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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: April 9, 1984, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m. 

Order of Business: 

I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

Calling of the Meeting to Order 

Informal Proposals and Statements 

Approval of the minutes for the meeting of 
March 26, 1984 (Vol. XX, No. 11). 

Old Business: 

A. Faculty Senate Proposal--Dr. Helen Throckmorton, 
Chair, Task Force to Review Faculty Senate 
Structures 
(As amended - Attachment A) 

B. Report of the Advisory and Appeals 
Connnittee for Retrenchment--
Dr. Robert Anderson, Chair 
(Attachment to agenda 3/26/84) 

V. New Business: 

VI . Adjournment 

Report of the Academic Standards and Practices 
Committee--Richard Yeargan, Chair 
(Attachment B) 
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ATTACHMENT A To Agenda 
4/9/84 

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SENATE TASK FORCE TO ESTABLISH A FACULTY SENATE 
(As amended 3-26-84) 

That a Faculty Senate be established at Wichita State University , to be composed of elected members of the teach ing/ 
research faculty. 

2. That Faculty Senators be allocated on the basis of a proportional system, with one Senator for each 12 facu lty members. 
Senators will be elected from the following divisions, which would then choose their own method of distribution and 
their own definition of the electorate: the colleges of Business Admin istration, Education , Engineering, Fine Arts, 
Health Professions, and Liberal Arts and Sciences; Library /M RC; and the centers of Urban Affairs and Gerontology. 

3, That Faculty Senators be full-time members of the teaching/research faculty, o0-~rs of the library/MR~~ 
probationary or tenured appoj!1tments at the rank of instructor or above. 

4. That four faculty members who meet the criteria for membership on the Faculty Senate be elected at large by those 
who meet the criteria to serve as Senators. 

5. That the President of the University, or his/her representative in the person of the Vice-president for Academic 
Affairs, be an ex-officio non-voting member of the Faculty Senate. 

6. That the President of the Student Government Association be an ex-officio non-voting member of the Faculty Senate. 

7 . That action of the Faculty Senate be final, unless a Facul ty Assembly described under (a) is called, in the manner 
described under (b). The Faculty Assembly can act only under the conditions described under (c). 

8. 

9. 

10. 

a. Faculty members eligible to serve as Senators will constitute the Faculty Assembl y. 
b. The Faculty Assembly will be convened only upon petition of 20% of the members of the Faculty Assembly . 
c. The quorum of the Faculty Assembly will be 50% of those eligible for membershi p on the Faculty Assembly 

who must be present and voting~ !12., or abstain. In the absence of a quorum the Faculty Senate action wi ll stand . 

That during the transition the present Senate committee structure be maintained and carried over to the new Faculty 
Senate; and that the new Faculty Senate appoint a committee to develop the new committee struct ure, taking into 
consideration these factors: 

a. The number of committees and the function of each one. 
b. The charge given to each committee which defines its function. 
c. The size of the committees, one goal being to restrict the size to the smallest number possible to guarantee 

maximum effectiveness. 
d . The inclusion of students and administrators with full voting rights on each committee, unless a compelling 

argument against membership on that committee is presen ted. 
e. The eligibility and qualifications of those serving on committees. 
f. The scheduling of regular meeting times; for example, the first and third Monday of each month. 
g. The coordination and supervision of committees. 
h. The status of committee members during the time they are on leave. 

That the agenda committee appoint a committee of three faculty members ho ld ing the rank of associate professo r or 
above to draft the Constitution of the Faculty Senate in accordance with the reco mmendations approved for the 
formation of the Facul ty Senate. 

That the transition from a University Senate to a Faculty Senate be accomplished according to this sequence: 

a. The Rules Committee of the current Senate wi ll conduct the election to seat the new Faculty Senate . 
b. The Agenda Committee of the current Senate will appoint a commit tee of three faculty members to draft the 

Constitution or the new Faculty Senate. 
c. The new Faculty Senate will convene to review and adopt the Constitution of the Faculty Senate . 
d . The Faculty Senate will appoint a committee, which shall include students, to develop the committee structure 

of the Faculty Senate. 

,. 
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ATTACHMENT B To Agenda 
4/9/84 

--Dce,un e. n.. t- J.. 'f 

REPORT OF THE ACADEMIC STANDARDS AND PRACTICES COMMITTEE FOR 
THE 1983-84 ACADEMIC YEAR 

Submitted by R. G. YEARGAN, CHAIRPERSON 

The Academic Standards and Practices Committee met on 
several occasions this academic year, to consider issues 
referred to it by various University constiuuencies. As 
a result several changes in academics standards or policies 
were brought to the University Senate for consideration. 

Two major proposals brought to the Committee for 
study and recommendation came from University College. One 
of those proposals changed the probation/academic dismissal 
standards for the University. In effect, the proposed changes 
will enable the University to place students on academic 
probation at an earlier point, and to dismiss students with 
poor academic performance at an earlier point in their 
academic career. The second proposal changed the way in 
which students may implement the Transition Semester policy, 
making that policy subject to the student's academic performance 
the subsequent semester. Both of these policy changes which 
were adopted by the University Senate should have the net 
effect of not allowing students to accumulate large numbers 
of hours with extremely poor cumulative grade point averages. 
Research has indicated that many students build so many 
semesters of poor academic performance before they are confronted 
with academic reality, that it becomes virtually impossible 
for them to ever salvage their academic careers. 

The Senate Agenda Committee referred the Final Examination 
Week Schedule issue to the Academic Standards and Practices 
Committee for review and recommendation. Subsequently the 
ASPC recommended a change in policy statement to the University 
Senate for incorporation in the Faculty Handbook. That 
recommendation was rejected by the University Senate, in 
favor of stronger enforcement of existing policies on the part 
of the administration. 

More recently the University Senate referred the issue 
of the W policy to the ASPC for review and recommendation. 
The Committee reviewed the withdrawal policies among several 
institutions throughout the region. Further, they reviewed 
grade distributions in general, including the number of W 
grades issued for the past several semesters at Wichita 
State University. It was the unanimous opinion of the 
Committee that the Wichita State University policy on W's 
was very much in line with other regional institutions 
and that there was not compelling evidence that a change was 
necessary. The Committee also felt that far more serious 
questions of grade inflation were apparent when viewing grade 
distribution than the issue of percentage of W's administered. 
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Thus, the Academic Standards and Practices Committee 
is recommending that no change in the W policy be made at 
this time. However, the Committee has requested the 
Registrar to initiate a study to determine what percentage 
of those students who take W's in a class subsequently 
repeat the class and if so what the grade of record is 
upon repeating. A random sample study will be made. At 
this time, no means exists to determine what percentage of 
students who withdraw do so because of grade, and what 
percentage do so because of personal illness, work shift 
changes, and job transfers. Without such data, the 
Committee feels a change is not justified at this time. 
However, the Committee will continue to study the issue, 
and review the data which the Registrar will gather. 

In reviewing grade distribution data for the purposes 
of studying the W issue, the Committee did express concern 
about the rather apparent issue of grade inflation. Further 
grade distribution data is available and will be reviewed 
in the future by the Committee. At that time, further 
recommendations may be forthcoming from the Committee to 
the University Senate . 
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Suggested Alternatives to the report of t he Task Force on Faculty Senates. 

c.,. t Me.e.11 .n'f 

lf-9-g'I-

Alternative n 1. Create a Faculty Senate. the membership of which would consist of faculty 

members elected to the University Senate. which would meet seperately from the University 

Senate on items perceived as exclusively faculty issues and on \..Jhich an ''undiluted" faculty voice 

would be appropriate. Under this alternative. it would be necessar y to insure that the President 

of the University Senate always be a faculty member. 

Rationale: This alternative would address all of the questions the Task Force considered without 

drastical ly altering the current structure and therefore not having the by-products and negative 

impacts of the proposed charge . It also alleviates the problem of finding enough faculty member~· 

willing to serve on seperate governing bodies. 

Alternative U2. Substitute a "pure" Faculty Senate for the current General Faculty meetings and 

change the composition of the University Senate to more evenly represent the various campus 

constituencies. 

Rationale. This alternative has been discussed some with the on ly compelling argument against 

it being the inability to find enough faculty members willing to serve on seperate governing 

bodies. However. this problem is somewhat alleviated under this alternative because the 

composition of University Senate wou l dbe altered in such a way as to require many fewer 
members. 

Alternative #3. Maintain the current University Senate and General Faculty as is. 

Rationale. Under the current system. facu lty members control just over 2/3 of the votes in the 

University Senate. Thus. if there is a clear faculty position C?n a particular issue. it is virtually 

guaranteed that the University Senate will endor se this opinion. If there is still a desire for a 

"pure" facu!ty opinion. the current system permits issues to be sent to the Faculty as a whole 

for consideration. Thus. all of the desires for a "undiluted" faculty forum are satisfied under 
the current system . 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of April 9, 1984, (Vol. XX, No. 13). 

Members Present: Armstrong, Ballenger, Blakeslee, Breazeale, Brewer, 
Campbell, Chaffee, Childs, J. Clark, K. Clark, Collison, Crown, Crum, 
Daley, Dreifort, Duell, Egbert, Feleppa, Ginns, Gosman, Graham, 
Greenberg, Harmon, Hunt, Kahn, Kasten, Kruger, Mathis, McCollum, 
Millett, Myers, Raine, Rhatigan, Riemer, Safizadeh, Sawan, Schrag, 
Scudder, Sojka, Soles, Stone, Taylor, Terrell, Throckmorton, Til ford, 
Weiss, Wentworth, Wineke, Yeager, Kahrs. 
Members Absent: Allen, Drew, Janeksela, Stockemer, Talaty, 
Wilkerson. 
Guests: J. Abbinett, R. Yeargan, V. Pangburn, T. Taggart, E. Hoyer, 
E. Webster, D. Farnsworth, C. Laney, R. Anderson, L. Starkel, R. Davis, 
J. Strand, L. Robertson, L. Easley, P. Williams, G. Richie, C. Lee, 
P. Longsworth. 

Issued at 3:32. 

President Myers 
1. Agenda Connnittee meets Tuesday at 2 p.m. in 208 CAC. 
2. Special Senate meeting April 16: Program Discontinuance and 

Promotion and Tenure report. 
3. Mr. Sudermann is confident Legislature will approve 7% Faculty 

Salary increase, 7% increase in Other Operating Expenditures, 
Enrollment Adjustment Funds, no cut in Base Budget, funding 

Amended 
4-23-84 
Sena,toJt 
Kah!u, 

pJtv.,en.t 

for library addition, and engineering program development funds. 

Senator Greenberg reported on connnents regarding an obtrusive sign in the 
Heskett Center. The sign amounts to a commercial advertisement of 
Clairol products. 

Amended 
Senator Raine viewed the parenthetical expression "(Ensuing laughter 4-23-84 
subsided , )"as unnecessary, harsh, and embarassing . and requested it deleted. 

Senator Hunt requested that "reconsidered" be substituted for "redetermined" 
in his connnent at the bottom of p. 8. Change effected. 

Minutes approved as corrected. (March 26, 1984) 

Senator Throckmorton made a clarifying change in recommendation number 3 
of the Faculty Senate Proposal. The corrected reading follows: 

That Faculty Senators be full-time members of the teaching/ 
research faculty, or full-time members of the library/MRC 
faculty, with probationary or tenured appointments at the 
ranK of instructor or above • 

Regarding recommendation number 10, the Committee was asked to attach 
some dates to the implementation steps. 
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WSU Senate Minutes 
4/9/84 

SP. 84: Agenda Committee appoints an ad hoc committee to draft 
the Constitution of the Faculty Senate. 

FL. 84: The Constitution is completed and the current Senate 
Rules Committee conducts an election of Faculty Senate 
members. 

SP. 85: Faculty Senate convenes (about January 15) to adopt a 
new constitution, elect officers, and appoint an ad hoc 
committee to reconsider Senate committees. 

FL. 85: Faculty Senate adopts a committee structure. 

Vice President Breazeale chose not to address the merits of a Faculty Senate 
per se, but spoke to the specific issue of a Faculty Senate as a substitute 
for the University Senate. 

The origins and objectives of the University Senate are relevant to this 
point. The original University Senate consisted of faculty, the vice 
presidents, the president and the deans. There were no students on the 
original University Senate. 

Copies of President Lindquist's February 10, 1964 address to the 
University Senate were distributed to the present body. 

There are several highlights. There are three reasons why President 
Lindquist supported the idea of a University Senate: 

1. It creates an institutional forum in which faculty with administrative 
assignments can share possibilities and problems with faculty who have 
primarily teaching assignments and faculty with teaching assignments can 
share aspirations and concerns with faculty who have administrative 
assignments. 

2. A University Senate can marshall new and additional resources for 
thinking constructively about the mission of our university. President 
Lindquist went on to deal with the specific contributions of each 
constituency to this work of the Senate. 

3. The idea of a University Senate is sound in principle and in form 
because it is university wide, because it is representative, and because 
it is responsible to its parent--the university faculty. 

President Lindquist also stated: Our organizational structure provides 
for the central role of the university faculty. I know of no serious 
desire to curtail the traditional role of the university faculty. The 
university senate is created by the university faculty and reports to and 
is responsible to it. 

President Lindquist also addressed the matter of an administrative council 
and other constituencies of the university structure. Finally, he noted 
that the senate is not a substitute for the university faculty. It is not 
either an administrative agency. It is a body which should discuss, study, 
seek information, share in planning, and provide insight into faculty 
interest and concerns, and report. The senate should share in determining 
the university mission. It is a product of the university faculty and 
responsive to it. 
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4/9/84 
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Vice President Breazeale closed with three issues that President Lindquist's 
address raises for the debate today: 

1. What is an appropriate body which represents the various 
constituencies in the university and provides, as this body has 
provided over a period of years since 1964, a single forum in 
which various constitutencies can deal with a range of problems 
which confront the university. This was valuable in the mind of 
President Lindquist when the University Senate was created. The 
University Senate has served the University well, and it should 
not lightly be discarded at this point in the life of the 
University. 

This is not to address the separate issue of whether a Faculty 
Senate is also an appropriate body. It does address the appropriate
ness of a Faculty Senate as a substitute for a University Senate. 

2. The University Senate was created by the university faculty with 
the concurrence of the President . .. It is not clear where we will be 
left in terms of the legality of procedures if its abolition is an 
action of any body other than the university faculty, which created 
it, with the concurrence of the President. 

3. The nature and organization of committee structure arises out of 
the history of the University Senate. If a Faculty Senate is created, 
it is clear that it could create whatever committees that would be 
appropriate to the ends and needs of that body. What is not clear is 
that those committees would automatically be university committees on 
the topic in question, whether it be tenure and promotion, parking, 
scholarship, admissions, exceptions, curriculum, or other matters. 
The original university committees were not creations of the university 
senate. Those committee functions were delegated to the University 
Senate in the creative years of that Senate. They were delegated in 
part because that body was a representative body involving all the 
constituencies. It is not clear to me that there would be an 
automatic parallel if we had a Faculty Senate representing a single 
constituency, 

In summary, there is some value in the initial goals set for the University 
Senate. The University Senate in many ways has achieved some of the 
promise in terms of those goals. I argue against the light discarding of 
the University Senate as a forum for discussion of the issues among the 
various constituencies. Beyond that, there are jurisdictional issues, 
which, in my judgement, would require that the abolition of the University 
Senate must be determined by the General Faculty. \]>resident Lindquist's 
1964 address is attached to these minutesJ 

Senator Collison responded that in his 15 years at the university he had 
agreed with Vice President Breazeale more often than he had disagreed. 
But he disagreed with one of the points the Vice President raised today. 
It is clear that the University Senate contains all constituencies. But 
the question before us is whether or not those constituencies ·are free to 
discuss issues in a more pure form. The creation of a Faculty Senate will 
not destroy dialogue among those constituencies. In some respects it may 
improve that dialogue. On this point Dr. Throckmorton has been persuasive. 
I take the side of adherence to a Faculty Senate. 
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Senator Graham addressed the Senate in opposition to the proposal . 

I feel compelled to speak on this issue. I am sorry to be using a 
prepared statement, but I am in touch with reality enough to recognize 
the vulnerability of an aging memory, and since I feel an added 
responsibility to speak with care this afternoon, I'm not going to 
"wing it. " 

I feel a responsibility to speak for several reasons: 
(1) I have been elected Senator-at-Large three different times, for 
a total of six years, so I have represented a broader faculty 
constituency than when I have represented a College. 
~2) I have been elected to the Senate every two years since 1967-
a total of 17 years. That should deserve some kind of medal for 
bravery. 
(3) I have twice served as Vice President of the Senate: once in 
1969--when it was a faculty senate, and again, last year. 
(4) I have been asked over the years to permit my name to be placed 
in nomination for the Presidency of the Senate, but each time I 
have declined; I felt I could serve better as an experienced back
bench Senator. 
(5) Finally, I have served all this time, while also being an 
elected Department Chairperson. This would now make me ineligible 
for membership in the proposed Faculty Senate. I say that with some 
sense of personal di~appointment, but, perhaps I have served long 
enough, and I feel sure that life would go on, were I not a Faculty 
Senator . I say all this, not to try to make my opinions seem more 
creditable, but to share with you the perspective they represent. 

I have listened caref ully to the sta tements in support of and against 
the establishment of a faculty senate. I find myse lf less persuaded 
with what it is hoped will be achieved by a Faculty Senate, than by 
what I feel will be lost in the elimination of a University Senate. 
I simply can't comprehend how problem-solving, which involves the 
interests and values of many different constituencies--which is what 
Senate business is all about- -can be better f acilitated by the estab
lishment of separate, non-interacting , single-identity groups, than by 
the present multi-representation f orum. I've always believed that 
problems were more satisf actorily explored when we come together to 
sit around the figurative table to communicate and reason with each 
other, rather than to depend on distantly-established policies and 
recommendations which are miscommunicated to each other by the grape 
vine or hapless Sunflower. 

In my years on the Sena t e , I have learned and underst ood be tter , a s 
I have heard the other side. Apparently, in the contex t of this 
debate, this means the administration and the students (and, 
parenthetically, chairpersons). In this Senate of 57 members, six 
have been elected to represent the administration and eight to 
r epresent the student body. To be frank wi th you, I have never s een 
this body unduly swayed by either group. Certainly t he Uni versity 
President and t he Academic Vice President do talk i n the Senate , 
usually in response to direct questions; some times, the Vice President 
f or Student Af fairs states his opinion or perspec tive ; I f ind it har d 
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to remember the last time I have heard any of the other three 
administration members speak in the Senate, let alone sway the 
body: Dean Leonard Chaffee, Dean Russell Wentworth; Associate 
Dean William Harmon. 

-5-

And so it is with students: I have listened to students represent 
their interests and opinions. Sometimes, they don't show as much 
skill in their advocacy, or savvy in parliamentary procedures as 
might be hoped, but as a group, in my opinion, they have consistently 
shown sincerity and responsibility through the years, and very 
frequently, wisdom, in their representation. Only infrequently have 
they been betrayed by one of their more publicity-conscious members. 
(I must admit I have also observed this trait occasionally in the 
other ranks of members of the Senate as well.) 

These people are "the other side;" They have their opinions and 
positions, and they share in a small way in the Senate vote--combined, 
the administration and students represent about 25% of the Senate 
membership. And I think we have a responsibility--indeed, an 
opportunity--to listen and try to understand their advocacy. 

Perhaps, I can share my gut-feeling about this issue by an example 
which I think is apt, if not totally appropriate; it makes my point: 
One of our colleagues has served in the Senate for just about as long 
as I have. He and I are almost always on the opposite sides of any 
Senate vote. (Should we both find ourselves on the same side of an 
issue, we both worry about who is wrong!) But, over the years, I have 
come to respect the thought process of Senator Greenberg, the care he 
gives to the selection of topics he champions, the homework he does in 
preparation for his advocacy, and what I have observed to be his un
assailable personal integrity. All this, even though I so frequently 
do not share his opinions. These perceptions have developed only 
through our repeated exposure to each other in Senate deliberations. 
I have come to know him--and he me. We trust each other. 

Of course, in the proposed Faculty Senate, faculty members of differing 
opinions would have a chance to listen and argue with each other, and 
perhaps come to understand, if not agree. Not so with "the others." 
Their opinions would henceforth be formed only in separate Student 
Senate and Council of Deans. 

The point I am trying to make--at longer length than I had intended--
is that each time I try to consider the value of establishing a Faculty 
Senate--a concept with which I have little ideation.al difficulty--I find 
myself saying: But PROBLEM-SOLVING is achieved by communication and 
having each who will be affected by the PROBLEM-SOLUTION be a part of 
its deliberation and final decision. People tend to support, or at 
least better understand and accept, that which they had a part in 
helping to decide. Or, so it seems to me. 

I think the University Senate structure has served us well. I think the 
provision for general faculty meeting overview and consent has not 
served us well. In my opinion, that is the element of our present 
governance system which needs to be examined and changed, 
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I have said enough. I continue to be puzzled and distressed by this 
issue. Those who are the chief advocates for the change to a Faculty 
Senate have been my respected and trusted colleagues over the years; 
Helen Throckmorton, Don Wineke, Nancy Millett, Bill Terrell, and others. 
AND YET: my head tells me that I DO know something about how people 
function and I DO know that more positive things are facilitated and 
achieved by people talking to each other, listening to each other, 
trying to persuade each other, and respecting the right of individual 
opinion and vote of each other--as the final decision is made--than by 
the establishment and implementation of insular, self-reinforcing, 
non-interacting, advocacy groups. Political Scientists would call 
the present University Senate a democracy .•. I would call it enlightened 
group decision-making. Thank you. 

Senator Wineke referenced the respect and wisdom associated with Senator 
Graham, but spoke in favor of the proposal. He directed his commentary 
to a point made by Vice President Breazeale. 

At the time of President Lindquist's remarks (1964) we had a much different 
institution than we have today. The University has increased in size and 
it has become more complex. The faculty has multiplied to the point that 
the general faculty as the main legislative body of the university is not 
an efficient instrument. A Faculty Senate would be so. 

Additionally, among the constituencies there has been a change in relation
ships. In the last 20 years we have seen the emergence of a class of 
professional administrators in higher education and on this campus. These 
are persons who, more or less early in their career, opted for administration 
and, for all intents and purposes, leave the teaching and research behind. 
This calls to mind the recent dean of the College of Liberal Arts, who never 
held a full-time faculty position and yet, was eligible for membership on 
the University Senate. 

The level of collegiality that can prevail between the teaching/research 
faculty and administrators has diminished over those years, and this is 
the likely pattern for the future. 

As a recent departmental chair, I can sympathize with Senator Graham's 
position. However, chairs are only excluded from the Faculty Senate during 
the period when they are chairs. If they wish to stay departmental chair 
on a permanent basis, they have cast their lot with the administration. 
The fact is that accepting the position of chair diminishes one's teaching 
and research efforts. The longer one holds the position of chair, the 
further one is removed from the teaching/research function. 

The proposal before us is the most efficient way of assuring that the 
faculty perspective will get a pure airing in its own forum. Chairs and 
other administrators, no doubt, sympathize with faculty interests, but 
they do not stand in our shoes, and they cannot see those interests from 
our point of view. 

I urge adoption oft e document • 

Senator Wentworth voiced opposition to the motion and requested others to 
assist in its defeat. The University Senate is a strong and significant 
voice in governance of the University. It represents the university 
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community in the best sense of that concept. We are a community of 
staff, and students, each dependent on the other. An attack on one 
is an attack on all of us. We are strong as we function as a team. 

-7-

faculty, 
of us 

The 
current Senate is more democratic and effective than a pure Faculty Senate. 
We are consistently wiser by virtue of combined voices and combined 
interests. How can the faculty function in what would truly be a partial 
vacuum? 

Dr. Farnsworth (member of the drafting committee) recalled the substantial 
debate in 1964 with respect to the presence of administrators on the 
faculty senate, which was later changed to University Senate. 

This Senate cannot be considered a failure simply because we are proposing 
something in place of it. The event of something coming to an end does not 
mean failure. Consider a long-running Broadway play that eventually closes. 
This Senate has made substantial contributions over the years. But the 
committee had to recognize a substantial decline over the past eight or 
so years in faculty interest with respect to university governance. We 
hope to revive faculty interest by establishing a Faculty Senate. 

Dr. Farnsworth recalled the address by President Lindquist, and the wide
spread discussion that followed it. The latter was due to his statement 
that some of us are administrators and some are teachers, yet we are all 
faculty. This is one approach. However, we do now exist legally as 
separate entities. The legal distinction between faculty (classroom 
scholars) and administrators already exists. Even without such legal 
distinction, there is a matter of perception that exists in that regard 
among the teaching faculty. 

This proposal can go to the 
make the decision to do so. 
this document to the General 

General Faculty. It is this body that must 
The committee has not precluded referring 
Faculty. 

Regarding committees, are we to have parallel committees or continuing 
committees? It is clearly voiced in the report that the present committee 
structure be retained to a very great extent. The committee structure as 
it now functions is most desirable. 

The drafting committee did not approach the matter from the standpoint of 
throwing out lightly a body that was not doing a significant job on campus. 
We proposed a new institution on grounds that the faculty has changed. 
It is larger. Its functioning involves a distinctive teaching faculty 
that does not have representation as a separate entity. We would like 
to get the faculty more involved in governance, and the proposal before 
us is a viable alternative to the University Senate. 

Senator Child; spoke against the proposal as a faculty member who regularly 
teaches 9 hours with 4 preparations. Because he is departmental chair, 
the proposal relegates him to the status of nonfaculty. It is not a 
slight distinction. I have no recourse on curricular and welfare matters 
except what I can convey through a dean to the council of deans and 
ultimately to the President. No issue would be debated on the Faculty 
Assembly that I would have any legitimate input into. I would be ex
communicated from university governance unless the Faculty Senate would 
include an occasional chair on a committee. 
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The most bothersome aspect of the proposal comes in the light of considering 
collective bargaining. It was a devisive issue when it was just considered. 
Many of us opted to support the view that chairs are members of the super
visory staff and not members of the bargaining group. I supported that 
view myself. The reason is that as teaching faculty who happened to be 
serving as chair, my interests are those of the faculty. At that time, I 
wanted some real faculty viewpoints on the other side. The effect of this 
is to drive a deep wedge (looking perhaps towards collective bargaining) 
between those who have been serving as department chair and the rest of 
the faculty. 

I like to see myself primarily as faculty, not as an administrator. 
Perhaps it will be necessary for me to resign from the chair. But I 
know of no colleague who would accept exclusion from the faculty. 

Senator Duell said that she could not support the proposal because of an 
underlying assumption that three recommending bodies are better than one. 
I am not convinced that three separate bodies sending forward three 
separate recommendations is better. I must vote my conscience and that 
means voting against the proposal. I hope fellow members of the drafting 
committee will understand. 

Senator Stone expressed disappointment in the proposal. The problem could 
be solved by requiring a quorum at the General Faculty meeting. A vote for 
this proposal is a vote that indeed interface is a jargon word. It causes 
sharp divisions between the ideas of students and faculty. Excuse me. I 
suppose I shouldn't call them faculty anymore: instructors, non-tenured 
personnel (whatever you want to call them), non tenure-track? They would 
no longer be faculty. 

It is said that we of the nonfaculty are diluting the faculty voice. But 
the students have been abstaining on issues that we perceive as faculty 
oriented, e.g., are chairs faculty. We are trying to show respect and 
maturity for this body, and it seems that we get undercut every step of 
the way. I asked initially for the effect of a Faculty Senate on the 
University Senate. The reply was that these two issues are distinct--not 
to worry about that. As soon as the task force was founded I personally 
asked to be put on there . The President of SGA requested that a student 
be put on there. We were told that this is a faculty issue and, therefore, 
not the concern of students. But the University Senate is a matter of 
student concern. 

We were excluded from the committee intentionally, and with forethought. 
This committee knew what it wanted before it went in. Then it comes back 
that students are also frustrated on the University Senate. It 's nice 
that they can read the minds of students and yet not have them on the 
committee. I do not feel I have any trouble articulating my position 
in this body. I don't know if I would do so any better in a student 
forum. I take pride in serving on this body, and I find it to be an 
educational experience beyond what I can get elsewhere. I also voiced a 
different viewpoint--one that will no longer be heard if this passes . 

I ask that you vote against this measure. 
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Senator J, Clark spoke in favor of the proposal. Some of the arguments 
against a Faculty Senate do not hold water. The point about three bodies 
making recommendations describes the current state of affairs. Both the 
Council of Deans aad the Student Government Association now make recom
mendations to the President of the University without going through the 
University Senate. The University Senate is the third body, but it does 
not represent faculty views. It may be that students abstain and that 
administrators, with some exceptions, rarely speak. We have three bodies 
at the moment. It would be nice if one of them represented the faculty 
point of view. 

Another point deals with communication among the different constituencies 
on this campus. The document provides for continuation of that communication 
by the presence of the SGA President and the University President on the 
Faculty Senate. This will maintain as much··communication as there is at 
present in this body. In addition, any member of the university community 
can speak before the Faculty Senate. 

Most of the argwnents against a Faculty Senate are not real arguments that 
it will work that way. I share some of the concern for chairs. Neither 
system is perfect. We have to choose between the University Senate with 
its imperfections and a Faculty Senate with its imperfections. 

I will vote in favor of the proposal as the better of two alternatives. 

Senator Gosman spoke in favor of the proposal. Persons that have spoken 
against the document have raised individual points that are troublesome. 
However, I wish to remind everyone that Wichita State University is not 
the inventor of the Faculty Senate. There are Faculty Senate models all 
over the country, and the task force has examined a number of them. 
Therefore, many of the objections raised here have already been handled 
successfully at other institutions. 

The constitution of the proposed Faculty Senate is not cast in stone any 
more so than the constitution of the current University Senate. As noted 
earlier, the first University Senate had no students on it, now there are 
students on it. Changes do get made. The same thing would happen to a 
Faculty Senate. As issues get to a certain point the constitution of a 
Faculty Senate would be changed to meet the need. 

I urge you to vote in favor of this document. 

Senator Raine (President of SGA), as a spokesperson for students, spoke 
against the proposal. He also spoke against the motion in a broader sense 
as a member of the university community. 

1. The issue is confused. Are we deciding which form of governance is 
best for Wichita State University, or are we deciding which form of 
governance is best for the Faculty at Wichita State University regardless 
of the impact it would have on the other constituencies? Gran~ed that 
faculty considerations are important, but they should not be the exclusive 
considerations in governance . 

2. Other alternatives have not been given adequate consideration. 
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3. There is not discussion of the downside of the recommendations: the 
impact it will have on students and the Student Government Association, 
committee structure, department chairs, part-time faculty, classified 
personnel, etc ••• Again, are we deciding what is the best form of 
governance for faculty members regardless of how it impacts others? 

4. Philosophical objection to the proposal sterns from the uncertainty 
of committee structure, its reporting to the Faculty Senate, and what this 
does to other constituencies. I worry about losing classified and 
department chair voices in the process. 

5. The Student Government Association rarely sends recommendations to 
the University President. We make recommendations to University Senate 
Committees and to the Council of . Deans. We did not submit recommendations 
to the President because we recognize that that wasn't the process. 

6. In most instances it is not change in structure that really has an 
impact. It's the personnel where the impact is at. The structure has 
little impact compared to the people that are plugged into the process. 

7. Finally, the committee charge was not executed. This irritates my 
sense of fairness. 

8. This proposal should be sent to the General Faculty. The reluctance 
to do so irritates my sense of fairness . 

9. Finally, the decision to accept a simple majority vote is bothersome. 
A vote of this magnitude should require at least two-thirds. 

I encourage everybody to vote against the proposal. 

Dr. McDougall (member of drafting committee and departmental chair) noted 
another issue that had influenced his thinking in comparing the two 
alternatives. 

There will be less incentive to bypass or not bring certain issues before 
a Faculty Senate than is currently the case with a University Senate. Now, 
some issues are not brought before this body: academic honesty, grade 
inflation, etc ••• It seems that there is a convenience in the decision 
to bring or not to bring an issue to the University Senate. In part this 
has something to do with the composition of the University Senate. We don't 
want certain issues discussed. Others we don't mind. 

I hope this proposal will pass. It will result in better recommendations 
going forward. It will result in more recommendations going forward. More 
substantive issues will be discussed in a Faculty Senate than in the 
University Senate. The faculty will view a Faculty Senate as a body where
in they can freely discuss issues that are critical to teaching and 
research activity. 

This proposal in no way isolates departmental chairs. They have their 
representation through their electe d r epre s entatives. A chair can attend 
the Faculty S.enate meetings for the purposes of observing and speaking. 
Individuals can listen to or partake in discussions before a Faculty Senate. 
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Dr. R. Davis (Associate Dean of Admissions) spoke as a representative of 
the Academic Services Division of the University Senate. About half the 
members of the Division would be included as eligible for membership 'in 
the proposed Faculty Senate. Half would be excluded. About 50 members 
would be excluded from any forum: Administrative Council, Deans Council, 
Student Senate, and Faculty Senate. A coincidental part of this is that 
the only two remaining University Professors would be excluded from the 
Faculty Senate under this proposal. 

Senator Mathis allied his position with that of Senator Duell. The more 
I hear the more I am drawn to the conclusion that the present proposal is 
not in the best interest of the University. 

As a member of the Presidential Selection Committee last year, I remember 
that the discussion received some thrust from the comments of visiting 
candidates for the Presidency. Remarks were made on a governance problem 
in the university in which the recommendations of a democratic process 
could be reversed by appeal to the General Faculty. This has a consequent 
effect on the University Senate. 

More than one candidate expressed relief at the ability to speak to the 
faculty through the Faculty Senate as a member of that Senate, with freedom 
to discuss pertinent issues and to hear the debate from all levels of 
representation on that body. So, both sides are represented • 

What bothers me is that we seem to be headed towards more and more division. 
Devisive structures and techniques seem to be replacing those that augered 
for productive consensus. We seem to be headed in the direction of 
confrontational strategies and adversarial relationships. This is the 
tenor of th2 times. We live in a more legally aware world. We have 
something to preserve here, namely, a forum in which that consensus can 
be arrived at. 

What effect does the reversal possibility of a university faculty meeting 
have on the willingness to participate in a faculty governance structure 
that is comprehensive as is the University Senate? A structure that would 
address this question is at least as important as what we are doing now. 
The effect of the decision today is to eliminate the other body from the 
forum of ideas. 

I speak against the motion. 

Senator Schrag sensed that there is a mistaken fondness for the University 
Senate. 

In all the discussions regarding the proposal at hand, certain issues 
have surfaced: power, representation, collegiality. But the single most 
important issue is that of quality. Quality of this University has been 
addressed by the University President, Regent McMullen, and the Planning 
Council in its university mission statement, viz., to be a comprehensive 
university of national stature. I am old fashioned enough to associate 
institutional quality with the quality of the faculty. It is faculty 
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quality that attracts quality students. The central issue at hand is 
faculty quality. 

Senator Dreifort has spoken to the substantive decline in faculty morale. 
Recall the headline in the November 10, 1982 issue of The Chronicle of 
Higher Education: "Decline in Faculty Morale Laid to Governance Rol-;:
Not to Salary." 

The proposal for a Faculty Senate would better serve the morale of the 
faculty, and by so doing, improve the quality of this institution. This 
means that it is even in the best interest of the students to vote for 
the proposal. But if you truly believe that a Faculty Senate will have 
a deleterious effect on the quality of education, then you have to vote 
against it. But I am not so convinced. 

I support the proposal. 

Senator J, Clark moved the previous question. Second by Senator Millett. 

The motion failed. 

Senator Mathis recalled reading in the newspaper that Senate President 
Myers had decided not to refer this matter to the General Faculty. Does 
this mean that you are personally removing yourself from the decision, 
and thereby relegating the question t9 this body? 

President Myers responded affirmatively . 

President Armstrong made two observations that he considered neither 
pro nor con with respect to the motion. 

1. It is said that discussion is being diluted by a mixture of 
constituencies on the University Senate. It is worth considering that 
dilution can go in both directions. Administrator discussions can be 
diluted by faculty or by students. There are some advantages to mutual 
dilution in policy formulation. 

2. It is inconsistent in American governance that a basic document not 
be submitted to the general electorate. 

3. I have worked with all three groups and I can work with all three 
groups: Faculty Senate, Student Senate, and Administrative Councils. 
All three can work. We will find a way to work with whatever finally 
emerges. I only hope that dialogue be preserved at some level. 

Senator Tilford stated that there had been no information presented with 
respect to whether or not the proposal would evoke more active 
participation in university governance. Such information could have 
been obtained by a survey or poll of the faculty. 

Senator Daley recalled liis- f our years on the University Senate at Auburn 
University. Every argument I have heard here today I heard before at 
Auburn. We changed that system because the faculty was frustrated by 
the absence of a faculty voice in governance. This is the significant 
issue at hand. 
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As Director of the Aviation Management Program, if I vote for this motion 
I disenfranchise myself from membership in the Faculty Senate. But 
because of my previous experience with a University Senate and the 
frustration on significant issues that affected the faculty, and the 
frustration that that faculty voiced in response to those issues, I will 
vote in favor of forming a Faculty Senate as opposed to a University 
Senate. 

Senator Dreifo~t characterized the debate as the kind that should have 
existed in the University Senate on so many other issues. Unfortunately, 
it takes a motion to terminate this body before significant debate occurs. 
On other issues a large number of members just sit and patiently await an 
opportunity to vote, never having spoken. 

I am disappointed in the comments made by Vice President Breazeale, 
Senator Graham, Senator Childs, etc ••. Although elegantly put, they have 
missed the issue. Dr. Lindquist would be among the first to argue that 
no body is made to be eternal. Bodies must change as circumstances 
change. I would like to hear what Dr. Lindquist has to say about the 
matter today. We have seen the 1964 address before. When the formation 
of a Faculty Caucus whas being discussed some years ago, Vice President 
Breazeale brought out the same document and read it to us at about the 
same point in the debate. I feel like I am suffering an attack of 
deja vu. 

The only thing Vice President Breazeale omitted in his remarks is the word 
collegiality. Nevertheless, it is sort of lying there in the debate. The 
collegiality at Wichita State University is a collegiality of convenience. 
When it is convenient for the administration to consider chairs, Senator 
Childs, as administration, they are administration. When it is convenient 
for them to consider chairs as faculty, as in this case, they are faculty. 
You can't have it both ways. Where are you? Where does the administration 
want you? If you are not comfortable with being a chair, then resign. The 
attempt to make the chair question an important issue in today's debate is 
to miss the point. 

Senator Graham used the words puzzlement and distress with regard to why 
faculty are discussing a Faculty Senate. The reason for it is due to a 
malaise among the faculty. While there is concern for faculty salaries, 
there must be some satisfaction from being professionals. In the last ten 
years that satisfaction has slipped away from us. We are not really the 
formulators of our owri destiny. This, in part, is due to the dilution 
that has occurred in this body. If a Faculty Senate is not established, 
this body will simply receive more Band-Aids in the future. 

While the University Senate has achieved some of its goals, in fact, the 
committee structure by most accounts does not work well. The committees 
are too large; they do not attack important issues; they do not bring 
important issues to this body in appropriate form; and, they do not 
provide written reports far enough in advance of the meeting. This is 
the appropr~ate time to reconsider committee structure • 

The faculty are not lightly discarding the University Senate. The nature 
of this debate and the work of the committee speaks to this point. At this 
juncture, with a new President, it is appropriate to launch off in a new 
direction, and establish a Faculty Senate. 
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Referring to the Nation at Risk report, it is said that the faculty is the 
most important resource this University has. But if the country treated 
its resources as this faculty has been treated, there would be accusations 
of treason. That is exactly where we are right now. This faculty deserves 
better than it has. It deserves a forum of its own. 

Senator Kahn stated the central point in the form of a question: Are there 
distinctly different and identifiable constituencies that have certain 
problems that are unique to them? I believe that there are such 
constituencies. 

No one would call for abolition of the Student Senate because they deal 
with issues that are unique to them. In the same vein, no one would call 
for abolition of the Council of Deans. We all recognize their right, 
under the concept of fairness, to continue to exist. But the same fairness 
means that we as a faculty also have a right to deal with our kinds of 
problems in our own way. 

The central administration has the final responsibility to listen to reports 
from all constituencies. President Armstrong has already .told this body 
that the "buck stops in 202 Morrison Hall." 

The important thing in terms of fairness is: Are we not, as faculty, 
entitled to deal with our own problems the same way as other consti tuencies 
are? 

In recent times we have had to deal with such matters as tenure and 
promotion. These are decisions that have a tremendous impact on faculty . 
Should we have to have others, .. perhaps, be in the position of casting 
decisive vote s on tenure and promotion policies? 

Last week we dealt with the possibility of reduction in f orce . That is 
distinctly a faculty problem. Should we have to have others making that 
kind of decision for us, or having a tremendous impact on that decision? 

Just as we respect the righ t of admi ni strat i on and studen t s to dea l with 
those problems that are primarily their own, we as facult y ask for the 
same opportunity. · 

I believe the idea of a Faculty Senate is long overdue. 

Senator Soles acknowl edged that if she vote s as she i ntends to vote , she, 
a s departmen t a l chair, wil l be giving up her eligibi lity to s erve on the 
Facul t y Senate . I s t ill thi nk my interests as a faculty member will be 
better served by a Faculty Senat e t han t hey currently are served by the 
University Senat e. 

Senator Terrell moved adjournment. Second by Senator Yeager . 

Mot ion failed . 

Senator Kahn moved the previous question. Second by Senator Dreifort . 

Moti on passed. 
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Senator Greenberg called for a written secret ballot. There were no 
objections. 

Senator Terrell moved suspension of the rules to permit Senator Talaty 
to cast an absentee ballot. Second by Senator Wineke. 

Motion passed (27 in favor, 13 opposed). 

The motion to accept the recommendation to establish a Faculty Senate 
passed (24 aye, 20 nay). 

Senator Wineke moved that the recommendation be submitted to the General 
Faculty. Second by Senator Raine. 

Motion passed. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:28 p.m. 

Will iam Terr ell , Senat e Secretary, Ex t . 3220 
Lucille Brodie , Recor di ng Secreat r y, Ext. 3504 
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Organization Meeting of the University Senate 
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I wish that I could express adequately to you my idea of a university 

as a cooperative venture in which the wide range of personal and corporate 

talent in the university cormnunity is used to the utmost. It is because I 

believe that a University Senate is one important step forward in the direc

tion of more complete utilization of these talents and resources that I am 

certain that this day of organization is a significant day. 

Central to any organizational development is the basic factor of the 

role of a university. I am both thrilled, and, at times, almost fearful, 

as I think about the role of a university, about the role of our university. 

I am thrilled to think that it is a great and good force in the life of 

individuals and society. I am thrilled to place it in the perspective or 

its hidden great potential in releasing intellectual forces that can widen 

horizons of thought and action for individuals and stimulate the good life 

in the good society. I am thrilled at the prospect of inspiring people or 
various ages with the new insight and power of learning and knowing. I am 

thrilled to contemplate the potential contributions that can be given to the 

moral, spiritual, cultural, economic, scientific, and civic life of the commun

ity. I am also thrilled by the promise that working .and thinking at this 

university is, and can be increasingly so, a good way of life with genuine 

satisfactions and rewards for faculty and for all others associated in this 

enterprise • 

But I am almost fearful at times that the full potentiality of this 

university will not be released, that "the vision of greatness and goodness•• 

./ 
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will not be fully created and embraced, that the excitinp, life of a univer

sity may become commonplace, or be lost in petty concerns or minutiae. I 

am fearful that we will not adequately identify and interpret our mission 

to one another, to our students, and to the public. I am also fearful that 

we will not come up to the expectations that we ought to have of ourselves. 

Those expectations should be great expectations. 

I believe that the University Senate can be a significant resource and 

a present and future help in creating and transmitting a clearer vision of 

greatness for all of us. I do not expect miracles, but I do expect substan

tial gains for the University, and these are my reasons: 

In the first place, the University Senate creates an institu
tional forum in which the faculty members with administrative assign
ments can share possibilities and problems with faculty members who 
have primarily teaching assignments, and faculty members with teach
ing assignments can share their concerns and aspirations with faculty 
members who have administrative assignments. 

My language is carefully chosen. I have been a faculty member at a 

college or university for 31 years. I have been a faculty member with an 

administrative assignment part of the time and I have been a faculty member 

with a teaching assignment part of the time, but I have considered myself a 

faculty member all of the time during those 31 years. To repeat, I believe 

that the University Senate holds great promise in sharing problems and 

possibilities among colleagues who are dedicated to the same high purposes. 

In the second place, I believe that the University Senate 
can marshal new and additional resources for thinking construc
tively about the mission of our university. 

I reali~e that there are committees and groups, some regular, some ad 

hoc, that are engaged in such thinking and planning. They should continue to 

do so. But the University Senate possesses a happy combination of persons 

and resources, which, if used wisely, can be creative and constructive. Our 
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.Senate provides a format whereby varied experiences, disciplines, and in

sight can be marshalled for the common welfare. 

In the third place, I believe that the University Senate 
is sound in principle and form because it is university-wide, 
because it is representative, and because it is responsible 
to its parent, the University Faculty. 

I have a great personal hope about our campus at this point and it 

centers around the use of four small words with big meaning. They are the 

two personal pronouns, 11WE11 and "THEY, .. " and the two possessive pronouns, 

110URS11 and "THEIRS. 11 I sincerely hope that the spirit and fact will be re

lated to the use of the word 0 WE11 in thinking and talking about our Univer

sity, and not the word "THEY,•• and that the word 110URS11 will be used rather 

than the word 11THEIRS. 11 If there is a confusion of 11WE11 and "THEY" and 

• 110URS11 and 11THEIRS, 11 I believe that the University Senate can help us. I 

- want to do what I can so that all of us can say 11WE11 and 110URS11 about the 

University. 

I believe that it is appropriate to review our organizational structure 

generally as this university becomes Wichita State University on July 1, 1964. 

The legislation creating Wichita State University, Senate Bill 151, states in 

Section 4 that 11 ••• the state board [or RegentJ shall from and after July 1, 

1964, have the power to prescribe the standards for admission of students and 

to fix student fees, the curriculum, the degrees and certificate programs." 

In Section 14, provision is made for the president and the relationship of 

the holder of the position to the Regents and to university personnel. 

It is clear that the management responsibility resides in the first 

instance in the Board of Regents. The president is responsible directly to 

• the Regents and carries responsibility from them to the faculty and from the 

faculty to the Regents. I expect that these relationships will be the tradi-
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.tional relationships that are a part of the academic tradition. 

Our organizational structure provides for the central role of the Univer

sity Faculty. I know of no serious desire to curtail the traditional. role 

of the University Faculty. The University Senate is created by the University 

Faculty and reports to it. 

The Administrative Council, whose membership is based upon certain assign

ments in the University, has a definite role in advising the president and 

in sharing appropriate administrative responsibilities. 

Each colle~e and school has its own oreanization with a Dean, faculty, 

and committees. 

The University has a number of committees, administrative and faculty, 

and faculty-student, which carry out specific assignments • 

The above constitutes the principal aspects of the organizational. struc

ture of the university. I feel that the University Senate offers an oppor

tunity for enriching and enlarging that organizational structure. 

A University is a complex organism with a variety of functions that 

must be carried out by a variety of people. There are teaching, research, 

committee, planning, developmental, public relations, and administrative 

functions. Basic acade~ic functions are those related to teaching, to student 

development, and to research and investigation. I like the way in which 

Samuel P. Capen, fonner Chancellor of the University of Buffalo, has described 

the role of administrative responsibilities: 

Educational administration is a necessary institutional 
function. Without it no institution could operate. Its sole 
purpose is to facilitate the process of teaching and research, 
and to promote improvements in these processes. Experience has 
abundantly demonstrated that the most essential qual ification 
for administration on the university level is a first-hand 
knowledge of the problems and points of view of teachers and 
investigators. 
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The emphasis by Chancel lor Capen seems appropriate to me in the context 

of our discussion of the University Senate. Our Senate is not designed to 

be a substitute for the University Faculty. Our Senate is not an adminis

trative a gency. It is, as I understand the design, a body, however, which 

should discuss, study, seek information, share in planning, provide an 

insight into faculty interests and concerns, and report. The Senate should 

share clearly in determining the mission of this university. I also believe 

that there may be a changing and expanding concept and role of the Senate 

with the passing of the years. 

I also desire to make a few observations of a more specific character. 

I wish to suggest for consideration by members of the Senate the desirability 

of the establishment of a Planning or Advisory Committee chosen by the member

ship. Perhaps at the outset, one function of the committee would be to con

sider an agenda for meetings of the Senate. Perhaps the officers could con

stitute such a Planning Committee, if the members so desire. 

Before the Senate begins its assignment from the University Faculty 

relative to the personnel of committees, I hope that it will not seem inappro

priate for me to suggest that very careful consideration be given to the 

special knowledge and background which is so essential to the effective 

functioning of certain committees. I mean to suggest that there are certain 
,,,,_.--. ....-• ~"""°----.._,...K•'111-c ~ .-,..... ...,,~"1'.-.l-._., .. ,,-.-~ 

skills as well as background information that are needed, and that among us 

there are some who can bring more to some committees than others of us. 

I see the following as special areas of concern and action by the 

Senate: 

1. The planning and preparation of a faculty manual or hand
book in consultation with appropria'te personnel~ the 
campus. This is an ur~ent and immediate need. It will 
entail extensive planning and thinking. 
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Consideration of our committee structu;:,e. In the interim, 
since we are so far aavanced into the°"current academic 
year, I recommend that the present committee structure 
and membership be continued during the rest of this 
academic _year. 

The planning and implementation of an extensive and 
thorough study of the,,.miss ion Qf this Un)Yfi.Jit.w,. This 
is a basic assignment which can be decisive in the future 
of this University. 

I urge that every reasonable effort be made to 1i5ef the 
~ l.,~ ~C;l.~ ,~Q~d of the plans and the activi
ties of the Senate • . his is indeed important. It is 
essential that~ colleagues be fully informed.~~ 

I reiterate, in closing, my belief that the University Senate can be 

an important forward step in building a better university. The result will 

be as good and as meaningful as our vision, wisdom, and faith. The Senate 

can produce constructive collaboration among those with different responsi

bilities in the university community. Each one of you as a Senator takes 

on a new responsibility this day. As one of the members I look forward to a 

constructive partnership with all of you. Thank you. 

Emory Lindquist 
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