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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: September 26, 1983, 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 12, 1983, (Vol. XX, No. 2). 

IV. Old Business: 

A. Reconsideration of the Role of Faculty 
in University Governance 

V. New Business: 

VI. Adjournment 

A. Senate Committee Vacancies-
(Senator Brewer) 

B. Wichita State University, High Technology, 
and the Center for Excellence--
(John Breazeale, Academic Vice-President) 

NOTE: 1983-84 Senate membership list attached 
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COLLEGE OF BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATION 

3220 James Clark 
3220 William Terrell 
3367 *James Daley 
3219 *Hossein Safizadeh 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
3~40 Rosalind Scudder 
3324 Marcus Ballenger 
3321 *Brooke Collison 
3240 *Roger Kasten 

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING 
3415 Robert Egbert 
3402 Albert Gosma·n 
3415 *Mahmoud Sawan 

COLLEGE OF FINE ARTS 
3500 David Childs 
355 7 Mary Sue Foster 
3103 *Dorothy Crum 

3. 
**William Mathis 

COLLEGE OF HEALTH 
RELATED PROFESSIONS 

3610 Susan Kruger 
3610 Kathleen Taylor 

686-7 205 *Jolynne Campbell 
3626 *Edward Weiss 

ACADEMIC SERVICES 
3589 Marilyn Myers 
3590 Dale Schrag 
3713 *Lyndon Drew 
3737 *Samuel Yeager 
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1983-1984 UNIVERSITY SENATE 

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL 
ARTS AND SCIENCES 

(78) 
(78) Humanities 
(88) 3125 Deborah Soles (74) 
(88) 3148 Gregory Sojka (63) 

3125 *Robert Feleppa (74) 
3130 **Donald Wineke (14) 

(28) 3130 *Helen Throckmorton(l4) 
(28) 

(123) Social Sciences 
(75 ) 3710 Galan Janeksela 

3195 Karl Schlesier 
3171 **Gary Greenberg 

(44) 3165 *Melvin Kahn 
(35) 
(44) Natural Sciences 

3160 Jeneva Brewer 
3160 Gary Crown 

(53) 3120 *Anneke Allen 
(67) 3120 *Erach Talaty 
(53) 
(53) AT-LARGE 

3322 Nancy Millett 
3095 Michael Tilford 
3150 J ohn Dreifort 

(41) 3322 **Orpha Duell 
(41 ) 3240 *Keith Graham 
(43) 3108 *Denise Carmody 
(43) 

EX OFFICIO 
(68) 3001 ·warren Armstrong 
(68) 3010 John Breazeale 

(121) 3021 James Rhatigan 
(61) 

*denotes newly elected senator 
**denotes re-elected senator 

(95) 
(52) 
(34) 
(17) 

(33) 
(33) 
(51) 
(51) 

(28) 
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(45) 
(28) 
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(76) 

( 1) 
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UNIVERSITY 
ADMINISTRATION 

3617 William Harmon (43) 
3301 **Leonard Chaffee (28) 
3346 *Russell Wentworth 

( 6) 

STUDENTS 
3480 Rob Raine (56) 

*Dan Stockemer 

*Kevin Clark 
684-6330 

*Mary Ginns 
681-1872 

*Jeff Hunt 
685-4737 

**Holly Wilkerson 
687-1270 

**Paul Stone . 
943-3459 

*Steve Dick 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

NO SENATE MEETING OCTOBER 10, 1983 

************************ 

The attached minutes and addendum will require 
approval at the Senate meeting of October 24, 
1983. The agenda for the meeting of October 
24, 1983 will be distributed at a later date . 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of September 26, 1983, (Vol. XX, No. 3). 

Members Present: Allen, Ballenger, Breazeale, Brewer, Campbell, Carmody, 
Chaffee, Childs, J. Clark, K. Clark, Collison, Daley, Dreifort, Drew, 
Duell, Egbert, Feleppa, Foster, Ginns, Gosman, Graham, Greenberg, Harmon, 
Hunt, Janeksela, Kahn, Kasten, Kruger, Mathis, Millett, Myers, Rhatigan, 
Safizadeh, Sawan, Schrag, Scudder, Sojka, Soles, Stone, Talaty, Taylor, 
Terrell, Throckmorton, Tilford, Weiss, Wentworth, Wineke, Yeager. 
Members Absent: Armstrong, Crown, Crum, Dick, Raine, Schlesier, 
Stockemer, Wilkerson. 
Guests: Robert Fisher, Virgil Pangburn, Elizabeth Webster, Bill Perel, 
Lee Starkel. 

Issued at 3:30 p.m. 

President Myers announced that a set of annual appointment forms (revised) 
written by the Board of Regents had been distributed to the Senate Welfare 
Connnittee and the Senate Agenda Committee. Such forms are an item for the 
September 29 agenda of the Council of Chief Academic Officers of Regents 
Institutions. Although time does not permit a report to the Senate from 
the Welfare Connnittee prior to this date, the Welfare Connnittee will make 
their comments ~nown to Academic Vice President Breazeale prior to September 
29. 

The annual appointment forms were discussed at the September 26 meeting of 
the Senate Presidents of Regents Institutions. Three main questions arose: 
a) How do the forms benefit the Board of Regents or university administrators? 
b) What are the implications of failure to sign and r e turn the f orms i n a 
timely manner? c) Will late resignations be dealt with differently than 
at present? 

President Myers also reported on the status of Program Discontinuance 
Documents at Regents Institutions. The f aculty of Kansa s University ha s 
rej ected one draft and has undertaken another. The dr a f t at Kansas Sta t e 
University is awaiting administrative decision. No other institution has 
a document. 

Senator Greenberg indicated that the recently-distributed policy for 
closing the University during the Christmas holidays is disruptive to 
classified per sonnel. He r equested Academic Vice President Breazeale to 
convey this s enti ment to Pres i dent Armstrong together with a r equest that 
President Armstrong reconsider the policy. 

Senator Greenberg questioned the procedure fo r adopting t he Policy Statement 
on Sexual Harassment of Student s. A subs tant ive number of the faculty is 
more than just concerned about the sta t ement . They ar e di stre s sed and 
upset . The s t atement is unaccep t able i n many r espects. He i nsisted t hat 
t he Agenda Connni t tee schedule Senate discussion of t he documen t before it 
becomes campus policy. 
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President Myers requested that Senator Greenberg submit his request to 
the Agenda Connnittee. 

Academic Vice President Breazeale responded that the Policy Statement on 
Sexual Harassment of Students had already been approved by President 
Clark D. Ahlberg i;-May, 1983. It is a legal requirement that the 
university have a policy regarding sexual harassment complaints from 
students. The policy was written by an ad hoc connnittee that was 
appointed by President Ahlberg. It consisted of the following eleven 
persons: Debra Van Huss (student), Roy R. Hinkel (student), Lisa Henderson 
(student), Jeffrey Hunt (student), D. Rob Raine (student), John Abbinett 
(student), James J. Rhatigan (Vice President for Student Affairs), 
Sharon L. Johnson (Associate Dean of Student Life), Barbara Mawhiney 
(Assistant Dean of Faculties for Personnel), Elena M. Bastida (Assistant 
Professor of Sociology), Brooke Collison (Associate Professor of. Student 
Personnel and Guidance). 

Jim Rhatigan and Sharon Johnson discussed the policy with Clark Ahlberg, 
who requested that it be submitted to: the Senate Welfare Connnittee, 
Student Government Association, and to William Kauffman (attorney for 
the Board of Regents). These groups provided review and connnent, some 
of which led to changes in the document. The policy was approved May 4, 
1983 by President Ahlberg. 

Vice President Rhatigan acknowledged receiving connnents about the policy 
document similar to those mentioned by Senator Greenberg. While it is 
unknown how many complaints of sexual harassment are brought to other 
offices on campus, the Student Affairs Division does receive some complaints. 
In the past, the Division was left without a written procedure for 
resolving these complaints. However, the ad hoc method employed did 
take the complaints seriously and sought resolution in a manner that 
protected the accused person. On this, the Division has a good record. 

The written policy reflects an effort on our part, and over many months, 
to complete a fair and just doclllllent for everybody. This was the ambition. 
Where we fell short we may have to amend the document. Wichita State 
University is on the tail end of institutions that have such a document. 

We do not expect the present document to elicit a rash of cases. Indeed, 
99.9 per cent of the faculty, staff and student body would not have to 
adjust their behavior in response to this document. 

Senator Dreifort agreed with the need for a document, but he found two 
bothersome aspects of the current policy. First, the faculty was not 
represented adequately on the ad hoc connnittee that drafted the document. 
There were too many students. -"second, the procedure is erroneous. It 
should have come before the Senate . Since it was submitted to the Welfare 
Connnittee, why didn ' t it go one step further to the Senate? 

Senator Gosman suggested that the faculty should have been permitted to 
comment on the policy in order to modify and strengthen it. Senate 
approval would carry a lot more weight in the eyes of the university 
as a whole. 
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Senator Greenberg noted that more than principle is at issue. The document 
is weak in several respects. For example, inquiries can be initiated with
out formal complaints. The examples given with respect to sexual harassment 
are poorly defined if defined at all, e.g., whistling. In the hearing 
process, the chairperson can read the complaint without identifying either 
the complainer or the complainee. This does not seem to be an appropriate 
way to conduct a hearing. There are at least these items, and there may 
be others, that call for Senate deliberations. 

President Myers responded to Vice President Rhatigan's willingness to 
respond to Senator Greenberg by pointing out that the latter would approach 
the Agenda Committee about making the document an official item of business. 

Senator Allen asked that the document in question be identified. She has 
not seen it. 

Senator Stone asked when Senate Rule 15 would be ruled upon by the chair 
with regard to Informal Proposals and Statements. 

President Myers responded: First, the Agenda Committee has charged the 
Rules Committee to review Senate action that established this agenda item 
and to report before semester's end. Second, announcements would be made 
during this phase of Senate meetings. However, she requested that at this 
time members should hold statements of opinion and suggestion to one minute. 

Vice President Rhatigan announced that Sharon Johnson and Barbara Mawhiney 
are just now visiting deans and departmental chairs for the purpose of 
explaining the sexual harassment document. 

Senator Stone objected to the record of his commentary as it appears on 
page six of the minutes of the September 12, 1983 meeting (Vol. XX, No. 2). 
The correction reads: " .•. Minutes cited opposite Rule 15 are separate and 
distinct motions, with the latter superseding the former." 

Said minutes were approved as corrected. 

President Myers requested consideration of New Business first: items A and 
Bin that order. There were no objections. 

Senator Brewer presented a slate of nominees for Senate committee vacancies 
on behalf of the Committee on Committees: 
Jim Jackson, Health Related Professions, for Academic Standards & Practices 

1 year appointment (1983-84) 
Replacing: Savina Schoenhofer 

Mary Sue Foster, Fine Arts, for Curriculum & Academic Planning 
1 semester appointment (Fall 83) 
Replacing: Shirley McCollum (on leave) 

Kenneth Ciboski, LAS-Social Sciences, for Curriculum & Academic Planning 
3 yr. appointment (1983-86) 
Replacing: Gary Greenberg 

William Terrell, Alternate Faculty Member for Court of Student Academic Appeals 
3 yr. appointment (1983-86) 
Position was not filled. 

__j 
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Martin Reif, Administration Representative, Sabbatical Leave Committee 
1 year appointment (1983-84) 
Replacing: Tom Maher 

William Perel, LAS-Natural Sciences, for Admissions & Exceptions 
1 year appointment (1983-84) 
Replacing: Robert Wherritt 

Stephen Stoan, Academic Services for Admissions & Exceptions 
2 year appointment (1983-85) 
Replacing: Mary Lou Goodyear 

Peter Bartel, LAS-Natural Sciences, for Scholarship & Financial Aid 
1 year appointment 
Replacing: William Groutas 

Rosalind Scudder, Faculty Representative for Multi-Purpose Complex Advisory Board 
3 year appointment (1983-86) 
Replacing: Kathryn Maher 

President Myers called for _discussion and other nominations from the floor. 
Hearing no other nominations, she requested a unanimous ballot for the 
slate as proposed. Second by Senator Graham. 

The motion carried. 

Vice President Breazeale informed the Senate regarding Wichita State 
University's role in high technology and the Center f or Excellence . Since 
reporting to the Senate in the Spring, it has become clear that the payoff 
period for legislatively funded programs is five years. This, together 
with the manufacturing emphasis in the Wichita metropolitan area, led to 
the goal of manufacturing technology transfer for Wichita State University. 
The state legislature has funded two separate programs on the basis of $1.50 
f rom private sources per $1 . 00 of state funding : a) Centers of Excellence; 
b) High Technology Research Projec t Gr ants. 

The Center of Excellence at Wichita State University is entitled Center for 
Productivity Enhancement. As an ad hoc assignment, Dr. Richard Graham is 
writing a draf t which calls fo r the creati on of the W.S.U. Center . A 
Center director will be recrui t ed v i a a nat i onwide search. $130 , 000 in 
state funds has been allocated to the University budget f or the Cent er. 
$195,000 in matching funds is r equired f rom private sources. The W.S.U. 
Center focuses on four major operational areas: 1) computer a i ded desi gn-
computer aided manufacturing; 2) artificial intelligence; 3) robotics; 
4) composite materials . There is strong local business and industry 
support for this general concept. 

The High Technology Research Proj ec t Gran t s f und consis ts of $130 , 000 
appropr i ated to the Kansas Department of Economic Dev elopment i n W. S.U. ' s 
name. Another $195,000 would derive from private sources a ccording to 
the matching formula. We have to apply f or use of these f unds via ·
wri tten grant proposals. Substantive mer its of the propo s a ls are decide d 
at W.S.U., but the questions of conf orma t ion t o l egislati on and prospects 
f or economic r e turn will be determi ned by t he Kansa s Advanced Technol ogy 
Commi ssion . The l a t ter hol ds its first review ses sion September 30. W.S.U • 
has s ubmitted t wo proposed proj ects originating from t he Department of 
Aeronautical Engineering: 1) electromagnetic de icing (Cessna is the source 
of private matching f unds) 2) composite ma t er ials in a ircr af t (Beech provides 
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matching funds). Other proposals are under development in Geology and 
Computer Science. 

Senator Collison. One phrase in this that catches the ear of a number of 
faculty is that the award is based on the probability of economic return. 
This is a new aspect for universities to consider. How are we to decide 
internally what proposals go forward? It is probable that something that 
might have the most value to society could have the least favorable aspect 
of economic return. 

Vice President Breazeale. As one moves along the spectrum from basic 
research to applied research and product design, the economic return 
becomes more predictable. Basic research may have a greater benefit to 
society, but it also carries a higher risk of failure. Our focus on 
technological transfer is in the middle of the spectrum. 

Less predictable ventures will be undertaken via the Genesis I firm, which 
provides venture capital and support for new ideas. Eight embryo companies 
will be supported in full during the first year. Within three years they 
either become self-supporting or written off .as an unsuccessful experiment. 

W.S.U. has a potential involvement with Genesis I in a variety of ways: 
a) assisting in the evaluation of proposals for embryo company projects; 
b) providing consultants to embryo companies. 

Senator Carmody inquired about the University's liability if the Center 
and funded projects provide no economic return. 

Vice President Breazeale responded that we are only obligated to make a 
good faith effort in using f unds according to legislative provisions. 

Senator Dreifort remarked that the amount of state funding seems paltry in 
light of the expectations for return. He noted that the Silicon Valley 
success may have been related to the presence of existing higher educational 
institutions. Is the tail wagging the dog here? 

Vice President Breazeale indicated that there is a wide range of expectations 
among people who created the program. Some of these are informed; others 
are uninformed. Still, a venture might be created for no good reason and 
later pay off anyway. We are obligated to do the best we can along the 
legislative provisions. W.S.U. can have some impact on technological 
transfer with the modest amount provided. 

Senator Egbert asked if the Center director would hold faculty rank or carry 
the title of Distinguished Professor? If so , will extra monies be provided 
as a salary supplement? 

Vice President Breazeale. There is nothing definite yet. Obviously the 
person must be a recognized expert in one of the four Center areas. In 
addition, the director would have to have experience in dealing with the 
business community and operating a business . That person will connnand a 
substantial salary. The question of r ank, if it arises, will be decided 
by the appropriate faculty. 

Senator Gosman asked about the source of proposals. He was answered that 
ideas from almost any source would be considered. 



• 

• 
IV. OLD 
BUSINESS 

MOTION 

VOTE 

MOTION 

• 

WSU Senate Minutes 
9-26-83 

-6- -6-

Senator Egbert asked how much of the project fund had been encumbered by 
the two current proposals. The response was that only a modest amount was 
involved: about $59,000. 

Senator Collison raised a question that he had previously discussed with 
Vice President Breazeale. It would be part of my concern that we represent 
more than just technology in the campus connnittees that oversee or look at 
proposals. What is the makeup of connnittees or high tech groups that 
evaluate on-campus proposals. 

Vice President Breazeale responded that there is no current high tech 
advisory group. President Armstrong may create one. There are ethical 
dimensions involved. We will at least have to develop policy for 
a) consulting under these programs; b) patent issues arising in the 
conduct of joint ventures with business; c) conflicts of interest. 
There are some broad guidelines relating to these matters, but much policy 
remains to be developed in all the qualifying universities. 

Senator Soles asked if there are publication restrictions relating to 
work performed for an industrial sponsor. 

Vice President Breazeale indicated that this issue was not yet resolved, 
but that it did not arise in the two project proposals currently submitted. 
Following World War II most universities imposed a moratorium on how long 
they woul d withhold disclosure of information under sponsored projects. 
Companies that provide substantial funding do expect proprietary protection 
for some period of time. We will have to find a way to deal with the 
businesses on that issue, as well as the general question of public 
domain vs. proprietary interests in the university. 

President Myers thanked the group of five prior Senate presidents for 
their connnents on the Role of Faculty in University Governance. 

Senator Millet moved that the Senate become a Committee of the Whole. 
Second by Senator Gosman. 

President Myers requested that she continue to preside over the meeting 
and that the Secretary continue to take notes on an addendum basis. These 
requests were not opposed. She explained that Committee of the Whole 
provides less formal proceedings, precludes official action, and requires 
a Rise and Report motion before adjournment. 

Motion carried. 

r Deliberations of the Senate during Committee of the Whole are attached 
as an addendum to the minutes ] 

Senators Duell, Collison, and Greenberg moved that the Senate President 
form a task forae to look into the pros and cons of various alternative 
faculty senate structures. Second by Senator Kahn . 

Senator Dreifort requested that the task force develop recommendations 
to the Senate. 
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Senator Duell accepted this request as an unopposed amendment, and the 
motion was altered by the following addition beginning with structures: 
11 ••• and make a reconnnendation to the University Senate." 

Senator Terrell moved to adjourn. Second by Senator Stone. 

The motion failed. 

The motion on the floor carried. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:11 p.m. 

William Terrell, Senate Secretary, Ext. 3220 
Lucille Brodie, Recording Secretary, Ext . 3504 
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE: 
ADDENDUM TO THE SENATE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF SEPT. 26, 1983 

Senator Millett referenced the communications portion of Senator Kasten's address 
to the Senate, and proceeded to several questions: 

1. Does each of these constituencies have a mechanism for developing 
its own special perspective? 

2. Is the University Senate the only or the best way for constituencies 
to communicate with each other? 

3. Does the University Senate provide for communication among all 
constituencies at the faculty's expense? 

4. Couldn't a Faculty Senate provide a means of communicating with 
students, who have the SGA, and administrators, who have cabinets, 
councils, and chairpersons's meetings? 

There are several workable alternatives that would preserve a spirit of 
collegiality. On the finality of actions by a Faculty Senate, the group of 
five provided unanimous support, and indicated that this would make Senate 
membership more competitive. We should continue with the arguments for and 
against the basic questions: a) Should we form a Faculty Senate; b) Should 
the actions of a Faculty Senate be final? 

Senator Dreifort stated that the group of five may have misled the Senate into 
believing that they were not in favor of a Faculty Senate. They are in favor 
of forming a Faculty Senate. But somehow the tenor of their discussion was 
changed in the Senate presentation. 

Senator Stone asked Senator Millet if a Faculty Senate would replace the 
University Senate. 

Senator Millet repeated the two basic questions from her opening remarks. 

Professor William Perel (guest and prior Senate President) provided several 
ideas on the formation of a Faculty Senate. 

!..:_ Definition of faculty presents no _obstacle. If one excludes students and 
administrators from this body, what remains is faculty. The _issue :,of depa:t;'.t
mental chairs as faculty may be open, but in the past some of the most 
outstanding Senate Presidents came , from this groµp. 
!:__There is a feeling that the faculty -would ,not tolerate the Senate having 
final say in important matters as it is presently constituted. This may or 
may not be true. It is true that on occasion the general faculty has over
ruled Senate action. Whether or not the general faculty would retain some 
review of Senate final action via petition remains to be worked out. 
l!.- There is something wrong with the University Senate, and this is not due to 
the presence of students and administrators. There is a lack of interest on 
the part of faculty. Even important matters, such as promotion and tenure, 
only attracted 125 of 700 to the general faculty meetings of last year. 



• 

• 

• 

ADDENDUM TO MINUTES 
9-26-83 

-2-
-2-

!!..:_ University Senate committee appointments are currently determined without 
regard to the committee's purpose. Faculty appointments are often based on 
the need, mostly imagined, for service as a means of gaining promotion and 
tenure. There are some committees upon which students do not want to serve. 
There ought to be some other basis for committee appointments. 
5. The University Senate has many serious problems, and it has not been 
effective in dealing with them. First, the University administration frequently 
bypasses the Senate, as in the recent sexual harassment document. This is not 
the first time that the administration has initiated something without passing 
through the Senate. As long as the administration continues to do that, the 
Senate will not be as an important body as it might be. This will not change 
upon forming a Faculty Senate. Indeed, the problem might be intensified. 
Second, the Senate's lack of effectiveness is our (senators') fault. Without 
a solution to these two problems, forming a Faculty Senate will not be effective. 
~ If a Faculty Senate is to be established, the decision will have to be taken 
to the general faculty. One cannot expect members of the University Senate who 
will be excluded from a Faculty Senate, viz. students and administrators, to 
vote for the change. The main question has been defeated heretofore in the 
University Senate. The students will oppose it. The administration will oppose 
it. Faculty who are allied with the administration will oppose it. 

Senator Stone agreed that a definition of faculty poses no problem to the 
formation of a Faculty Senate. It is presumptuous to suppose that students 
would want to be on an agenda committee of a Faculty Senate. He noted that 
the faculty could form a senate like the student senate if they wanted to, 
and further, faculty could sit on the student senate if they really wanted to . 
Student and faculty views are more coincidental than supposed. Division is 
only apparent when a body excludes certain groups from having a say so. 

Faculty don't view most issues as one body; neither do the students nor the 
administration. So many issues go from this Senate to the general faculty as 
a safeguard to prevent the one-third that is not faculty from making policy. 
With such a loophole, it will be used. It is not clear what is meant by final 
authority. Only the University President has final authority, more or less. 
What is intended here is eliminating general faculty input and silencing the 
views of students and administrators. 

Senator Greenberg noted a feeling of impotence and frustration on the part of 
faculty in relating to the institution and in dealing with the administration. 
Moreover, the current discussion of a Faculty Senate reflects these feelings. 
The institution is growing and maturing. In general, maturity b~ings governance 
that includes an all-faculty body such as the University of Kansas has. 

Senator Collison stated that Senator Millet is not advocating the abolition of 
the University Senate. She is merely asking a question: Should there be a Faculty 
Senate? 

As a matter of principle, we should retain a University Senate, which lets the 
several constituencies come together, such as we have here. But the question 
ensues: What are the advantages and disadvantages of a Faculty Senate? 

It is clear that there is an advantage to a Faculty Senate for those issues which 
are specifically related to faculty concerns. The condition of faculty morale, 
perhaps related to or affected by a feeling of impotence in governance, is one 
of those issues which needs to be concerned. 
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Perhaps it would be appropriate for faculty to identify the kinds of issues 
which clearly should come before a Faculty Senate for discussion, which sub
sequently might come to this body. But I would personally hope that that 
forum would be more effective than our current faculty meetings. I'm clearly 
in favor of, somehow or other, doing away with that cumbersome and, I think, 
unrepresentative process. 

Senator K. Clark. Given a Faculty Senate, what would be the role of general 
faculty meetings? 

President Myers replied that there is no c l ea r answer a t this point. 

Senator Dreifort pointed out that this faculty pays its way every day through: 
lousy wages, lousy fringe benefits, and long hours. 

The feeling among the group of five prior Senate Presidents is that there be no 
intermediary body between the Faculty Senate and the administration. 

There is some concern about interface among constituencies. Who cares about 
"interface?" It is a jargon word that has come to mean different things to 
different people. It may no longer have any merit. 

The faculty do need a place to meet and share their ideas. 

It is not easy to identify the faculty • 

Issues go to the general faculty in 
somewhat like the Senate is today .. 
in the general faculty meeting. 

part because it was much smaller in the past, 
Time is long past for meaningful discussion 

On the other hand, so long a s the general faculty meeting provides another crack 
at a document, why should anyone care who is elected to the University Senate? 
For this reason, the University Senate has not refl~cted the ideas of the faculty. 

Senator Hunt noted that students do not receive committee appointments until 
September. This explains current vanancies. 

St udents do have t heir own sena t e , but s till feel gr eat frustra tion, expecially 
in fee allocations. 

I would f avor a Fa culty Senate if we retain a University Senate that represents 
all constituencies. 

Student inter ests are not necessaril y opposed to f aculty inter ests. 

Senator Soles suggested that the Senate has strayed f rom the i ssue. We keep 
getting bogged down in whether the f aculty should be consider ed analogous to 
students in governing bodies. The r eal issues: 
1. Do the faculty want a Faculty Sena t e ? 
2 . Coul d the f a cul t y use a Fa culty Senate? 
3. How would a Faculty Sena t e oper ate? 
Faculty and studen ts have entirely different roles in t h is Uni versity . We have 
entire ly diff~rent joos. 

I think the faculty need a Facul t y Senate, and I thi nk they ough t to have one . 



• 

• 

•• 

ADDENDUM TO MINUTES 
9-26-83 

-4-
-4-

Responding to an anonymous query "Why? ~'" Senator Soles replied that there is no 
body that represents the faculty on this campus. 

Senator Kahn saw the question as boiling down to the legitimacy of a faculty 
meeting together to discuss items it considers important. Yes, there is such 
a need. 

There is no difficulty in defining faculty for this purpose. 

He suggests that a connnittee be appointed to look into this and report back at 
an early date whether they consider it feasible. We could take action from there. 

Senator Throckmorton referenced Senator Kasten's presentation with respect to 
meaningful connnunications, and acknowledged that she had recently read the 

Communications Audit of Wichita State University. Her reading of the Horizontal 
Communications section of that Audit suggests that the faculty needs a forum 
for communication with each other j ust as we need to build communication channels 
vertically. This suggests that a Faculty Senate might provide such a forum, and 
that given the opportunity to establish a faculty view, that view may be more 
easily connnunicated to the administration and others. 

Senator Greenberg. The presence of administrators is often intimidating to many 
faculty. Untenured and junior faculty would not welcome the opportunity to vote 
in a position that pitted them a gainst the administration. For that very r eason 
the faculty ne eds an arena to express themselves freely • 

Senator Gosman suspects that the difficulty of defining faculty has been offered 
as an impediment to forming a Faculty Senate. If we follow such an argument, 
we would not have the current Senate and its committee structure. Such a 
definition may not be easy, but faculty i s definable. Defining the faculty is 
no impediment to establishing a Facul ty Sena t e . 

Senator Stone. No one disagrees with the need for a Faculty Senate. The real 
question concerns the role of such a body. Will it abolish the University 
Senate and redefine current connnittee structure? 

Senator Collison r eminded Senator Stone that establishing a Fa cult y Senate doe s 
not mean abolishing the Uni versi ty Senat e. Sena tor Stone s eems to have conf used 
these two issues. 

Senator Millet provided several examples o f alternatives that might be considered: 
a) form a Faculty Senate but leave the current connnittee struc ture i ntact; 
b) form a Faculty Senate and retain the University Senate; c) alte r Universi ty 
Sena t e composition and provide non-voting membership to student and admi nistra tive 
r epresenta tives. The latte r encourages communication. 

By all means we should not establish a separate faculty forum or caucus and a 
University Senate. One would stil l have to ascertain faculty sentiments , bring 
them to the University Senate, and then f ace the inter ests of those attendi ng 
general facul ty mee ting. This is t he mess we have r i ght now . 

Senator Dreifort . A Faculty Senat e and a Uni versity Senate is too cumbersome . 
More bodies on top o f bodies makes a big carcass. There should not be another 
body. 

Senator Chaffee expressed ama zemen t tha t in t he Uni ver sity Senate we hear a 
sma ll segment claiming to represent the faculty . I sn't ther e a way o f obtaining 
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• a broader representation of the faculty. 

MOTION 

VOTE 

• 

• 

Senator Greenberg acknowledged the need for better faculty representation. 
A Faculty Senate serves the purpose. 

Senator Gosman suggested that either the Senate deal with the questions raised 
by Senator Millett or proceed to Senator Kahn's recommendation for committee 
study and report. 

Senator Duell echoed the need for a committee to search for alternatives. The 
pros and cons of a Faculty Senate depend on its structure and the procedure 
for resolving its recommendations. 

Senator Collison moved that the Committee of the Whole rise and report to the 
Senate. Second by Senator Terrell. 

President Myers agreed to continue the matter after returning to the status 
of Senate. 

The motion carried, whereupon, the University S-enate continued with the 
business at hand . 
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