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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: September 24, 1984, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 PM. 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

III. Approval of the minutes for the meeting of 
September 10, 1984 (Vol. XXL, No. 2). 

IV. New Business: 

V. Adjournment 

Informational Item: Salary Regression Equation 

Discussion of Notice of Appointment Letters 
(See Attachments A and B) 

A. Statement on General Faculty Petition 

B. Retyped November '83 resolution 
regarding contracts 
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A PETITION TO PLACE A MOTION BEFORE 
THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY: 

ATTACHMENT A 
To agenda 9-24-84 

RESOLVED: That the Faculty of Wichita State University calls for the 
revision of notice of appointment letters for members of the faculty, 
such revision to make them consistent with the terms proposed by the 
University Senate's Resolution of November 1983, and with the notices 
of appointment issued to the faculties of the University of Kansas and 
Kansas State University. Draft revisions should be developed by an ad 
hoc committee composed as follows: the President or his representatives; 
representatives of the University Senate, appointed by the Agenda 
Committee; representatives of the WSU Chapter of the American Association 
of University Professors, appointed by its Executive Connnittee. 
Revisions should be presented to the Senate for approval and adoption 
no later than March 1, 1985 • 
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ATTACHMENT B 
To agenda 9-24-84 

J)oU-Ln',62.- n~ i 
Re: Appointment contracts for academic employees 

Any contract between two parties should be genuinely bilateral. For 

university employees, this means, at a minimum, that conditions of employment 

should be unequivocal and offered in time for an employee to either (1) accept 

them after careful review, (2) negotiate conditions that are unacceptable, 

or (3) seek employment elsewhere. Given the realities of the academic 

marketplace, this means that contracts should be offered no later than mid

March, specifically, no later than 60 days before the end of a spring 

semester. 

Since the legislature rarely completes its work on the budget until 

late spring or early summer, any contract that the Regents might offer by 

mid-March would not state actual salary and other working conditions, and 

any contract that could state actual salary and other conditions would be 

offered so late as to be unilateral . 

Until and unless the legislature acts in time for the Regents to offer 

genuinely bilateral contracts, we ask that such written records of our 

working conditions be labeled for what, in fact, they are: Notices of 

Intention to Appoint (or Reappoint). Such notices for faculty should 

include these items, which reflect current practices: 

1. Employee's name, tenure status, and rank 

2. Length of appointment (EX: 9 mo., 12 mo.) 

3. Sal ary 

4. Special conditions applying to the term of the initial 
appointment (such as date for completion of a degree, 
prior service credit) 

5. Employer's signature and date 

6. Employee's signature and date 

Other items that COP might want to add to appointment notices or to 

uniform contracts should be subject to review by represent ative bodies of 

the aca demic employees for whom they are proposed, before they are 

approved for use. 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of September 24, 1984, (Vol. XXI, No. 3). 

Members Present: Allen, Beachey, Blakeslee, Breazeale, Brewer, Brown, 
Campbell, Carmody, Chaffee, Childs, Clark, Collison, Crum, Daley, Davis, 
Downes, Dreifort, Drew, Duell, Feleppa, Gardenhin.e, Gosman, Graham, 
Greenberg, Hansan, Harmon, Huckstadt, Kasten, Mathis, E. Myers, 
M. Myers, Perel, Raine, Rhatigan, Safizadeh, Sawan~ Scriven, Stone, 
Talaty, Terrell, Throckmorton, Wineke, Yeager. 
Members Absent: Armstrong, Ballenger, Blazicek, Ginns, Kahn, Masud, 
Mays, Meisch, Tilford, Unruh, Wentworth. 
Guests: Virgil Pangburn, Lee Starkel, J. Snyder. 

Issued at 3:33 PM. 

President Collison made the following announcements: 
He attended the Board of Regents meeting of 9/20-21 in Topeka during which 
the Regents review .of academic programs was discussed. Recommendations 
made there will be acted on at the October 18-19 meeting in Wichita. He 
reminded the Senate of a 7:00 a.m. breakfast on Friday October 19, 
tentatively in the East Ballroom, and requested that Senators indicate 
their intention to attend or not. The regents will be divided among 
different tables, enabling groups of faculty to speak to them individually • 

The Agenda Committee will meet Tuesday at 1:30. It will review the 
Discontinuance Document passed by the Senate last year to see how it 
relates to current Board of Regents action. 

Senator Greenberg reported that the Committee on Committees expressed no 
interest in proposed committee restructuring, and thus that further action 
in this regard would have to come from the Senate floor. 

Senator Raine announced that Matthew Brown would be filling one of the 
student vacancies on the Senate. 

Senator Blakeslee announced that he had been asked by other faculty to 
consider potential problems raised by recent commercial advertising on 
campus, particularly in connection with the Coca-Cola sign on 21st Street, 
various advertisements in the Heskett Center, the new Pizza Hut building, 
and Rusty Eck stadium. He noted three sets of questions that are raised: 
1. What sort of image is thus created for the University? 2. Is this a 
proper use of University property? What are the limits to it? 3. Who is 
exercising control over the decisions to bring these things to campus? It is 
apparemElJ~ . not the faculty, and in fact the Athletic Advisory Board had 
the Coca-Cola sign decision announced, not proposed, to them. Is the 
Athletic Foundation in control of these decisions, and should it be? What 
is the justification for bringing the Pizza Hut building to campus (it is 
no longer a historic landmark).? Who was involved in the decision to name 
the new stadium after Rusty Eck? Finally, given this recent history, what 
are we to expect from the new High Tech Center in the way of industry 
control over our resources? 
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Senator Raine reported that the Board of Regents authorized the Coca-Cola 
sign. 

Senator Stone expressed concern that the intent of committee charges by the 
Senate is often lost and that the Agenda Connnittee see to it that such 
charges be made clear. 

Senator Gosman urged that attention be paid to certain recommendations made 
by the Library Committee last year, which he requested be dealt with in a 
continuing manner, and requested that progress with regard to them be 
reported. 

Senator Allen noted that the United Way campaign is about to start again and 
reminded the Senate of the United Way's policy of not giving direct 
information in response to requests for information about Family Planning 
services. She argued that she believed they should provide such information 
and that she herself was donating money instead to Planned Parenthood this 
year. 

Senator Dreifort confirmed Senator Blakeslee's claim that the Athletic 
Advisory Board was simply informed of the Coca-Cola sign decision and also 
pointed out that the Board was simply informed about the funding for the 
baseball stadium. Also, the Board was actually told that the name would 
simply be "Eck Stadium." He requested that the matter of the wisdom of so 
naming the stadium be looked into • 

Senator Greenberg expressed concern about people bringing children of the 
opposite sex into men's and women's locker rooms in the Heskett Center. 

The minutes of the meeting of September 10th were approved as submitted. 
(Vol. XXI, No. 2). 

Vice President Breazeale addres$ed the Senate concerning the Salary 
Regression Equation. 

He has used regression analysis for approximately four years as a means of 
review of budget action regarding faculty salaries. He disclaimed any 
expertise in regression analysis and emphasized that it has not been and 
should not be used as a means for setting or making recommendations for 
salaries. Its purpose was to see if there was anything in those budgetary 
actions that required any further review on his part. 

Two standard regression-analysis packages were used, the SPSS and the 
Biomedical Data Program, with the SPSS being meire frequently used. 

The basic idea is to examine the variations in salary that occur and see 
if some substantial part of that variation can be explained in terms of ten 
clearly identifiable factors, which have no qualitative assessments 
attached ··to them. These are: salary (the dependent variable for regression 
analysis), rank, highest degree held, full-time employment or what fraction 
thereof (FTE), whether one is a chairperson, whether one has an endowed 
appointment, whether one is a director of a major program (with that 
identification being attached to their appointment), te·lt'm~of appoint ment, 
number of years at WSU, the department they are in. (The last factor is 
included to take into account marke t differentials be_tween departments.) 
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One value in each category is taken as the standard against which the 
others are measured. The categories are broken down as follows: 

Rank: Prof., Asst. Prof (standard), Instr., Asst. Instr. 
Degree: Doctorate (standard), Masters, Bachelor, less-than Bachelor 
FTE: 1-FTE (e.g., a person who works at .8 FTE is scored as .2) 
Chair: Yes, No (standard) 
Endowed position: Yes, . No (standard) 
Director of a program: Yes, No (standard) 
Term of appointment: 9 (standard), etc. 
Years at WSU: the number of years 
Department: by name or number 
Salary: the specific figure 

-3-

The program takes this set of data for each member of the faculty of a 
college. (It is run college-by-college, or by division in the College of 
LAS, and not for entire University as a single sample). It determines a 
weight or coefficient to be attached to each of those factors to best 
account for the actual salaries that are fed into the model in terms of 
the presence or absence of each of those factors. It does this by a 
"stepwise regression process," in which the factors are put in one at a 
time beginning with that factor which has the highest correlation between 
salary and that factor. It continues to add factors one at a time until 
it has used all of the factors that are statistically relevant. It also 
periodically checks the factors that have been put in to see if they are 
still relevant in view of factors put in later, and removes any that are 
not. It produces in essence dollar-values for each of these factors . 

The following results were obtained in one particular college: 
Rank: Prof $10,537 (the difference between Prof. & Asst. Prof.) 

Assoc. 3,838 
Asst. (no value: this is the standard category) 
Instr. -2,144 
Asst. Instr. not significant (because of the number holding 

that rank) 

Degree: not significant at all levels in this particular college since 
almost everyone held a doctorate. 

FTE: -15,594 (This is the figure that has to be multiplied by 1-FTE to 
get the correction to the salary for a part-time person) 

Chair: Adds $3,762 to one's salary. 
Endowed Chair: Adds $12,547. 
Director: Adds $3,297. 
Term of appointment: 

9 mo. 
10 mo. 
11 mo. 
12 mo. 

Years at WSU: 
Department: 

not 
not 

3,571 
Not significant 

Not significant 

(standard category) 
significant 
significant 

A constant is also calculated. For this college it was $21,017. This 
represents the salary of a hypothetical person who fit into the standard 
category for each of the ten factors. 
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The parameters assigned to those factors accounted for 92% of the actual 
variance in the salaries in that college. The standard error was $1,873. 

The program then applies those factors to each faculty member in the 
college, calculates what the individual's salary would be on the basis of 
the regression analysis, and compares it with the actual salary. For 
example, an Assoc. Prof with a Ph.D., ten years of service at WSU, full
time, 9-month term, and Chair of a Department would get an additional 
$3,833 for rank, $3,762 for being chairperson, and zero for all other 
categories (which are standard ones). This is added to the constant, 
yielding an expected salary of $28,612 for a person with that set of 
characteristics. If the actual salary were $27,500, then there would be 
a residual of $1,112. This would differ by less than the standard error 
(of $1,873). 

The point of the program is to produce a list of names of people whose 
residual salary difference is greater than one standard error. This 
reduces, to approximately 1/3, the number of cases that initially appear 
to call for further inquiry. It is not taken to entail that the salary 
should be changed or is wrong. 

Senator Blakeslee asked if other objective factors, such as number of 
books published, had ever been tried. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that this had not, though it should count 
in salary determinations. This factor is difficult to quantify and this 
sort of factor is already present to some degree in factors that are 
considered, such as rank. 

Senator M. Myers asked if any generalizations had been made regarding the 
types of people who do exceed the standard error. 

Vice President Breazeale indicated that the list was fairly stable, as one 
would expect since it looks at cumulative, and not year-by-year, record; 
but did not see any other generalizations that could be made. Other 
interesting generalizations emerge regarding whether there is a longevity 
factor in calculations of salary. In the particular college noted 
previously, the number of years at WSU turned out not to be statistically 
significant, though it is significant at a number of colleges in the 
University. However, it is quite small in these colleges, and in two 
cases it turned out to be negative, indicating a real problem of faculty 
being in effect penalized for years of service at WSU. It reflects the 
salary-depression problem created by the necessity for meeting market 
conditions with new appointees in recent years. 

Senator Terrell asked if gender had ever been considered as a variable. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that he had not. He did not consider this 
as a relevant factor to be included in the regression analysis itself. He 
has examined the correlation of gender with those who fall more than one 
standard error away from the norm, and has found it to be mixed. There are 
some departments where those persons who fall below are predominantly women, 
but he was not sure if he knew the full significance of this. 
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Senator Clark inquired about the possibility of getting this data in 
machine-readable form. 
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Vice President Breazeale said that it was, and that if the Senate were 
interested, he would prefer that it be provided with the data files them
selves, and let the Senate assume responsibility for analysis and 
interpretation. He did not think offhand of any data that would be 
protected by the Privacy of Information Act. 

Senator Terrell inquired as to how many observations went into the case 
considered as an example. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that there were about 65. 

ITEM 2: DISCUSSION OF NOTICE OF APPOINTMENT LETTERS to be discussed at 
October 15 General Faculty Meeting 

Senator Perel moved that the Senate move to a Committee of the Whole . 
Seconded by Senator Wineke. 

The motion passed. 

Senator Gosman asked what action would be taken on any Senate recommendations. 

President Collison said that recommendations could be made in the Faculty 
Meeting by individual Senators or by some representative of the Senate • 

Senator Terrell asked Vice Presidertt Breazeale to provide a background 
chronology of events that led to the petition for a General Faculty 
discussion of the new appointment forms. 

Vice President Breazeale made the following comments: 

The preparation of the Agenda for that meeting has been held pending 
inclusion of any items dictated by Senate action. 

The matter of uniform appointment forms was first presented to COCAO on 
October 1, 1982. Mr. Kauffman, the staff attorney for the Board of Regents, 
indicated that the Board had directed him to try to bring about greater 
uniformity in the appointment forms for unclassified personnel at the 
Regents institutions. It has gone through a number of cycles and revisions 
since then. The efforts broke down at various points. Finally, COCAO 
decided that the issue did not merit the energy being expended on it and 
recommended in October 1983 that the forms not be adopted. At the next 
meeting of the Council of Presidents and the Board this recommendation was 
considered, and a directive was sent back dictating that we proceed with 
developing the form. Finally, in November 1983 Mr.Kauffman in a meeting 
with COCAO said that in his judgment the forms had to be highly similar but 
that he would allow for some variation on the forms. He distributed a set 
of principles which he felt had to be included in any language which emerged 
from any of the campuses. Vice President Breazeale reported that set of 
principles to the Senate at its meeting of November 14, 1983 and they appear 
in the minutes of that meeting (mistakenly as an action of COCAO). They will 
form the focus of the Board's reaction to whatever emerges. They read as 
follows : 
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Principles to be included in contract language: 
1. All employees must be bound by the policies of the Regents 
and the institutions for the specified contract period. 
2. Contracts must include specific salary, rank, and tenure status . 
3. Any special conditions related to the contract shall be for the 
purpose of indicating only such conditions as may be required for 
renewal of the contract. 
4. Agreement as to the terminology related to appointment versus 
reappointment. Uniformity of terminology must be agreed to. 
5. A final statement of acceptance by the faculty member must be 
returned by a specified date. 
6. The underlying theme throughout the contract is to be 
substantial uniformity of the form. 

The campuses were directed to work with Mr. Kauffman, beginning in March 
1984, on the preparation of the appointment-form language. In December 
1983 Mr. Kauffman reemphasized to COCAO an earlier comment of his (February 
1983) to the effect that there must be substantial uniformity among the 
forms. He did not comtemplate there being materially different 
institutional forms, but instead the variations were to reflect only 
modifications necessary to accommodate specific institutional terminology. 
Mr. Kauffman also noted that the expectation of the Board of Regents is 
that there be uniform forms for all the Regents institutions and encouraged 
COCAO to develop a master set of forms which could then be modified "ever so 
slightly" to meet specific institutional needs. Vice President Breazeale 
did not help very much with the production of the forms • 

Between March and June, 1984 individual institutions attempted, through 
the Board, to modify what they took to be the most difficult portions of 
the form for their respective campuses. Among the things removed from the 
WSU forms were the following : 

A sentence to the effect that failure to sign and return the form 
by date indicated was tantamount to resignation from the institution. 

Language at the beginning of the form which makes reference to being 
bound by all of the policies, procedures, minutes, correspondence, etc. 
of the Board of Regents. This was modified to pertain simply t o the 
policies of the Board of Regents. Partly this was due to the apparent 
lack of a single location where all the information mentioned in the 
original phrasing could be obtained. An updated Policy Manua l is 
available in the Library. 

This matter has been discussed on f our prior occasions by the Senate: 
March 28, 1983, President Mathis r eported tha t the Agenda Committee ha d 
copies of the f orm and tha t the Agenda Committee would be d i scussing them. 
On September 26, 1983, President Myers reported that the Welfare and Agenda 
Committees had the forms and that the Welfare Committee had been asked to 
make recommendations to Vice President Breazeale. On October 3, 1983, it 
recommended changes on the Adjunct Faculty, Student Employee, and Part
Time Appointment forms. These were i ncorpora t ed in the f ina l appointment 
f orms • 

Vice President Breazeale indicated that in his judgment the forms that 
emerged on the KU and KSU campuses are more than "ever so slightly" 
diff erent from WSU, and that he had s erious questions about whether they 
conformed to the recommended principles. 
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Senator Childs asked why Department Chairs did not receive new forms • 

Vice President Breazeale replied that Department Chairs and other types of 
unclassified personnel did not receive new forms. This resulted from the 
fact that in Vice President Breazeale's view the status of those cat~g@ries 
on this campus was not adequately defined. He requested of the Board Office 
that an additional year be granted WSU to develop these forms. This was 
approved. 

Senator Greenberg asked what some of those unresolved issues are. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that the principal issue is how you indicate 
an administrative assignment. For example, one form was called "Academic 
Administrative Appointment." On the other campuses that is used primarily 
for persons in the library and similar areas where they are not treated as 
part of the Faculty as they are here. As for Chairs, it was Vice President 
Breazeale's own view that they should receive the standard Faculty form 
rather than the Academic Administrative form; but that form was not 
adequately defined for our campus and there seemed to be issues that calied 
for further study. 

Senator Dreifort inquired as to the sudden intense interest in standardized 
forms after years of functioning without them. 

Vice President Breazeale speculated that there was no hidden motive, but 
rather that the Board was trying to restore some damaged credibility of the 
Board in the eyes of the Legislature that might have resulted from a case 
in which the Legislature requested immediate removal of faculty positions 
at Emp@ria State University, owing to enrollment problems. ESU replied 
that they had standards of due notice that prevented such immediate action. 
The Board came under criticism for allowing conditions under which such a 
situation could arise. He remarked that if he were the Board's staff 
attorney, he would give the Board advice similar to that which its staff 
actually gave. There is no question but that there is a contract between 
faculty and institution. One could make an argument for less specificity 
about the terms of the contract. COCAO's recommendation not to proceed 
with developing uniform contracts came from its sense that more would be 
lost by giving up the flexibility of informal understandings, implicit in 
earlier contractual relations, than would be gained in promoting uniformity 
and specificity. He could understand the Board's position and did not see 
anything sinister in their efforts. 

Senator Terrell asked if failure to return notices was still interpreted as 
resignation, even though wording to that effect had been stricken from the 
forms. 

Vice President Breazeale said that it was decided that such wording did not 
belong in the form since persons might fail to return it through no intent 
of their own. The agreed-upon procedure was that if the form was not 
returned by a certain date, then a certified letter would be sent which 
would indicate that the form had not been returned and that its return was 
necessary to complete the appointment process. Were that letter to be 
ignored and were there evidence that it had been received, then there might 
be more specific language about the consequences of not returning the form. 
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We found that when such letters were sent, the original failures to respond 
were due to people being overseas, having changed addresses, etc. 

Senator Terrell pointed out that the deadlines were pushed back to August 
in such a way that some people were back working on campus without having 
signed their forms. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that that schedule will be shortened in 
the future to prevent this. The dates were pushed back this year owing to 
his ~nd President Armstrong's vacation schedules. 

Senator Perel requested that in the event of non-return of forms that the 
Faculty-member's Chair or Department Secretary be asked about his or her 
whereabouts, since they are often in the best position -to know. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that he did not know what steps were taken 
this time to locate Faculty who did not respond and that he agreed that this 
action was appropriate. 

Senator Gosman inquired as to whether KU or KSU forms had been or would be 
examined by anyone to ascertain if they met the Board's requirements? 

Vice President Breazeale replied that the staff attorney had seen them, but 
that he doubted if members of the Board had prior to their distribution on 
the campuses . 

Senator Clark asked for clarification of the differences between the WSU, 
KU, and KSU forms. 

Senator Greenberg replied that the KU and KSU forms did not ask the f aculty 
member to "accept" the terms of the appointment, but merely to "acknowledge 
receipt" of the form. 

Vice President Breazeale agreed that this was the principal difference. 

Senator Brewer remarked that it would be better to replace 'length of appoint
ment' on the Nov. 1983 resolution with 'type of appointment' or 'appointment 
category'. 

Senator Dreifort inquired as to the import of the new forms for the concept of 
tenure. Is the need to renew a contract yearly consistent with possession 
of tenure? 

Senator Greenberg pointed out that the national AAUP off ice sees nothing 
inherently wrong with the use o f contracts. No case ha s come to their 
attention in which someone was terminated for failing to sign and return 
a contract f orm. 

Senator Brown a sked i f the use of a ppointment contracts tends to under mine 
the sta tus of Univers i t y Professors and put t hem in t he category of Civil Servi c e • 

President Collison repl i ed t ha t he though t s ome Faculty woul d agree t hat i t 
would. 

Senator Tala ty moved to rise f rom the Committee of the Whole and r eport. 
Seconded by Senator Gr eenberg . 
The motion passed. 
The meet ing adjourned a t 4 : 37 p .m. 
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