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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: October 22, 1984, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m. 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

III. Approval of the min~tes for the meeting of 
October 8, 1984 (Vol. XXI, No. 4). 

IV. New Business: 

A. Reevaluation of the report of the Senate 
Task Force to Review Faculty Senate Structures 
in light of comments from the General Faculty 
and Senate 

B. Discussion of locus of tenure 

' 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of October 22, 1984, (Vol. XXI, No. 5). 

Members Present: Allen, Armstrong, Ballenger, Blakeslee, Blazicek, Breazeale, 
Brewer, Brown, Campbell, Carmody, Chaffee, Childs, Clark, Collison, Crum, 
Davis, Dey, Downes, Dreifort, Drew, Duell, Feleppa, Gardenhire, Ginns, Gosman, 
Graham, Greenberg, Hansan, Harmon, Huckstadt, Kahn, Masud, Mathis, Mays, 
Meisch, E. My'ers, M. Myers, Perel, Raine, Rhatigan, Safizadeh, Sawan, Stone, 
Talaty, Terrell, Throckmorton, Wentworth, Wineke, Yeager , l+·-rs, 
Members Absent: Beachey, Daley,~' Kasten, Scriven, Tilford, Unruh. 
Guests: L. Starkel, Virgil Pangburn, Carla Lee~ G. McDougall. 

Issued at 3:33 p.m. 

President Collison made the following announcements: 
1. The Agenda Committee will meet Tuesday, October 23. 
2. Suggestions of names for the Connnittee on Faculty Appointment Letters 
are requested. 
3. The Senate Presidents presented a proposal to the Board of Regents asking 
for consideration of faculty input to Board of Regents discussions, in the 
form of a non-voting Senate President as a member of each of the subcommittees 
of the Board of Regents. They will probably act on it in a subsequent meeting . 
4. The Board of Regents, other Senate Presidents, President Armstrong, and 
Vice President Breazeale have been notified of Senate resolutions regarding 
the proposed increase in faculty retirement benefits, and a statement of our 
concern regarding the 10-hour foreign language requirement. 

Senator Raine introduced two new student members of the Senate: Eric Dey and 
Rick Hays. One position remains to be filled. 

Senator Clark raised concerns about the possibility that WSU may have to 
provide $6,000 for installation of permanent traffi'c: diverters in the 
Fairmount neighborhood, and asked that the Agenda Committee schedule this 
for Senate discussion. He argued that since their main purpose seemed to 
be to control traffic around Fairmount Park, this has nothing to do with the 
University. 

Senator Greenberg replied that the need for diverters arises because of the 
increased traffic volume caused by the university's growth, and thus it is 
responsible for contributing to lessening the negative impact on the 
surrounding community. This responsibility is recognized both by former 
President Ahlberg and President Armstrong. 

Senator Gosman asked if any additional discussions have occurred regarding 
the Regents imposition of a 10-hour foreign language requirement, and 
inquired as to the Regents' motive for instituting the requirement now . 

Senator Terrell replied that after our letter had been distributed to the 
other Senate executive officers, they replied that they would take the 
letters back to their respective campuses and would try to get a resolution 
regarding the requirement. 
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President Collison replied that he has discussed the matter with the Senate 
Presidents of Kansas State and Fort Hays State. Both expressed concern 
over the issue. 

Senat_or M. Myers replied that it was. motivated by a Regents Academic Affairs 
& Special Programs Committee review of degree programs at state institutions. 
It dis red that there was no difference between the BS and BA degrees at 

t~, and that this was the only institution where this was 
c lack of difference hinged on the foreign language requirement. 
They suggested that this situation be ex amined by ~he Eoara of ~Qgeat~. 

_ F , H a..y_ .$ tt.tL 2.J 111 1/<±r-..:," ;fy • 

President Collison pointed out that in raising the issue, he was not 
concerned with the requirement itself, but with the Board of Regents taking 
an action which has traditionally been regarded as a faculty prerogati~e. 
There seems to be a desire on the Board's part to achieve a degree of 
uniformity among the state institutions which might not be in the best 
interest of each institution. 

Senator Greenberg pointed out that he discussed this matter with Regent Jones 
at the recent Senate breakfast. Mr. Jones, who was not a Regent when this 
decision was made, agreed that this represented a change in the traditional 
way that curricular matters have been decided, and seemed to recognize that 
it was an intrusion on the part of the Regents into institutional affairs. 
Senator Greenberg expects that Regent Jones will bring the matter up in 
future meetings of the Board . 

Senator Mathis asked if the Regents were responding to any requests by any 
accreditation associations. 

President Collison replied that he did not know. 

Senator Wineke raised concerns about the new campus telephone directory's 
comic-book cover. 

Senator Dreifort urged action on the problem of grade-inflation and academic 
standards. He noted the poor quality of the writing o f a senior on a recent 
exam of his. He thought the fact that a person could get this far with 
sµch poor writing skills was indicative that insufficient reading and 
writing assignments were being assigned by instructors in various colleges, 
including LAS. 

Senator Terrell noted that a contributing factor is that course-content is 
not considered in promotion and tenure reviews. 

Senator E. Myers agreed with Senator Dreifort's point, noting that this was 
a matter of professional responsibility. 

Senator Terrell asked why a consulting firm was being used in the search for 
a new Vice President, and whether this firm simply received credentials from 
applicants or actively sought carldidates • 

President Armstrong replied that the firm was used because it is the firm we 
use for program analyses of all external fund-raising activities. It is one 
of the best at this, and both receives and elicits applications from candi
dates. It will provide a short list of candidates, who will be invited to 
the campus. The final decision will be made here. 
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Senator Kahn remarked that he would ordinarily be concerned about lack of 
faculty participation at this level of such a decision process, but that 
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in this particular case the faculty generally lack the requisite expertise. 

The minutes of the meeting of October 8, 1984 were approved as distributed. 

Senator Greenberg argued that it was appropriate to bring up this matter 
because the Senate approved this document last ye~r. It is the Senate's 
duty to the faculty it represents to see that this document goes forward, 
perhaps with some changes to help it pass the General Faculty, e.g., the 
inclusion of Chairpersons in the proposed faculty senate. 

Senator Stone remarked that he hoped participation of students also be 
considered. 

Senator Childs asked that the status of the proposed Faculty Assembly and 
its relationship to the General Faculty be clarified. 

Senator Wineke asked that the future of present Senate committees and 
their composition also be clarified. 

Senator Greenberg expressed the hope that results of the Rules Committee 
on committee restructuring be included in the New Faculty Senate . 

Senator Throckmorton remarked that the Task Force had no intention of dis
couraging changes to the Senate proposal, but had no chance to respond in 
this or any other regard, owing to a premature call of the question. Several 
of her colleagues were confused about what was at stake in voting on this call. 
Returning to the General Faculty will provide a chance for a proper dis
cussion of the document. 

Senator Raine remarked that the Senate deliberated at great length about the 
document. The body that voted it down should be the one to reconsider it. 
It would be better to deal with its meritorious points individually. 

Sena tor Gosman asked for clarif ication of the Agenda Committee's intent in 
putting this item on the Senate Agenda. He requested a specific motion be 
made. 

Pr esident Collison replied that it is the Agenda Conrrnittee's wish tha t the 
Senate make some statement as to its wishes with regard to the proposal 
before any f ur ther ac tion is taken. 

Senator Wineke moved that the Agenda Committee be instructed to convene an 
ad hoc committee charged with review and reevaluation of the Task Force 
document and with bringing forth recommendations to the Senate. Second by 
Sena tor Dreif ort. Senator Wineke argued that the original committee ought 
not to be a ssigned the r eview task, but tha t a f resh look be given to it by 
a n ew gr oup. The members of the Task Force could be r elied upon a s resources . 

Senator Raine spoke in opposition of the motion, reiterating his point that 
worthwhile items be taken up individually . 
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Senator Greenberg remarked that he would prefer avoiding extended Senate 
debate and bringing the proposal directly to the General Faculty with 
amendments to be made perhaps from the floor. But he did not move in that 
direction since he thought the Senate ought to have an opportunity to comment. 

Senator Stone agreed that extended discussion of the document be avoided, 
and that more positive action be taken. 

Senator Dreifort expressed agreement with Senator Throckmorton, remarking 
that what happened was a microcosm of the general problem of university 
governance. The General Faculty was a good idea for a smaller university, 
but now it is an inappropriate legislative body. One of the document's 
aims was to restructure legislative procedures in keeping with the 
University's increased size. 

Senators Blakeslee, Gosman, and Wineke expressed general approval of the 
motion, but requested that the proposed committee's activities be properly 
coordinated with the ongoing work of the Rules Committee on committee 
restructuring. 

Senator Campbell expressed concern that the Senate might continue on 
indefinitely bringing revised proposals of this sort to the General Faculty. 
She wondered when the Senate would be willing to take "no" for an answer. 

Senator Wineke replied that the relatively close vote and the fact that the 
document did not get a fair hearing made it unclear that a definite negative 
response had been given. A significant number of negative votes may have 
stemmed from the exclusion of chairs and part-time faculty . 

Senator Terrell replied that the intention of the Agenda Committee was to 
give the Senate a shot at reevaluating the document, and not bring it 
prematurely before the General Faculty. If the Senate rejects it, it is 
likely that the item will be put on the General Faculty Agenda anyway. _and 
that a long and involved discussion may result. 

Senator Brown inquired as to the import of the motion for student representa
tion on the Senate. 

President Collison replied that the Task Force proposal limited student 
representation to one ex officio member. The present proposal is to convene 
an ad hoc committee to reevaluate the document. Its final form is not 
known yet, and thus the question of student representation cannot be 
definitively answered, 

Senator Raine asked that the composition of the ad hoc committee be 
determined, and suggested that it be composed of equal numbers of faculty, 
administrators, and students. 

That the Agenda Committee be instructed to convene an ad hoc committee 
consisting of six Senators charged with review and reevaluation of the 
Task Force document and with bringing forth recommendations to the Senate. 

Senator Mays inquired as to the motive for reevaluating the document • 

Senators Greenberg and Gosman replied that it was to provide a proper 
document for General Faculty consideration, and to ensure that it be given 
appropriate discussion by that body. 
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Senator Dreifort remarked that future Senate discussions would not be as 
broad as those of last year, since we have an organized document to work 
with and just have a few specific concerns, expressed in the General 
Faculty meeting and subsequent Senate meetings, to examine. 

-5-

Senator Greenberg asked whether such a large committee was necessary given 
that the document had already been extensively discussed. 

Senator Graham asked if voting for the motion entailed the replacement of the 
University Senate by a Faculty Senate, or whether the University Senate 
would be regarded as one of several feasible options. 

President Collison replied that we could not prejudge the results of any 
ad hoc committee. 

Senator Greenberg replied that he would encourage the Agenda Committee to 
instruct the ad hoc committee to eliminate the current Senate. 

Senator Raine spoke against the motion, contending that the document really 
was sufficiently discussed prior to the General Faculty meeting, and most 
people who attended the meeting had their minds made up. Proponents of the 
document are just trying to make it more palatable for the General Faculty. 

Senator Mathis pointed out that the close vote by which the document 
originally passed the Senate indicated that there were serious concerns 
about it within the Senate, and that the document should be given an 
objective evaluation by the Senate, without a directive from the Agenda 
Committee to go in any specific direction. There are serious questions 
concerning proper faculty representation given the constraints the document 
placed on membership in the Faculty Senate and Faculty Assembly, and its 
intent to dissolve the University Senate. 

Senator Carmody spoke in favor of the motion, and agreed with Senator Mathis 
that the ad hoc committee should not be constrained by the Agenda Committee 
in its ~eliberations. 

Senator E. Myers expressed concern about the exclusion of part-time faculty 
from the Faculty Senate, and the elimination of a joint forum for the 
expression of opinion by faculty, students, and administrators. 

Vice President Rhatigan pointed out that in previous Senate discussion his 
remarks in favor of the University Senate were looked upon as being in 
opposition to a Faculty Senate, and his comments were regarded as unwelcome 
because of this. It would be better if he were freed of this burden in 
future discussions. He also noted that previous discussions emphasized the 
benefits of a Faculty Senate and did not give enough attention to its 
potential weaknesses, and he encouraged flexibility for the ad hoc committee's 
and the Senate's future discussions. 

Senator Terrell moved the previous question. Second by Senator Raine . 

The motion passed. 

The motion that the Agenda Committee be instructed to convene an ad hoc 
committee consisting of six Senators charged with review and reevaluation of 
the Task Force document and with bringing forth recommendations to the Senate 
failed 25-16. 
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President Collison encouraged continued consideration of worthwhile changes 
in the present Senate structure. 

President Collison noted that concern with locus of tenure has been provoked 
by planned and discussed reorganization of departments and colleges. He 
referred to the Faculty Handbook Sec. B,3,10 and Vice President Breazeale's 
discussion in the Senate on January 23, 1984. 

Senator Greenberg pointed out that he made inquiries to the AAUP National 
Office regarding this matter. Their position is tenure is an institution
wide phenomenon, not a department phenomenon. They have supported this 
position in a number of court cases involving Creighton University, the City 
University of New York, the University of Pittsburgh, and Cornell. In the 
Creighton case the court supported the AAUP's position, ruling that the 
university's obligation is not discharged unless it has considered other 
departments and schools in addition to the department or school in which the 
professor formerly served. The AAUP has always held this.position, 
particularly in light of university reorganization. The locus of tenure only 
has relevance in light of the question of whether tenure is eliminated ~hen 
a department is eliminated. 

Senator Gosman recalled an earlier Senate resolution that it was the 
college's, not the department's responsibility to see to the relocation of 
faculty, and wondered if this resolution was reflected anywhere in the 
Handbook . 

President Collison replied that this was contained in the Discontinuance 
Document. 

Senator Greenberg replied that the Retrenchment document, in the Appendix of 
the Handbook, has a statement to the effect that if a department is eliminated, 
the institution will make efforts to place a tenured faculty member in another 
unit of that college, in consultation with that unit. 

Senator Gosman asked if this constituted a discrepancy with the Handbook 
statement on locus of tenure. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that there is language to that effect in 
the Financial Exigency document and, as he recalled, the Program Discontinuance 
document as well. While faculty members have severance rights, these are not 
synonymous with a contract to the effect that tenure would continue for them 
in such cases. These documents were discussed by the University Senate and, 
as he recalled, approved unanimously. They allow for the termination of 
tenured positions in certain areas of the University consistently with the 
retention of probationary faculty and the recruitment of new faculty in others. 
The case that was discussed concerned the College of Health Related 
Professions, which had no tenured faculty at the time. The question was 
whether it was necessary to eliminate the entire College before any single 
tenured position could be released from the College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences. The clear answer from the Senate was "no." 

President Collison asked if Vice President Breazeale saw any parallel 
implication for reorganization or relocation issues. 
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Vice President Breazeale replied that in his view if that academic specialty 
in which the faculty member operates moves, then tenure moves with it. 
There is only a one-case history in this regard, in which the Division of 
Dance was moved from the College of Education to the College of Fine Arts, 
there was one tenured member, and his tenure moved to the College of Fine Arts. 

Senator Dreifort remarked that a precedent has already been established by a 
case in the College of Health Related Professions for tenure shifting from 
department to department. Also there are tenure/promotion policies that 
suggest that tenure is a university phenomenon. A University Committee and 
the President make the final decisions on awarding tenure. 

Senator Terrell asked what exactly is at stake in the issue of locus of 
tenure. If it is departmental, does this mean that tenured faculty can be 
dismissed without due process when departments are reorg~nized? 

Senator Greenberg replied that according to the AAUP locus of tenure is an 
issue only in cases of retrenchment. He would not go so far as to say they 
can be dismissed without due process, but would say that the person's tenure 
is in jeopardy if tenure is defined as residing in the department under 
those circumstances. 

Senator Stone asked how departments are identified in cases of reorganization? 
Does change of name constitute a change of department? 

President Collison replied that there are as yet no clear procedures for 
determining this. 

Dr. McDougall remarked that the issue of qualifications of faculty members 
to teach in new departments was distinct from that of the locus of tenure. 
If there are such things as severance rights, these should be spelled out 
in future editions of the Handbook. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that these are spelled out in the documents 
on financial exigency and program discontinuance. There is an affirmative 
obligation placed on the University to attempt to relocate faculty. A key 
question is what rights a prospective receiving department has in cases of 
faculty transfer. These documents leave the final decision up to the 
receiving department. If tenure is viewed as inhering in the institution, 
and there is no other department prepared to receive a faculty member from 
a discontinued department, what is the meaning of tenure in that case? 
Departments need to continue to have the final say about the suitability 
of such faculty members, and this is what supports the view that tenure 
inheres in the department. 

Senator Masud asked why the department should not then be the body that 
makes final decisions on tenure. 

Senator Greenberg noted that Vice President Breazeale's remarks seem to 
deny that the University has any obligation to a faculty member and seems 
instead to place the burden of any obligation on other colleagues, when in 
fact we work for the institution. 

Vice PresidentBreazeale repeated his claim that the above-mentioned documents 
place an affirmative obligation on the University to attempt to relocate 
faculty. 
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Senator Huckstadt asked how tenure is viewed in other institutions, and 
whether this is WSU or a Board of Regents policy. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that ooin"on on this .varies depending ondwho 
. a .. :r.riTU, . tl , s +. ;- e- r <!ts e.s is asked . . He. has been tol~ that. the ' lb +t\.e. lhS"l:lru.r1on.. rfS«(t 1,u-;- Thrs I.Ve>$ llor"tlte c.a..se. a.t" Th.a o ·v,e: .. fns::-f', .._ ....s. 
o 8£ state 1astitution ' is that it resides in the instit ution. However, the 
people he tends to talk to are academic vice presidents, and others might not 
share this view. The Board of Regents has not spoken to this point in any 
publication he _knows of. 

Senator Greenberg moved that the Senate adopt a resolution that the locus 
of tenure at WSU ~ e.in the institution, as opposed to the individual 
departments. Second by Senator Stone. 

Senator Stone spoke in favor of the motion, arguing that the security of 
tenure is vital for university interests. The strongest possible stance 
regarding the protection of tenure should be taken in light of the 
possibility of future anti-intellectual surges in public opinion. 

President Collison and Senator Greenberg noted that the motion constitutes 
a statement of opinion, rather than a definition that binds the University. 

Senator M. Myers asked if this motion sets the Senate against the language 
of the Discontinuance and Retrenchment documents. 

President Collison replied that this was something to be explored . 

Senator Dreifort spoke in favor of the motion, arguing that this matter should 
not hinge on the judgment of particular administrators. He was not concerned 
with the judgments of the present generation of administrators, but with 
potentially contrasting views of future generations. 

Senator Terrell remarked that a case history would have to be established 
before we could fully clarify what we mean by the locus of tenure, and it 
would be better to have the development of this future case history guided 
by the statement under consideration. 

Senator Duell asked about the specific consequences of the Senate's adopting 
this motion in, say, a future case of retrenchment. 

Vice President Breazeale replied that h~ was not sure. The proposed action 
would be in conflict with actions taken in connection with the financial 
exigency and program discontinuance documents. In response to Senator Terrell 
he remarked that there is an institutional position on record concerning the 
locus of tenure. In his view this record sustains his position that tenure 
resides in the department. The record exists, and today's action would not 
begin one. 

Senator Greenberg replied that he did not think there was any conflict 
between the motion and the documents we already have. These documents don't 
specifically address the locus of tenure. Senator Terrell is correct in 
thinking that future court cases will clarify the meaning of the locus of 
tenure. 
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Senator Campbell argued that approval of the motion would be in line with the 
tenure review process. If tenure is to be located in the department, than 
this process should be appropriately modified as well. 

Senator E. Myers spoke in favor of the motion and argued that contract wording 
should be specific about the locus of tenure. 

Senator Terrell pointed out that the most important thing about the present 
motion is that the Senate go on record as viewing tenure as institution-wide, 
even if it is ignored by the institution. 

Senator Childs remarked that the AAUP letter cited by Senator Greenberg 
seemed to indicate that the case history mentioned seems to go against the 
AAUP view. 

Senator Greenberg replied that the letter's concern was to state the AAUP 
position in these cases, though it did note that the court found in the 
AAUP's favor in the case involving Creighton University. 

Senator Duell asked what action would be taken if the motion passed. 

President Collison replied that it would be called to the attention of the 
University Committee on Tenure, Promotion, and Academic Freedom whether it 
passed or not. If it passes, a number of things would have to be reexamined, 
including the Handbook statement on locus of tenure and the Program 
Discontinuance document . 

Vice President Breazeale asked if the Senate understood this to be only an 
expression of Senate opinion. 

Senator Greenberg replied that it was not simply a resolution but a statement 
of Senate position on tenure, and that the actions of the Senate should be 
taken by the administration as more than statements of opinion. 

Senator Talaty asked if this applied to administrative positions. 

President Collison replied that this was a different question. 

Senator Stone called the question. 

VOTE The motion passed. 

ADJOURNMENT The meeting adjourned at 5;03 p.m. 

• 
Robert Feleppa, Senate Secretary, Ext. 3125 
Lucille Brodie, Recording Secretary, Ext. 3504 


	Agenda, October 22, 1984
	Minutes, October 22, 1984



