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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Special Meeting Notice: May 3, 1982, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m. 

Order of Business: 

NOTE: 

I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

V • 

Calling of the Meeting to Order 

Informal Proposals and Statements 

Approval of the minutes for the meeting of 
April 26, 1982 (Vol. XVIII, No. 14). 

Old Business: 

Adjournment 

Report of the Ad Hoc Tenure and Promotion 
Editing Cornmittee--Dr. Peter Zoller, Chair 
(Attachment A) 

Please bring Attachment A, Agenda 4/ 26 /8 2 , t o 
the meeting. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
To Agenda 5/3/82 

"Tenure, Promotion and Appeals Procedures" 

Amended portions as of 4/26/82 are underlined. 

Page 1 
Section 3.11, 1st paragraph 

Any faculty member may nominate himself or herself for review 
for tenure or promotion. Nominations may also be made by the 
chairperson. For faculty members ... 

Page 2 
Section 3.111 

1. All others may be nominated by the chairperson or by 
the faculty member himself or herself. 

[Insert] 2. The department chairperson will send copies of the list 
resulting from Step 1 to all full-time departmental 
faculty and specify a second date by which any additional 
nominations must be provided in writing to the chairperson. 

Items 2-4 are re-numbered 3-5. 

Section 3.112, 2nd paragraph: 

Page 3 

The basic document may be no more than thirty pages . 
The department chairperson will make copies of the 
basic document available to all voting faculty. The 
department chairperson 

last paragraph: 
Tenure cases will be reviewed at a meeting of the 
tenured faculty of the department or a committee of 
tenured faculty chosen by these faculty members. 
In departments having fewer ... 

Section 3.112, 1st paragraph 
Promotion cases will be reviewed at a meeting of the depart

mental faculty who hold rank equal to or higher than that for which 
the candidate is being considered or of a committee of those with 
appropriate rank chosen by these faculty members. 

Page 4 
Section 3.113, 1st paragraph: 

(Note: The college committee may meet with the dean as it sees fit, 
but it must hold a discussion on each case and take its final vote 
in the absence of the dean.) 

Section 3 .114 
Faculty eligible for tenure or promotion review and not assigned 

to an academic college or department will be nominated and reviewed 
for tenure and promotion ... 
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Page 5 
Section 3.1171 

Except for the appeal provided in 3.1172, a candidate may 
make only one appeal during the entire review process. The 
appeal is made to the next higher level. 

Page 7 
Definitions 

Committee: In departments with fewer than three tenured 
members the college faculty will develop appropriate procedures 
for the review subject to the approval of the college dean . 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of May 3, 1982, (Vol. XVIII, No. 15). 

Members Present: Ahlberg, Alexander, Bennett, Breazeale, Brewer, Brinkman, 
Carmody, Chaffee, Childs, Davis, Dreifort, Duell, Farnsworth, Fox, Graham, 
Hunt, Isakson, Malzahn, Mathis, McCabe, Milbrandt, Millett, Minor, Myers, 
Nelson, Rhatigan, Rodgers, Rozzelle, Scriven, Scudder, Sharp, Soles, 
Terrell, Thomann, Throckmorton, Triplett, Zablotney, Zoller. 
Members Absent: Aagaard, Adkins, Allegrucci, Bahr, Borresen, Cornelius, 
Dunlap, Ford, Greenberg, Lee, Liebert, May, Pfannestiel, Potucek, Tilford, 
Wilhelm, Williams, Wineke. 
Guests: G. Loper. 

President Thomann called the meeting to order a t 3:37 p.m. 

Senator Millett asked if the Senate elections were completed and when the 
results would be distributed. 

President Thomann responded that the results would be distributed in the 
next few days with the Agenda for the first meeting of the 1982-83 Senate. 

The minutes of the April 26, 1982 meeting of the Senate (Vol. XVIII, No, 14) 
were approved as distributed . 

President Thomann stated that the "Tenure, Promotion, and Appeals Procedures" 
and related documents under discussion at the last meeting, and the amend
ments distributed as Attachment A to the agenda f or this meeting constitute 
the document under discussion at this time. 

Senator Mathis predicted some confusion over the variety of terms used to 
refer to the candidate's dossier (Section 3.112)--"basic document," 
"secondary dossier," and "primary dossier." He asked if this would be 
corrected in the final editing. 

Sena tor Zoller responded that the terms wer e considered synonymous. He 
added that he could see there was the possibility of confusion. 

Senator Mathis asked that the dossier terminology be standardized through
out the document. It was his understa nding that the dossier consisted of 
the basic document of thirty pages and a supplemental file of materials 
the candidate chose to submit. 

Senator Zoller responded that the Committee would make those changes. 

Senator Millett asked why the basic document had been expanded from 25 to 
30 pages. 

Sena tor Zoller r eplied tha t the procedures his committee edited called 
for a 30 page document. 
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Senator Millett commented that people tend to use whatever is allotted. 
In the interest of efficient use of time, the limit might be better .set 
at 20 pages. 

Senator Duell commented that the initial document brought to the Senate 
provided that the limit would be set by the Senate and mentioned no 
specific maximum. 

Senator Millett questioned whether the University Committee had found 
25 pages to be an adequate limit. 

Senator Zablotney responded that 25 pages were adequate. 

Senator Millett moved to amend Section 3.112, second paragraph, first 
sentence to read: 

The basic document may be no more than twenty-five pages. 

The motion was seconded. 

Senator Millett's motion passed. 

Senator Throckmorton noted that the college and university review committees 
are each provided at least five working days to review the dossiers (Section 
3.113 , first paragraph and Section 3.115, first paragraph). She questioned 
whether five working days was adequate time for the university committee 
work which is scheduled near Christmas . 

Senator Zoller responded that Monday through Friday were construed as 
working days. The committees' members were not expected to work on week
ends. The committees could allocate more working days for review of 
dossiers. 

Senator Hunt moved to reconsider Senator Duell's motion at the last meeting 
to delete provisions for the Special Appeals Committee .. 

President Thomann ruled that a motion made at a previous meeting cannot be 
reconsidered. A new motion must be made . 

Senator Hunt moved to strike Section 3.1172; to amend Section 3.115, page 
five, paragraph beginning "The Vice President for Academic Affairs • • . ," 
line two, by deleting: 

, or by the special appeals committee 

and to amend Section 3 . 1171, first line, by dele-ting: 
Except for the appeal provided in 3.1172, 

Senator McCabe seconded the motion. 

Senator Minor moved to amend the motion by introducing a substitute amend
ment which would replace Sections 3 .1171 and 3.1172 with: 

3.117 APPEAL OF DECISTONS RELATED TO TENURE OR PROMOTION 

A candidate may make an appeal of an adverse decision to the next 
higher level. Some typical reasons for appeal are : violation of 
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academic freedom, failure of due process, inadequate consideration, 
discrimination etc. The burden of proof rests with the appellant. 
No hearing is provided. The written appeal of no more than ten 
pages must state the reason for the appeal and provide substanti
ating data. The written appeal is to be submitted by a deadline 
set by the University Senate. The committee to which the appeal 
is made will review the appeals for validity of the appeal before 
reviewing the favorably recommended cases. If the committee 
discovers that information from the committee or administrator 
that denied tenure or promotion is necessary, the reviewing com
mittee can ask the appropriate administrator (Dean or Academic 
Vice President) to acquire the information. The administrator 
will provide the appellant a copy of the material. 
If the appeal is supported, the connnittee will review the case 
in the same manner as favorably recommended cases. If the appeal 
is denied, the administrator for that level will notify in writing 
the appellant and the administrator and committee that had originally 
denied the candidate tenure or promotion. The appellant may request 
a meeting of the chairperson of the committee that reviewed the 
appeal and the administrator at that level to discuss the recommen
dation. 

Senator Zablotney seconded the motion. 

Senator Minor stated that her motion would allow for more than one appeal 
in the course of the deliberations. Further it calls for the review of 
the validity of an appeal. Currently the appealed case is handled with 
all positively-recommended cases. It also calls for input from those 
making a negative recommendation. 

Senator Zoller asked if the first sentence was intended to allow an 
appeal of any adverse decision. The language would allow an appeal of 
a denied appeal. 

Senator Minor responded that that was not her intent. Additional amend
ments could be introduced. 

Senator Zoller commented that he opposed both motions. He argued that 
untenured faculty should have an opportunity to examine this appeal pro
cedure. It is more appropriate that such a provision be defeated in 
general faculty meeting than in the Senate. He added that Senator Minor's 
proposal seemed workable. 

Senator Duell pointed out that the procedures apply to promotion as well 
as to tenure cases . She added that the substitute motion is troubling in 
that it asks a committee to judge the validity of an appeal which is in 
fact a petition saying that the decision that has been rendered is a wrong 
one. In the past, committees have doubted their ability to judge - an-. 
appeal , so have reviewed the cases in their entirety. She commented that 
the amendment was a move back to the unworkable. 

Senator Childs noted that both the college and unive rsity committees could 
consult lower level committees. Thus the charge that the process is 
unfair to the recommended cases is invalid. 



• VOTE 

• 

• 

WSU Senate Minutes 
5/3/82 

Senator Minor's motion to amend Section 3.117 failed. 

Senator McCabe stated that the students' representatives were reintro
ducing the motion to eliminate the Special Appeals Connnittee after talking 
with faculty members. He added that he was persuaded by the comments of 
Senators Farnsworth and Duell that they could not agree to serve on such 
a committee. It was possible too few qualified faculty could be persuaded 
to serve. 

Senator Zoller responded that consideration of the proposal in a general 
faculty meeting might reveal that there were a number of others able to 
serve on such a committee. The proposal could also be removed during 
the deliberations of the general faculty. 

Senator Soles asked if the automatic appeal procedure was also to be 
handled in this manner by the- full faculty. 

Senator Zoller responded it was not his intention to introduce automatic 
appeals in the Senate or the general faculty meeting. 

Senator McCabe asked if general faculty meetings were limited to one 
hour in length. 

Vice President Breazeale explained that general faculty meetings are 
limited to ninety minutes but can be extended by a majority vote of 
those present • 

Vice President Breazeale pointed out that the Special Appeals Committee 
would deal with two types of cases. First it would review cases which 
had received split votes at both the departmental and college levels. 
He added that he was unaware of any tenure case ever having been so 
judged and anticipated it would be a rare situation in promotion cases 
as well. This appeals provision was put in to address concerns that 
administrators could have undue influence on the final decision on a 
case. The second type of case would be that favorably recommended by 
the college committee but not favorably recommended by the university 
committee . Currently a candidate is informed of the final decision only 
after the President, Vice President for Academic Affairs and university 
committee have made their decisions. The Attorney General has pointed 
out that an element of due process for university decisions is currently 
lacking. The candidate's appeal is made only to the President who has 
already announced his decision. 

The difficulty a special committee would have in judging such a case is 
alleviated somewhat by the specifications set for committee membership. 

Senator Farnsworth commented that he had not said he would not serve. 
He did not, in fact, qualify for committee membership . He added he was 
not persuaded that such a committee should be created. He commented that 
the general faculty rarely makes major amendments· to, documents . . · · The 
proposal would get a more extensive hearing before that body if it remains 
in the document than if it is removed by the Sena t e . 

Senator Millett commented that the University Senate cannot base its 
decisions on such grounds. 
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Senator Duell agreed that the Senate should forward , a document based on 
its best judgment. The Senate has been criticized in the past for not 
doing its job. 

Senator Millett commented that the split votes on a case can be consider
ations in the President's ultimate decision, which is made after the 
university committee has made its decision. The final responsibility 
is the President's and cannot be delegated to the Special Appeals Committee. 
Finally, if sued, an administrator might defend a decision that differed 
from that of a special appeals committee on the basis that the committee 
was working outside the contex t in which all other cases had been considered. 

Senator Dreifort agreed that the President would be aware of faculty 
views on a case . This additional review would just take up more faculty 
time. 

Senator Zoller responded that while the President_ makes the final decision, 
f a culty can significantly influence that decision. Previous appea ls com
mittees have had an impact . The scholarly community should influence to 
the greatest extent possible the decisions as to who joins its ranks. 

Senator Brinkman asked at what point in the special appeals process the 
President partic ipates. 

Senator Zoller responded that currently the Aca demic Vice President 
apprises the President of the university committee's decisions. Either 
or both may choose to meet with the committee a t that time . 

Vice President Breazeale stated that he is a member-without-vote o f t he 
university commi ttee . The committee votes are transmitted to the Academic 
Vi ce Pres i dent and the President. If the President's r ecommenda tions 
differ f rom those of the commi ttee , he meets wi th t he committee to discuss 
them. Following this each candidate is advised of the decision on his 
case. He added that this order of events might be revised. 

Senator Graham asked when this document mi ght come before the gene r al 
faculty. 

President Thomann r esponded tha t a fall presenta tion was pl anned. 

Senator Graham connnented that in that ca s e , the Sena t e should t ake some 
defini t i ve action now whi l e the di s cus sion and agruments were f r esh in 
our minds . 

Senator Sharp comment ed t hat he took exception to the suggestion tha t 
administra tors are not member s of the s chol arl y community . The decis ions 
of administra tors ar e reviewed by faculty a t the next level. The added 
step of a Speci al Appeals Connnittee is no t needed. 

Sena t or Zol ler res ponded t hat he wa s not implyi ng t hat a dean is not a 
member of t he faculty . Nevertheless , a dean has t wo roles and PERB has 
decided which role a dean plays in t enure considerations . 

Senator Dreifort questioned how long t he decisi on woul d be de l ayed by 
adding t his appeal s s t ep . He noted t hat the current process already t akes 
too l ong . An infinite number of appeal levels could be proposed on the 
basis of these ar guments . 
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Senator Zoller responded that as t he university grows · i n size and ·complexity 
these procedural levels are inevitably added. He added that in Vice 
President Breazeale's judgment the case load would be very light. 

Senator Bennett commented that she sympathized with arguments opposing 
additional committees. On the other hand, as an untenured faculty member, 
she would like the opportunity for one more review. 

Senator Milbrandt commented that as an untenured faculty member, he con
sidered it useful to bring as much expertise as possible to bear on these 
decisions. He favored the creation of the connnittee. 

Senator Millett questioned whether a third group would increase the collect
ive wisdom or whether wisdom is greater in higher level connnittees than 
lower level ones. In addition she questioned the need for expanding the 
bureaucracy to deal with so few cases. There would be no opportunity to 
build precedent. We would only be compounding the problem of guaranteeing 
equitable reviews. 

Senator Zablotney stated that the composition of the committee may not 
equate with equitable review. Some colleges might never be represented 
on such a connnittee~ She moved the previou~ question. 

Senator Minor seconded the motion. 

Senator Farnsworth advised that the motion was not debatable. A two-thirds 
majority is required for it to pass . 

Senator Zablotney's motion passed. 

Senator Hunt's motion to strike Section 3.1172; to amend Section 3.115, 
page five, paragraph beginning "The Vice President for Academic Affairs •.. ," 
line two, by deleting: 

, or by the special appeals committee 

and to amend Section 3.1171, first line, by deleting: 
Except for the appeal as provided in 3.1172, 

passed. 

Senator Terrell commented that the previously adopted amendments to Sec t i on 
3.11 and 3.111 did not ass.ure the ex clusion of nominations by non-chairpersons 
a nd non-candidates, That would need to be more clearly spelled out. 

Senator Hunt moved to amend Sec tion 3.118 by deleting ''No" from the title 
and to amend th~ first sentence to read: 

Name s of faculty being considered for tenure or 
promotion will only be withheld at the request of 
the f aculty member under consideration. 

Senator McCabe seconded the motion . 

Senator Hunt argued that students want this information available so they 
will have a chance to make input to the process. The amendment is offered 
as a compromise to those faculty opposing publication of names. 
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Senator Soles stated that she opposed the amendment. The cases of candi
dates teaching sensitive subjects might be subjected to undesirable 
outside pressure during the review process. 

Senator Dreifort commented that student input should be made throughout 
a faculty member's career and not just at the point of tenure review. 
It was his perception that few students tried to make this type of input. 

Senator Hunt responded that student input was not forwarded for consider
ation if submitted at times other than the review for tenure. He pointed 
out that no faculty member was forced to allow public announcement of his 
or her candidacy. 

Senator Terrell stated that student input should be made before the dossier 
is compiled. He added that he opposed student participation in the evalu
ation process. 

Senator Zoller commented that he personally supported the motion but 
doubted it would be accepted by the general faculty. Candidates wishing 
to build strong cases for their teaching skills and accomplishments might 
benefit from a public announcement of their candidacy. 

Senator Hunt's motion to amend Section 3.118 failed. 

Senator Soles asked why the automatic appeal procedure had been removed . 

Senator Zoller replied that legal counsel had advised that the procedures 
should be clearly stated and capable of explanation to others. It had 
been the opinion of the Committee that the automatic appeal provisions 
could not meet those criteria. 

Senator Soles moved that the automatic appeal process be reinserted into 
the procedures (notes at end of Sections 3.112 and 3.113). 

Senator Bennett seconded the motion. 

Senator Zoller advised that if adopted, those statements would be inserted 
in the procedures at the points they are printed in the document. 

Senator Soles argued that the automatic appeal would be a mechanism to 
deal with the cases that would have been processed by the Special Appeals 
Committee. 

Senator Zoller questioned whether the candidate would have to declare 
which appeal process was being used. 

President Thomann requested that a definition of automatic appeal be added 
to the list of definitions if this amendment is adopted. 

Dr. Loper questioned whether two automatic appeals were possible in the 
consideration of a single case. If the answer is yes, Section 3.1171 
would have to be revised. 
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Senator Soles responded that it was her understanding that one automatic 
appeal per person and one general appeal per pe rson were possible. 

Senator Isakson suggested that the automatic appeal should be titled 
something else to eliminate confusion. He suggested the substitution 
of "automatic review." 

Senator Soles offered the substitution of "automatic review" for "automatic 
appeal" as a friendly amendment. 

Senator Bennett, as second, accepted this friendly amendment. 

Senator Graham asked what would currently happen to a case favorably 
recommended by the administrator but unfavorab1y recommended by the faculty. 

Senator Zoller responded that without the automatic appeal a candidate 
could make one appeal based on additional arguments and evidence to the 
next higher level. A split vote constituted a negative recommendation. 

Senator Millett asked if the intent of the motion would be met if the 
provisions for automatic appeal (first sentence in each of the Notes at 
end of Sections 3.112 and 3.113) read: 

and 

.•• the case will go forward to the college for review. 
(Section 3 .112) 

• •• the case will go forward to the university for review . 
(Sec tion 3.113) 

This would remove the notions of automatic and appeal. 

President Thomann commented that it was implicit that the automatic review 
could be used only once. 

Senator Soles commented that a single routine forwarding of a case on the 
basis of a spiit vote was the sense of last fall's discussion. 

Senator Zoller pointed out that that i s not what the current document 
says. He questioned whether a committee conducting an "automatic review" 
makes a decision on the case or sends it back with a recommendation to 
a lower level committee . This would have to be spelled out. 

Senator Soles responded that the r eviewing committee would make a decision 
on the case . 

Senator Zoller commented tha t two automatic appeals were possible under 
the terms of the document as it was currently being considered . 

Senator Childs noted that it might be simpler to change the definition 
of a positive r econnnendation . He hesitated to do so because three admin
istrators could tenure someone who had received no faculty support • 

Senator Bennett commented tha t she did not want the automatic advancement 
of a case to take place more than once during t he deliberations. 
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Senator Graham noted that one automatic review and one regular appeal 
would bring all cases to the university level for a decision. 

Senator Zoller commented that all cases could go to the President. 

Senator Graham noted that there was nothing to be gained by moving all 
final decisions farther from the point of peer review. 

Senator Zoller commented that if automatic reviews were implemented, 
carefully drafted definitions would be needed. He expressed doubt that 
the various situations could be distinctively described to the satis
faction of outsiders. 

Senator Millett questioned the impact of defining a positive recommenda
tion as one which is a positive recommendation of the faculty irrespective 
of the administrator's recommendation. 

Senator Zoller responded that he didn·, t know if such a definition would 
represent faculty wishes. He added that excluding the impact of the admin
istrator's recommendation might not be possible. 

Senator Fox noted that there were due process issues to consider. If 
the administrator _disagrees with the faculty committee, he is called 
upon to defend that decision. On . the basis of such information if the 
candidate wants to appeal the split vote to the next higher level, he 
should take specific steps to do so. ,The candidate should be able to 
appeal split votes all the way to the top if he wants to. 

Senator Soles stated that it is the intent of the automatic review that 
no new information be added to the case. She offered an amendment to her 
motion. The Note 'concluding Section 3.112 . would read: 

.•• the case will go forward to the college as an 
automatic review with no new material added. 

The last sentence of the Note would be deleted. 

The Note concluding Section 3.113 would read: 
••. the case will go forward to the university as 
an automatic review with no new material added. 
No candidate may have an automatic review at the 
university level after using an automatic review 
previously. 

The last sentence of the No.te would be deleted. 

Senator Bennett, as second, agreed to these changes. 

Senator Dreifort commented that the result of these provisions was to have 
all cases go to the university level. 

Senator Bennett responded that she found it comparable to the criminal 
justice system. She wanted extensive avenues for appeal . 

Senator McCabe stated that he opposed the motion. If the candidate feels 
strongly about repeated negative recommendations, he would be wiser to 
pursue the case outside this system in the courts. 
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Senator Carmody asked about the status of a split vote within a faculty. 

President Thomann responded that this document does not address that 
circumstance. 

Senator Terrell asked why additional supportive materials were forbidden. 

President Thomann responded that it was to make it clear that no action 
was required of the c·andidate in the case of an automatic review. 

Senator Isakson noted that freezing the dossier contents made such a case 
l 

more comparable to the favorably reviewed ones. 

Senator Soles motion, as amended, to reinstate the automatic appeal/review 
process, failed. 

Senator Davis asked whether the Sena te ~eeting would continue beyond 5:00 
p.m. If so, he moved that individual remarks be limited to five minutes 
in lengtih. 

The motion was seconded. 

Senator McCabe commented that a motion to limit deba te at this point in 
the discussion was out of contex~. No final action was required until 
next fall. 

Senator Zoller stated he supported the motion. 

Senator Dreifort stated that this was too important an issue to set limits 
on the discussion. 

Senator Davis' motion failed. 

Senator Dreifort moved the previous question. 

Senator Duell s econded the motion. 

Senator Dreifort's motion passed. 

Senator Zoller's motion to accept the document entitled "Tenure, Promotion, 
and Appeals Procedures," including the Definitions an<if flowchart, a s 
amended, passed. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m. 

Marilyn Mye r s , Se na t e Secr e t ary 
Lucille Brodie, Recording Secre t a ry 
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