reports, they may not be 
as meaningful as they may appear, and may, in some instances, be 
misleading. For example, included in the packet of reports is 
Senator Kahn's analysis of Margin of Excellence Increases for 1990-
91. Members of the Senate may remember that after Senator Kahn's 
presentation to the Senate, I asked him if he had looked at 
comparable information for 1989-90 and what were his conclusions 
from that information. He replied simply that he had looked at it 
and that faculty had fared better. It would seem to me that in 
order to gain a more thorough understanding of "who got what" that 
the 1989-90 information should have been presented. Also, the 
comparisons with KU and KSYrthat were presented may be misleading 
as definitions of what cons~tutes "faculty" may differ from campus 
to campus. For example, it is my understanding that the category 
of "faculty" at KSU includes Deans and Associate Deans. WSU counts 
these positions as "administrative". It is also appears that the 
choice of type of comparison institution varies from report to 
report. For example, while the appropriate comparison institutions 
for Dr. Kahn's purposes were KSU and KU (classified as "Doctoral" 
level institutions) , when Dr. Kitch presented her report on 
administrative salary levels, the appropriate comparison group was 
considered to be "Comprehensive" universities (a lower 
classification). I believe that the group that is used for 
comparison purposes should remain constant through any set of 
reports. Other potential problems with the informatiqn could be 
cited. 

The general faculty needs to be aware that these reports may 
not necessarily provide a full or accurate picture of "reality". 
Because of my concern, I hereby request that the Senate Off ice 
distribute this statement to the general faculty. I also request 
that the full text of this statement be included in the minutes of 
the Senate. Thank you. 

Nancy Bereman 

i;. 
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FACULTY SENATE 

The Wichita State University 

Minutes of the Meeting of April 13, 1992 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Alexander, R. Armstrong, Bair, Bajaj, Baxter, Behrman, Benson, 
Bereman, Bernhart, Billings, Burk, Campbell, Carroll, Cavarozzi, Clark, 
Daugherty, Duell, Erickson, Gosman, Griffith, Gythiel, Hawley, Hay, Horn, Hoyer, 
Jeffers, Kahn, Kitch, Koppenhaver, Lee, Mandt, Masud, Merriman, Muth, Parkhurst, 
Paske, Perel, Rogers, Romig, Sweney, Wherritt, Widener, Zytkow 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Allen, Brady, Carper, Christensen, Farnsworth, Hubbard, Martin, 
Murdock, Olivero, Parker, Sethi, Yeager 
GUESTS: Quantic, Wood 

Summary of Action Taken: 
1. The report from Scholarship and Student Aid Committee was accepted. 

2. The motion to distribute Senator Bereman's informal statement to the 
general faculty failed. 

I. CALL OF THE MEETING TO ORDER. President Mandt called the meeting to order 
at 3:30 pm. 

II. INFORMAL PROPOSALS AND STATEMENTS . 
Senator Bereman distributed an informal statement to the Faculty Senate 

regarding reports from the Planning and Budget Committee. 
Senator Duell circulated a petition. There is a company in California 

distributing playing cards for young people featuring 'mass murderers'. She 
urged Senators to sign the petition protesting this. 

Senator Benson said he has copies of the Constitution of the U.S. for 
anyone who wants them. 

III. PRESIDENT'S REPORT. 
President Mandt received immediately before the meeting a memo from Provost 

Cottle on the Non- College Degree proposal. Only a few words need to be cleaned 
up. In the meeting with President Armstrong he was informed that the Senate 
President will teach half time beginning with President Griffith. 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. 
Senator Gosman moved to approve the minutes of March 2. Senator Campbell 

seconded. Minutes of March 2 approved. The minutes of March 16 were corrected 
to read SPTE : Senator Hoyer moved to approve as corrected. Senator Sweney 
seconded. The minutes of March 16 were approved as corrected. 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS. 
Attachment A. Scholarship and Student Aid Committee was held over from 

the March 30, 1992 meeting . 
Senator Duell asked· what was the rational in changes in Scholarship Day. 

Professor Quantic, Chair, said that money is given late in the year with 
everything focused on one day. Students were excluded, so the change was made 
from competition to invitational. Senator Bair asked if minority students were 
taken into account in the process. Professor Quantic said grades and ACT were 



used, then broader categories were used. There is a designated pool of money for • 
minorities. Senator Widener asked that the new procedures be made available. 
Professor Quantic said she would be glad to have them distributed. She 
emphasized that these are merit scholarships, and there is another category for 
need. 

Attachment Band C were submitted for information and consideration and 
needed no action. 

Senator Rogers moved to accept the reports from the committees with 
appreciation for their work. Senator Bereman seconded. The motion passed. 

Senator Daugherty said that in reference to the Library report, she would 
like to state that periodicals are oxidizing. Unless they are preserved very 
soon, this material will be lost. She urged that the Library do something about 
it. 

Senator Bereman asked for consent to introduce an item out of order. She 
moved that her informal statement be distributed to the general faculty. Senator 
Muth seconded. Senator Kahn offered an amendment to include his response to the 
memo. Senator Perel seconded. Senator Horn asked for a summary of what was 
proposed. Senator Bereman said there had been~ great deal of discussion about 
these salary reports. She believed the general faculty didn't have a context 
within which the reports were written. Comparisons were made one way in one 
report, and another way in another. report. Senator Romig said that the 
Administrative and Faculty Salary comparisons were not discussed in the Senate. 
Senator Rogers moved the question on'the amendment. Senator Perel seconded. The 
amendment passed. Senator Perel moved the question. Senator Rogers seconded. 
The motion failed, 21 to 15. 

Senator Bereman requested faculty addresses in order to distribute the memo • 
herself. Senator Kahn said he would share the costs with Senator Bereman. 

The Senate moved into Executive Session. 

VI. The Senate moved from Executive Session. President Mandt adjourned the 
Senate at 5:00 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joyce Cavarozzi, Secretary 

• • 
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April 13, 1992 

Informal statement to the Faculty Senate: 

I would like to express my uneasiness regarding the recent 
distribution to the general faculty of the reports from the Senate 
Planning and Budget Committee. In the absence of the full context 
of the Faculty Senate discussions of these reports, they may not be 
as meaningful as they may appear, and may, in some instances, be 
misleading. For example, included in the packet of reports is 
Senator Kahn's analysis of Margin of Excellence Increases for 1990-
91. Members of the Senate may remember that after Senator Kahn's 
presentation to the Senate, I asked him if he had looked at 
comparable information for 1989-90 and what were his conclusions 
from that information. He replied simply that he had looked at it 
and that faculty had fared better. It would seem to me that in 
order to gain a more thorough understanding of "who got what" that 
the 1989-90 information should have been presented. Also, the 
comparisons with KU and KSYrthat were presented may be misleading 
as definitions of what cons~tutes "faculty" may differ from campus 
to campus. For example, it is my understanding that the category 
of "faculty" at KSU includes Deans and Associate Deans. WSU counts 
these positions as "administrative". It is also appears that the 
choice of type of comparison institution varies from report to 
report. For example, while the appropriate comparison institutions 
for Dr. Kahn's purposes were KSU and KU (classified as "Doctoral" 
level institutions) , when Dr. Kitch presented her report on 
administrative salary levels, the appropriate comparison group was 
considered to be "Comprehensive" universities (a lower 
classification). I believe that the group that is used for 
comparison purposes should remain constant through any set of 
reports. Other potential problems with the informatiqn could be 
cited. 

The general faculty needs to be aware that these reports may 
not necessarily provide a full or accurate picture of "reality". 
Because of my concern, I hereby request that the Senate Off ice 
distribute this statement to the general faculty. I also request 
that the full text of this statement be included in the minutes of 
the Senate. Thank you. 

Nancy Bereman 
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