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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

MEETING NOTICE: Monday, September 8, 1997 
Room 107 CH 3:30 p.m. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS: 
I. Call of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Statements and Proposals 

m. Approval of the Minutes 

IV. President's Report 

V. Committee Reports 
A. Rules Committee report - Elmer Hoyer, Chair 

VI. Old Business 

VII. New Business 
A. Distinguished Scholarship Invitational information- Jenny 

Chapman, Coordinator 
B. Vice President of Academic Affairs Bobby Patton 
C. Faculty Senate Webpage & Handbook for Faculty Webpage update -

Elmer Hoyer 

vm. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

William Terrell ·President 3220 Box 78 
Jean Eaglesfield Vice President 5073 Box 68 
Christopher Brooks Secretary 6194 Box 14 
Elmer Hoyer President Elect 6314 Box44 
Donna Hawley Past President 5724 Box 41 
ELECTED BY THE SENATE 

Deborah Baxter 3103 Box 53 
Tina Bennett 6694 Box 14 

APPOINTED BY THE PRESIDENT 
Donald Byrum 3551 Box67 
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Corrected 9/22/97 
FACULTY SENATE 

Minutes for the Faculty Senate Meeting of September 8, 1997 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Alagic, Armstrong, Bajaj, Baxter, Bennett, Benson, Born, Brooks, 
Burns, Byrum, Campbell, Celestin, Chandler, Cheraghi, Coffinan, DeLillo, DeSilva, Eaglesfield, 
Gythiel, Hawley, Hemans, Hoyer, Hughes, Huntley, Kraft, Mandt, Miller, Murphey, Naylor, 
Palmiotto, Papanicolaou, Pfannenstiel, Rokosz, Schommer, Sharp, Skinner, Stone, Swan, Talia, 
Terrell, Toops, Trechak, Yenne, York, Zettle 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Davis, Hill, Leavitt,--Millef, Rogers, Sutterlin, Woods 

SUMMARY OF ACTION: 
1. Confirmed the appointments of Roger Berger, Kathy Starke, & Roger Scudds to 

the Rules Committee. 

CALL TO ORDER: President Terrell called the meeting to order at 3 :30. 

INFORMAL STATEMENTS AND PROPOSALS: 
Senator JoLynne Campbell urged support of the annual "Race for Hunger" to be held October 3-4, 1997, and 
encouraged all senators to participate. Senator Kirk Lancaster reported on the No-Confidence vote rendered 
to the Committee for Programmatic Review at the recent LAS meeting. Senator Mandt cited the absence of 
members from that committee and the fact that the LAS meeting had no agenda for such a vote. Senator 
Lancaster's written response _to and summary of that LAS vote have been designated to appear as an appendix 
to these Minutes. Seantor Eaglesfield indicated that Library Journal support is in good shape and that 
cancellations are minimal. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
The Minutes for the May 12th (1996-97 Senate) meeting were questioned by Senator DeLillo concerning an 
omission from President Hughes' report. This is being checked via audiotape from that meeting. Senator 
Hoyer pointed out a scribal error in section ill. The minutes were amended and approved (Hoyer and 
Campbell). The Minutes for May 12th (1997-98 Senate) were approved. (Hoyer and Campbell) 

PRESIDENT'S REPORT: 
President Terrell reported that he had appointed Senator Byrum to the Executive Committee in part because 
Byrum is chair of the Faculty Senate Budget Committee and would serve as Terrell's representative at 
University Budget/Planning meetings. President Terrell reported on the Faculty Senate Web Page, the 
Handbook for Faculty Page, and also indicated the status of the Sexual Harassment and the Dismissal for 
Cause Policies as needing some touching up. President Terrell reported on the Board of Regents and 
said that there are four main issues, Program Review, Distance Learning, Intellectual Property 
Policy, & Program Approval process. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
RULES: Senator Hoyer presented the report of the Rules Committee nominating Roger 
Berger, Kathy Starke, and Roger Scudds as new members of the Rules Committee. The Senate Confirmed 
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the appointments. Hoyer also noted the Senate openings in the College of Education and in Health 
Professions and he and Senator Eaglesfield would meet with the Senators from those areas. · 

OLD BUSINESS: none 

NEW BUSINESS: 
Jenny Chapman appeared for DSI (Distinguished Scholarship Invitational) and asked for observers. 

She fielded Senator Baxter's request for a fixed date for the DSI competition. 
VPAA Bobby Patton reported on enrollment (up slightly) and reminded the Senate to wait until the 

20th-day numbers were in. Reports from the off-campus centers were good. Patton also indicated that the 
Phased Retirement Policy is in place and information is forthcoming. He indicated that the five new Task 
Forces recently formed were receiving numerous nominations for positions thereon. 

Senator Hoyer demonstrated the accessibility of the Senate Web Page and listed its components, 
including the Handbook for Faculty. 

Vice President Eaglesfield, assisted by Tom De Petro, demonstrated some of the Library systems 
on the Web, especially EBSCODOC, and pointed out the financial savings that stem from Web usage. 
Eaglesfield and De Petro also demonstrated First search and the GPO Government Document site. 

AS MAY ARISE. 

President Terrell adjourned the meeting at 4:45. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Christopher Brooks, Secretary 

(PLEASE NOTE: At the suggestion of Faculty Senate President William Terrell, 
the minutes for Faculty Senate.meetings during this academic year will be 
abbreviated for ease of reading.) 

.! 
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WICHITA SD\TE UNIVERSI1Y 
University Libraries 

HOW TO ACCESS AND USE EBSCODOC 

EbscoDoc: An Introduction 

EbscoDoc is a service that supplies documents Uoumal articles, conference papers, reports, etc.) for a fee. 
They have arrangements with publishers to make documents available quickly; EbscoDoc also uses major 
research libraries around the world. The Wichita State University Libraries are providing this service to all 
WSU faculty. EbscoDoc will provide access to journal articles and conference papers that the Library does 
not receive. You can search for documents and place orders from your office or home computer. The 
documents you request will be sent to your campus mailbox, office fax machine or electronically via ARIEL 
delivery (see below for more information). EbscoDoc also provides a current-awareness service, ALERT, 
which will automatically send tables of contents from journals you select to your e-mail account. 

Registration information 

To use EbscoDoc from your own computer, you need either a network or dial-up connection to the Internet 
and a World Wide Web browser, preferably Netscape, version 2.0. To get registered for EbscoDoc, you need 
to contact your subject librarian. He or she will come to your office and register you from your own 
computer. Your librarian will also provide some training and more information about EbscoDoc at that time. 
You will have a user name and password that will allow you to access EbscoDoc, search for documents and 
place orders. 

More information about the EbscoDoc databases 

In addition to providing documents, EbscoDoc offers three databases that you can search. The EBSCO 
Publishing Masterfile is the smallest of the three databases and contains journals and periodicals of general 
interest. Inside Information includes over 10,000 of the most commonly requested journals from the British 
Library. This collection offers excellent coverage of scientific and technical fields. The third database, 
Inside Conferences, offers 15,000 conference proceedings that the British Library receives. You can search 
keywords from the article titles, authors, and journal titles. For more information on searching, please see 
the handout "Using EbscoDoc to Find Documents." 

Delivery options and information 

You can choose to receive documents by first class mail, fax or ARIEL. ARIEL is a mechanism for sending 
information electronically via the Internet. A document is scanned into a computer creating a file which is 
sent to a computer at the receiving site. Then the document is printed using a high quality laser printer. All 
the text and graphics are reproduced. If you choose to have documents sent via ARIEL, they will be received 
and printed in the WSU Interlibrary Loan office and sent to you through campus mail. Most documents are 
received in a week or less using any of the delivery methods. 

• Link to WSU Libraries' Holdings 

If your search retrieves items from a journal that is held by the WSU Libraries, you will see a note that says 
Held Locally and gives the call number and a link to a screen that shows the Libraries' holdings. 

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 67260·0068 Telephone: (316) 689-3595 



STEPS FOR LOGGING ON AND USING EBSCODOC 

1. Point your browser to http://www.ebscodoc.com and click on the Logan icon. 
2. On the Logon screen, enter your user name and password (they are not case-sensitive) and click the 
Logan button. 
3. Your name and the WSU logo should appear on this screen. Click on the Directory button and you are 
on the EbscoDoc Main Directory page. 
4. From here, you can access the Document Delivery Functions or Ebscodoc Alert. 

DOCUMENT DELIVERY FUNCTIONS 
Choose this option to place orders for items for which you already have a citation, to search for documents 
or to browse tables of contents to find articles of interest. There are a number of different ways to place 
orders. 

Search databases and order documents online: 
- Choose this option when you are looking for articles about a topic or by a particular author 
-- You can search any or all of the databases (EBSCO Publishing Masterfile, Inside Information, 

Inside Conferences) by keyword or author 
- For more instruction on how to search, see the handout 'Using EbscoDoc to Find Documents' 

Browse EbscoDoc Alert journals: 
- Choose this option when you want to search for journals rather than individual articles 
- You can browse the tables of contents of journals and order articles from there 
- You can also select tables of contents to receive electronically 

Citation entry screens: 
- Choose this option when you .have a citation in hand 
- Select the type of document ( conference paper, journal article, report or standard) 
- Enter as much information as you have in the spaces on the form 

EBSCODOC ALERT 
Choose this option to select which tables of contents you want to receive by e-mail, fax or mail or to 
establish search profiles for automated searching and retrieval. 

Choose Tables of Contents to receive 
- Search for journal titles, then select "ADD" to receive tables of contents in your e-mail whenever 

a new issue is published 

Establish search profiles 
- Enter keywords or phrases or authors to define your profile; each time the EBSCODOC database 

is updated, you will receive a list of articles that match your profile 
- Please see 'Using EbscoDoc to find documents' for more information on how to set up profiles 

Troubleshooting information , 
Many problems with the screens in Netscape can be fixed by pressing the RELOAD button or using the 
.BACK button and then clicking on th~ link again. Sometimes it helps to access the site in the early mornings 
or evenings. Jf you have questions concerning a document order, please call EbscoDoc at ( 415) 259-5000 . 
or send email to: wsucsv@ebscodoc:com. Customer service is available from 8 am to 8 pm Central ~me·. 

Prepared by Mary Anthes, August, 1996 (Revised November, 1996) 
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I would like to make some comments about the motion we are going to vote on . 

This is a vote of no confidence on the performance of the committee, not a vote 
of no confidence on the individual committee members. The committee 
members I know are all good University citizens. I have no doubts that the 
members I don't know ·are also good people. Bear this distinction in mind. It is 
of the utmost importance. 

This committee was formed in the Summer of '96 in a very discrete manner. In 
my opinion it was formed for a very specific reason - to give a plausible 
appearance of faculty·support to cuts the administration wanted to make in 
selected programs. In my opinion, the committee was pretty much told what its / 7 
conclusions were to be. It did not consult openly with the faculty. ' 

The first report of this committee had the appearance of a term paper put 
together at 4 am to meet a mid semester deadline. It became the but of faculty 
jokes. Affected departments replied with rebuttals which tore it apart. I cannot 
comment on statements made with regards other departments. However, I 
know enough to comment on statements made about the Chemistry Dept. The 
major, and funniest, indictment of the Chemistry Dept was that the future of 
the Ph.D. program was questionable because it was uncertain that funding 
could be secured to renovate McKinley Hall. This caused some head 
scratching because Governor Graves had just visited WSU a short time 
previously to publicly sign _a bill that secured about 12 million dollars to 
renovate McKinley Hall. It was on television and in all the newspapers. Now 
maybe you did not catch all of this when it happened. Lets face it - what do you 
care about the Chemistry Department. However, you were not on the 
presidents select committee. You were not tasked with shaping the future 
history of this whole university. 

The committee resurfaced some time later with its second and final report, a 
masterpiece of factual discussion. This second report relied heavily on a 
numerical comparison of WSU departments with others itemized in a study 
just completed by the University of Delaware. The position of the committee 
was that grant income to a graduate program had to rise within a few years to 
the fiftieth percentile or the program should be canned. That is a bit like 
reports you read in the newspaperihat below average teachers should be fired. 
I guess 50o/o of us should just pack up and move out . 

. - ·- ---~- -··"· 
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More seriously, the committee did not compare dollar figures for .institutional 
support of graduate programs. Obviously, on average, the more money the 
University gives to run a program, the more able it will be to draw in external 
cash. WSU would rank near the very bottom on such a comparison. 

Also, the committee did not compare salaries. Obviously, the more you pay 
your faculty, the more likely you are to hire and retain people who can bring in 
money. WSU would rank near the very bottom on such a comparison. 

Finally, we got hold of the Delaware study for ourselves. The figures were 
studied and it was found.that a committee distinguished enough to shape the 
future of this University can't do simple arithmetic. Their numbers were all 
wrong. Given the low salaries and low level of institutional support, graduate 
programs at WSU came out looking pretty good. We should, all of us, be proud 
of the job we h~ been doing with such limited support. 

; 

To recap, we are voting on what we think of a couple of silly committee 
reports, not on what we thiilk of the committee members. In my opinion, we 
~ -giving our opinion on what we, the faculty, think of a growing trend in 
Universities across ~he colllltry, of using directed, mostly isolated select faculty 
committees to achieve a plausible impression of a fictional faculty consensus / (I) 
which just happens to agree with what an administration wants to do anyway. 

Thanks for your patience . 

, ... ,_ -· ' ' 
~~~ .,,;, .;, .• ~·,,$,\_ ;.-~ .. l ' - ,.'«.,·~~~ ~" ' ' 
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TO: LAS faculty 
FROM: Professor Kirk Lancaster, Mathematics and Statistics 

At the last LAS College meeting, a motion was made ( and seconded) regarding the report of the 
President's Ad Hoc Committee for Programmatic Review (hereafter referred to as the "Greenberg 
committee" after its chairperson). After some discussion, the Faculty decided to adjourn because 
of the lateness of the hour and the unfamiliarity of faculty members with the report. Now that 
the summer has passed, I am requesting that the LAS Faculty either 

(a) discuss the Greenberg report and approve a motion expressing the sentiment of the 
College Faculty at this meeting or 

(b) approve a motion requesting a special meeting of the College, to be held in 
September, to discuss the Greenberg report and act as the Faculty wishes. 

I have two concerns with respect to the Greenberg report. These are: 
1. The committee's report may represent a precedent with which the Faculty is not 

comfortable; presenting our evaluation of this report may be particularly 
important in light of the fact that President Hughes has indicated that the reports 
of additional ad hoc committees ( e.g. the "Tony Ross committee") will be released 
this semester. 

2. The committee's report is flawed . 
After the Greenberg committee released its preliminary report, Dean Glenn-Lewin released a 
College response; this response raised a number of excellent points. A particularly important 
observation with regard to the committee's charge was: 

"The charge to the Committee had three parts. The part relevant to our current 
conversation is "In the event of continuing decline in enrollment, to make 
recommendations regarding academic program discontinuance or enhancement. .. " This is 
an unambiguously clear focus on financial savings. This intention is confirmed by 
conversation with some individual members of the Committee." 

I wish now to expand on the concerns which I mentioned above. 

CONCERN 1: The use of ad hoc committees, at least in the case of the Greenberg committee, 
appears to have the effect of bypassing existing University governance procedures. For example, 
the April 23 final report of the Greenberg committee recommends the elimination of the Masters 
program in Political Science; this report states (page 11): 

"This program was suspended as a result of the 1992 Program Review process and 
brought back from suspension by the Graduate Council in 1995. The Committee believes 
that was a premature decision and that the resources necessary to restore vitality to the 
program are better spent in other ways. In making this recommendation the Committee .is 
concerned about the chronic low scholarly productivity of the faculty." 

The Graduate Council is also concerned about low scholarly productivity (and not just in 
Political Science); in fact, the Graduate Council is responsible for overseeing all graduate 
programs. However, in its report the President's Ad Hoc committee has decided to bypass the 

I 
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Council and impose its own judgment; in addition, it has strayed from its charge, which is to 
focus on financial savings, and made recommendations based on its view of the scholarly record 
of a department. The committee's opinion of the scholarly productivity of the Gerontology 
faculty, rather than financial savings, caused it to recommend the termination of this program 
(page 12). (Other academic programs recommended for termination are: Russian (pages 11-12), 
Art Education (pages 13-14), and 3D arts (page 14).) 

A fundamental principle in academia is that of peer review. It is certainly appropriate for an 
university committee to examine, for example, a history department by obtaining evaluations of 
that department by knowledgeable historians and then considering these evaluations in light of 
any other appropriate factors. The Greenberg report, however, sets a precedent for judging 
· departments without obtaining any peer evaluations. In the Greenberg report, we have faculty 
from Physics, Art and Design, the Library, History, Education, Psychology, Nursing, 
Accountancy, Mechanical Engineering, and Sociology judging, for example, Ph.D. programs in 
chemistry, communicative disorders and sciences, and mathematics, masters programs in 
biology, geology, and political science, and recommending the creation of a "School of Science" 
joining biology, chemistry, geology, and physics, all without any peer review and apparently 
without any consideration of the negative consequences. (In this vein, consider the following 
comments under Natural Science from the College response to the preliminary report of the 
Greenberg committee: 

• 

"If there are savings or efficiencies to be gained in the natural sciences, we need also to 
look at impacts on enrollments, program quality, and extramural funding. Especially if 
changes endanger or affect extramural funding, what appears to be cost savings can tum • 
into losses of income as well. This is because all sciences, here and elsewhere, know, or 
should know, that their quality and success depend upon outside funding. This is true not 
only for research, but for education as well, and it is the case that extramural funding has 
been very important to our science program." ) 

><(' CONCERN 2: The Greenberg report has several flaws. 

(a) The report claims to have compared the level of "external support per faculty 
member" in W.S.U. Ph.D. programs with "the national average level of support of the 
corresponding doctoral programs reported in the University of Delaware study." There are two 
problems with this statement. First, as a reading of the Delaware study makes clear (and my 
phone conversation with a staff member at Delaware confirmed), the Delaware study has no data 
on external support. In the definitions of terms in the Delaware study occurs the following: 

and 

"Research: This category includes all funds expended for activities specifically organized 
to produce research outcomes and commissioned by an agency either external to the 
institution or separately budgeted by an organizational unit within the institution. Report 
total research expenditures only. It is not necessary to disaggregate costs for this 
category." (page 6) 

"Respondents at institutions with interdisciplinary research and service "Centers" should 
make every attempt to disaggregate expenditures in those centers on a pro rata basis to • 
component disciplines/departments. For those institutions with separate foundations for 
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handling external research and service contracts and grants, funds processed by those 
foundations to departments/disciplines should be included." 

As a May 29, 1997 memo from Associate Vice President Loper, in response to a request by 
several members of the faculty, notes "The numerator of the ratio" (ofresearch dollars to FTE) 
"is research expenditures for FY95, as opposed to grant awards. The value of the numerator 
alone appears nowhere in the Delaware report." One might applaud the faculty of a department 
which produces good research while having low research expenditures as being efficient and 
highly motivated. The second problem with the statement is the use of the words "corresponding 
doctoral programs." At first glance, this might seem to mean Ph.D. programs at Doctoral II 
institutions. However, this actually means that, for a particular discipline, its Ph.D: program is 
compared to the average of all of the Ph.D. programs in that discipline included in the Delaware 
study; these include Ph.D. programs at Auburn, Duke University, Georgia Tech., Oklahoma 
State, Texas A & M, Univ. Iowa, Univ. Maryland, Univ. Wisconsin, etc. 

(b) All of the Delaware data is based on a "snapshot" (FY95). A one-year look at any 
program or university is probably not completely reliable. 

(c) As Dr. Loper's memo notes, a more appropriate ratio than that used in the Greenberg 
report of research expenditures to FTE for relatively new Ph.D. programs is research 
expenditures divided by the number of faculty authorized to chair doctoral dissertations, since 
these faculty would participate in research and contribute to research expenditures. Based on 
this, he computed research dollars per FTE as 

Chemistry $61,576 
Mathematics $18,975 
Psychology $4,762. 

Notice that, based on this approach, the ratio for mathematics exceeded the goal of $13,986 set 
by the Greenberg committee while the ratios for chemistry and psychology were closer to the 
goals of $76,848 and $20,830 respectively set by the committee. 
Since I am most familiar with mathematics, I hope you will indulge me while I comment on 
research funding in mathematics. The National Science Foundation is the primary source of 
external research funding in mathematics. In looking at the National Science Foundation 
homepage last May, I discovered that of the twelve Doctoral II institutions included in the 
Delaware study which have Ph.D. programs in mathematics, the W.S.U. mathematics department 
was third in the amount of total money awarded by the (N.S.F.) Division of Mathematical 
Sciences. These facts seem to indicate that a problem with the level of research expenditures per 
FTE in mathematics at W.S.U. is only a matter of perception. Considering their success in 
attracting external funding, I feel comfortable in making the same comment for most of the 
sciences, including chemistry. 

I recommend that the Faculty of the College o~Liberal Arts and Sciences approve a motion of no 
confidence in the report of the President's Ad Hoc Committee for Programmatic Review . 

... 
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