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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: October 12, 1981, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m. 

Order of Business: 

I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

v. 

Calling of the Meeting to Order 

Informal Proposals and Statements 

Approval of the Minutes for the meeting of 
September 28, 1981, (Vol. XVIII, No. 3). 

Old Business: 

Adjournment 

Proposed Tenure and Promotion Review Process-
Dr. Gary Greenberg, Chair, Ad Hoc ColIUllittee on 
University Tenure and Prornot{on Procedures 
(Attachment A, Agenda 9/14/81) 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of October 12, 1981, (Vol. XVIII, No. 4). 

Members Present: Aagaard, Adkins, Alexander, Bennett, Breazeale, Brewer, 
Carmody Chaffee Childs, Cornelius, Davis, Devun, Dreifort, Duell, 
Dunlap,'Farnswor~h, Graham, Greenberg, Isakson, Lee, Malzahn, Mathis, 
McKinney, Minor, Myers, Nelson, Potucek, Rodgers, Rozzelle, Scriven, 
Soles, Terrell, Thomann, Wilhelm, Williams, Wineke, Zablotney. 
Members Absent: Ahlberg, Bahr, Bardo, Brinkman, Buterbaugh, Ford, 
Lowe, Masters, May, McFarland, Milbrandt, Millett, Pfannestiel, Rhatigan, 
Scudder, Sharp, Thruckmorton, Tilford, Zoller, 
Guests: G. Loper, P. Rawls, Reed Hinkel •. 

President Thomann called the meeting to order at 3:33 p.m. 

President Thomann announced that the Board of Regents is meeting on the 
WSU campus on Thursday and Friday, October 15-16. A reception sponsored 
by students and faculty is scheduled for Thursday, 4:00 p.m. in the CAC. 
University Senators areurged to attend and bring their colleagues. A 
packet containing· biographical ;information on the Regents, reports on 
Regents' committees' activities as well as data on faculty salaries and 
fringe benefits has been mailed to all Senators and Chairpersons of Senate 
standing committees in preparation for that reception • 

President Thomann advised that a wage and fringe benefits package represent
ing a 17% salary increase had been recommended to the Regents for FY ''83. 
The Regents have recommended a 13% increase. Members of the Regents may be 
less aware of the need for increased fringe benefits than for wage increases. 
Some fringe benefits that might be discussed with members of the Regents 
are increased institutional contributions to TIAA, dental insurance and 
early retirement. 

President Thomann announced that TV Channel 3 would be filming the Senate 
proceedings. 

Senator McKinney .advised that Mr. Smith is the most knowledgeable of the 
Regents on the issue of fringe benefits. 

A student asked who is chairman of the Board of Regents. 

President Thomann responded that Ms. McMullen is Cha irman of the Board. 

The minutes of the September 28, 1981 meeting of the Senate (Vol. XVIII, 
No. 3) were approved as distributed. 

Senator Greenberg read a statement as to his position on the document being 
consider ed. He expressed concern for the decline of the collegial s ystem 
and the rising .threat of l egal liability . He sta t ed tha t the committee 
r ecommenda tions ar e written f rom a collegi a l perspective and s eek t o clarify 
the roles of those involved. The document acknowledges tha t the University 
Pre sident, and not deans and department heads, is ul t imately responsible 
for tenure and promotion decisions. The r e commenda tions ar e consistent with 
the 1966 AAUP Statement on University Governance . 
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President Thomann read the amendments already adopted on pages three and 
five of the document. 

Senator Duell moved to amend page four, second paragraph, sentence beginning 
"Each eligible person ..• " to read: 

"Each eligible person, excluding the department 
chairperson, will vote on each case under consider
ation, will participate in the vote count, and will 
sign a statement for each case verifying that the 
vote count (or tally including abstentions) is 
accurate." 

Senator Aagaard seconded the motion. 

Senator Duell explained that adding the phrase !'excluding the department 
chairperson" brought the promotion review procedures in line with the 
amdnement made to the tenure review procedures. 

Senator Duell's motion passed. 

President Thomann advised that discussion was limited to sections 3.11 
through 3.113 at this time. · 

Senator Mathis moved to amend page four, second paragraph, line eight by 
inserting the following sentence before the sentence beginning "Each 
eligible person ••. ": 

"In departments having fewer than three faculty 
members with appropriate rank, the college will 
develop appropriate review procedures for pro
motion cases in that department." 

Senator Greenberg seconded the motion. 

Dean Magelli asked if the intent was to have consistent procedures across 
all colleges. 

Senator Mathis responded that the amendment is offered to increase the 
consistency between the procedures for tenure and promotion. No infringe
ment on college prerogatives is intended. 

Vice President Breazeale asked if this was intended to apply to both the 
department and the college. 

Senator Mathis replied in the affirmative. 

Senator Carmody asked if this was not a change in current practice. It 
was her understanding that in consultation with the dean, a small depart
ment might make its own arrangements for such reviews. 

Senator Mathis responded that the amendment was not viewed as making that 
practice inappropriate. No change in existing arrangements is foreseen. 

Senator Greenberg pointed out that current procedures are silent on the 
situation of promotion decisions by a small department while spelling out 
what's to be done in tenure reviews. 

Senator Lee stated that while the document would be made consistent from 
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one section to another the procedures would not be consistent in practice . 
The college would be developing departmental review procedures rather than 
the department doing so. She asked if the committee would be chosen by 
the department or the college. 

Senator Mathis pointed out that current procedures don't give that respon
sibility to departments. Departments in fact are doing what their colleges 
allow them to do. 

Senator Duell added that if a college determines that past actions are not 
appropriate it can set new policies. Colleges are not prevented from 
making changes. · 

Senator Minor moved to amend the amendment to read: 
"In departments having fewer than three faculty members 
with appropriate rank, the department will develop 
appropriate review procedures for promotion cases 
in that department." 

Senator Zablotney seconded the motion. 

Senator Mathis stated that the procedures should be the same for both 
tenure and promotion. · 

Senator Alexander referred to page three of the document and noted that 
colleges currently set guidelines for tenure • 

Senator Duell commented that tenure and promotion procedures may not need 
to be strictly parallel. Different issues are involved. Decisions by 
tenured faculty in tenure cases insure that people with some reasonable 
length of residence at the University are involved. Promotion decisions 
by faculty in the lower ranks do not necessarily involve people who '.have 
been at the University a short time. · 

Senator Mathis responded that if that is the case, it is unclear what 
"appropriate rank" means. If involving faculty holding rank equal to 
or greater than the ra~k being sought is a n important principle then it 
should be reinforced. Otherwise, departments may define promotion review 
committees anyway they choose . The whole issue of rank becomes unclear . 

Senator Greenberg noted that currently all ranks might be represented on 
the University committee, including the unranked (student). 

Senator Lee commented that it might be clearer to substitute "rank equal 
to or higher than" for the term "appropriate rank." 

Senator Duell noted that the recommendation on "appropriate rank" does 
not replace that guideline. It refers back to the statement on rank 
equal or higher than. 

Vice President Breazeale stated he is opposed to the amendment to the 
amendment . While the loss of collegiality is to be deplored, we are in 
fact called upon to defend our actions . To do so we must show comparable 
treatment. That is easier to demonstrate if colleges are consistent in 
what they allow departments to do. 
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Senator Dreifort commented that the amendment, as opposed to the amend
ment to the amendment, would allow for some important flexibility as well 
as provide for some consistency. 

Senator Minor responded that while flexibility is important the department 
should not be dictated to by the college. The amendment to the amendment 
would allow the department to negotiate -with the college. 

Senator Nelson stated that the issue was a difficult one. The process 
should allow for a department decision and for flexibility as · the review 
proceeds. It is troubling that faculty members may be promised something 
at the department level that can't be delivered at the college level. 
Candidates may feel somewhat betrayed. 

Senator Mathis responded that the original amendment addresses just those 
concerns. College guidelines are generally developed in consultation 
with the departments. It is hard to envision unilateral college action . 

Senator Minor's motion failed. 

Senator Mathis' motion passed. 

Senator Farnsworth moved to amend page six, sentence beginning "Should it 
be found ••. " by changing "will request the dean" to "can request the dean." 

Senator Duell seconded the motion . 

Senator Farnsworth argued that unamended, the responsibility for a complete 
dossier shifts from the candidate to the committee. 

Senator Mathis offered a friendly amendment, suggesting that "can" be 
changed to "may." The intent is to suggest permission r a ther than 
capability. 

President Thomann ruled that the suggestion was not a friendly amendment. 

Senator Farnsworth stated that the intent of his motion is to grant the 
committee the authority to ask for additional information on a case . 

Senator Mathis withdrew his friendly amendment. 

Senator Wineke offered a friendly amendment suggesting that "request" 
be changed to "ask." 

Senator Farnsworth accepted the amendment . 

Senator Greenberg, acting for the Committee, accepted the amendment. 

Senator Farnsworth's motion, as amended by Senator Wineke, passed. 

Senator Duell offered a f r iendly amendment suggesting that on page six, 
in the sentence beginning "Should it be found ••. ," the term "non.,..tenured" 
be dropped from the item "annual non-tenured review statements." 

President Thomann accepted the amendment. 
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Senator Cornelius asked why the dean was approached for additional infor
mation rather than going directly to the candidate. 

Senator Duell responded that by way of example, in the College of Education 
it allowed for better control of the process. It was more systematic to 
have the .Dean approach the candidate than to have several members of the 
review committee do so. 

Dean Magelli, referring to page seven, text beginning in line six, asked 
if it was intended that the college committees and the deans be conducting 
simultaneous reviews. 

Senator Greenberg responded in the affirmative, but pointed out that the 
dean's review was optional. 

Senator Mathis noted that such was the case in the current procedures and 
was not a point of clarification in the proposal. 

Dean Magelli stated that he felt department chairpersons would expect 
those consultations to take place. 

Senator Wineke commented that this recommendation and_ the limits on the 
dean's contact with the college committee work against collegiality. 

Senator Wineke moved to amend page seven 
meeting, and the initial meeting between 
(3.113, paragraph one), will be the only 
during the committee's deliberations." 

by deleting the sentence "This 
the committee and the dean 
meetings attended by the dean 
The motion was seconded. 

Senator Greenberg responded that based on discussion in a LAS meeting at 
the end of last year, he concluded it might not be uncommon for the dean's 
presence to inhibit discussion among committee members. 

Senator Wineke asked if that argument had been discussed with the college 
tenure and promotion c_ommittee. He disagreed with Senator Greenberg's 
assessment of the impact of the dean's presence. Senator Wineke stated 
that the dean's presence provided a fuller understanding of cases which 
was of benefit when the cases come before the university committee. 

Senator Greenberg commented that since the college committee recommendation 
is made to the dean, it might be inappropriate that the dean be involved 
in formulating that recommendation. 

Senator Soles moved to amend the amendment by changing the text that 
follows the sentence proposed for de l etion in Senator Wineke's motion. 
The proposed amendment to the amendment was distributed to those in 
attendance. 

Senator Farnsworth questioned whether this was a true amendment to the 
amendment. 

President Thomann ruled Senator Soles ' motion out of order • 

Senator Soles stated she opposes Senator Wineke's amendment as posing 
problems if there were a situation in which a dean was attempting to 
control the process~ The committee needs the dean's input but its members 
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must also have the chance to vote their consciences • 

Senator Williams commented that Senator Soles' point about committee 
members having the opportunity to vote their consciences was an important 
consideration. 

Senator Greenberg pointed out that the recommended revisions as written 
provided a better opportunity to meet that need. 

Senator Farnsworth noted that the tone of the debate suggests that the 
dean will inhibit what people will say. In fact there is an advantage 
to having the dean present. In a collegial atmosphere the dean should 
be exposed to the full tone of what's being said. Committee summaries 
are not adequate substitutes. 

Senator Greenberg stated that the procedures are written for the worst 
possible scenarios. 

Senator Wineke commented that any responsible committee member should 
be willing to say what he or she thinks, irrespective of their dean. 

Senator Chaffee asked first, if it is necessary that all colleges operate 
in the same fashion and second, if there is a legal reason for acting in 
a common fashion. 

Senator Duell stated that she agreed in theory with Senator Wineke that 
committee members shouldn't be intimidated by their dean. But full 
professors have admitted that this inhibiting factor has in fact been 
present in the past. 

Also, the procedures provide for two separate decisions. There could be 
legal questions as to whether or not they were independent decisions. 

Dean Magelli commented he couldn't accept the idea of the college committee 
acquiescing to the dean. The colleges don't need to operate in exactly 
the same way. Only general parameters for the colleges are needed. He 
stated that he perceived dangers in dealing with conflicting recornrnenda
tions in appeal cases. He questioned how a dean is to handle a case at 
the university level that he opposed at the college level. 

Senator Duell responded that the college committee chairperson is 
at the university level and can speak on behalf of · the committee. 
dean is not responsible for presenting views other than his own. 

present 
The 

Senator Isakson stated a system of checks and balances as found in the 
cornrnittee report was important. 

Senator Greenberg connnented that attorneys in the Janeksela case noted 
that the dean's role is not clearly stated in Section 3.113 of the current 
procedures. The committee feels it has remedied that. 

Vice President Breazeale commented in response to Senator Soles' proposal . 
The Senate debate to this point suggests that the committee is susceptible 
to influence from the dean. In fact it is a two-way exchange. Based on 
his involvement in the university comittee's deliberations, he felt he 

I 
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was in a better position to make informed decisions. Deans would also 
benefit from that opportunity at the college level. He stated that it 
was also appropriate that college committees have some opportunity to 
meet without the dean if they wanted to do so. 

A second reason for including deans relates to the "boxed" recommendations. 
If adopted they would be a significant departure from current practice. 
If the boxed recommendati_ons are not implemented and the deans are ex
cluded from committee deliberations, the dean is at a definite disadvan
tage in informing candidates of decisions. For these reasons, he opposes 
excluding deans from committee d_eliberations. 

Senator Farnsworth noted that the attorneys asked for clarification of the 
dean's role. They are not recommending either the absence or presence of 
the dean. 

Senator Dreifort, in reference to Vice President Breazeale' s remarks, s.tated . 
that the dean's meeting with the department chairperson can adequately 
inform the dean of the faculty's opinions. .Al though secret ballots are 
conducted, committee members' positions on a case could be deduced from 
committee deliberations. In the real world we don't always get the best 
people . to serve on those committees. Connnitte_e members are just as likely 
to be intimidated by their colleagues as by their dean. The dean is a 
needed source of information. Senator Soles' proposal provides the best 
of both worlds. 

Senator Chaffee questioned first, if the decisions were to be kept at the 
college level, and second, if it follows that the University Presid_ent 
would need to attend all deliberations of the university committee to 
meet his responsibilities to the Regents. 

Senator Terrell commented that Senator Chaffee raised an important point 
on college autonomy. Further college committees working nearly autonomously 
are effective if they are dealing with a small number of candidates. For 
the dean to be independently informed on a large number of candidates would 
be a greater burden . . He questioned whether the dean has unique information 
and criteria separate from that being applied by the committee. He recom- . 
mended Senator Soles ·, proposal and not Senator Wineke ' s amendment. 

Senator Wineke responded that all he was proposing was to remove the pre
cise limitations on meetings between the dean and the committee. The 
intent is to avoid potential procedural foul-ups and increase the flexi
bility in the process. 

Se na tor Wineke's motion passed. 

Senator Soles moved to amend page seven, by revising the sentence beginning 
"The committee will then establish .•• " to read: 

"Prior to the final vote there will be a meeting, 
at which the dean shall no t be pres E!nt, · at wh!i.ch each 
of the candida t e s is : discussed·. The committ ee will 
then establish its f inal r ecommendations by the 
same voting process used _in the preliminary ballot 
at a meeting at which the dean is not present, .,.and 
will notify the dean in writing of its final ballot 
on each case , together with its priority ranking." 
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Senator Williams seconded the motion • 

Senator Soles commented that the amendment is not prompted by the threat 
of corrnnittee members being cowardly. It is prompted by the possibility 
of a dean being sufficiently against a candidate to try to blackmail a 
department. 

Senator Minor raised a point of information. She pointed out that the 
sentence on page seven beginning "The committee will meet a second time ... " 
needed revision in light of the Senate's preNious action. · 

Senator Soles offered a friendly amendment suggesting the deletion of the 
phrase "a second time" from that sentence. 

President Thomann accepted the amendment. 

Senator Isakson offered a friendly amendment suggesting that in the sentence 
beginning "Prior to the final vote •.• ," "is not present" be changed to "can 
not be present." 

Senator Greenberg offered a friendly amendment suggesting that "can not be 
present" be changed to "shall not be present." 

Senator Soles accepted Senator Greenberg's amendment. 

Senator Terrell asked if a specific committee meeting was being designated . 

Senator Soles responded that no such designation was being made. 

Senator Greenberg suggested that if the dean should attend college committee 
meetings, possibly the President should have the same relationship to and 
contact with the university committee. 

Dean Magelli responded that this issue could be addressed in Section 3.115. 

Senator Terrell asked for further clarification of the intent of the 
amendment. 

Senator Soles responded that it is important that the dean be involved 
in committee discussion. It is also important that committee members 
have an opportunity for discussion without the dean. The amendment is 
intended to protect both sides from undue influence while keeping both 
sides as fully informed as possible. 

Senator Terrell questioned whether a committee might say one thing in 
the presence of the dean and do something else in his absence. 

Senator Soles stated the intent was to insure the opportunity for full 
discussion of a: case in the instance where a dean feels strongly about 
a candidate. 

Senator Terrell stated he supported Senator Soles' amendment. 

Senator Soles' motion .as amended by Senator Greenberg, passed. 



,.......----------------------- ------- --------------------

• 

MOTION 

• 
VOTE 

MOTION 

• 

WSU Senate Minutes 
10/12/81 

-9-

Senator Childs raised a question on the voting procedures for promotion 
at the college and university levels. He pointed out that page seven 
refers the reader to page four for parallel procedures. He pointed out 
that in some colleges limitations on voting eligibility have been carried 
through from the department .level. Those limitations are not carried 
through to the university level. He asked whether changes were intended. 

Senator Greenberg responded that the committee had dealt with .procedures 
and not issues of eligibility. 

Senator Mathis pointed out that the reference is in fact to both proced
ures and eligibility. Some clarification may be needed. 

Senator Childs moved to amend page four, second paragraph, line eight, 
by inserting the following sentence after "faculty.": 

.. "The· limitation of voting eligibility to persons 
of equal or higher rank need not apply at the 
college or university level." 

Senator Wineke seconded the motion. 

Senator Greenberg connnented that this deals with a problem not addressed 
in the current document. 

Senator Childs stated that this amendment forces flexibility. 

Senator Dreifort asked whether this meant that promotion cases could be 
decided by persons at the lower ranks. 

Senator Greenberg responded that it is currently being done. 

Senator Childs' motion passed. 

Dean Magelli asked if it was the intent of the ad hoc committee that the 
statement about automatic appeal be added to the text in the last para
graph on page seven. 

Senator Bennett moved to amend page seven, last paragraph, sentence begin
ning "In cases where the college ..• " to read: 

"In cases where the college committee's recommendation 
differs from that of the dean, the case will go forward 
as an automatic appeal." 

Senator Lee seconded the motion. 

Senator Terrell stated that this puts too much power in the hands of two 
people. He asked if an automatic appeal from the departmental level could 
be turned down and this killed by the dean. 

Senator Bennett responded that it was her understanding that the appealed 
case would go to the college committee and not to the dean. 

Senator Duell pointed out that in the current document an appeal automati
cally heard at the next level is treated like all other cases considered 
at that level. 

Senator Wineke commented that this changes the whole nature of the appeal 
process. Previously there was only one decision at each level. Two-track 
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recommendations call for further review of the appeal procedures . 
Limitations of a single appeal are unfair in this situa tion. 

Senator Greenberg noted that an automatic appeal could be interpreted 
as being forwarded as a positive recommendation. 

Senator Farnsworth suggested that a split reconnnendation could be defined 
as not using a candidate's right to appeal. 

Vice President Breazeale asked if the committee voted no on a case and 
the dean voted yes, would the case go forward as a regular case. 

Senator Greenberg replied that was not his intention. 

Senator Terrell connnented that the current amendment inappropriately gives 
too much power to the department chairperson and dean. 

Senator Lee stated that the committee chairperson, unlike the dean, 
represents the total committee. 

Senator Bennett stated it was not her impression that an automatic appeal 
would bring the current appeal procedures into play. 

Senator Duell commented that a single appeal is not specifically mentioned 
in the document. The procedures as currently framed have made that the 
practice. It is possible that split recommendations and thus automatic 
appeal could take a case all the way to the university level. 

Vice President Breazeale pointed out that an automatic appeal case could 
result in the granting of tenure over faculty objections at all levels. 

Senator Wineke commented that there is semantic confusion over the term 
"appeal." An "appeal" should define cases where the turned-down candidate 
takes some action. An automatic appeal case might be better termed as an 
"impasse." 

Senator Terrell moved the meeting be adjourned. Senator Lee seconded the 
motion. 

The motion passed. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:12 p.m • 

Marilyn Myers, Senate Secretary 
Lucille Brodie, Recording Secretary 
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