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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 
I 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: May 1 , 1978, 126. Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m. 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposal~ and Statements 

III. Approval of the Minutes for the meeting of April 17, 1978 
(Vol. XIV, No. 12). 

IV. Orders of the Day ; None 

V. Unfinished Bustneijs: Any remaining business from the meeting 
of April 24, 1978. 

VI. Committee Reports ; Report of the Honors Committee--John Poe 
for the Committee (Attachment A). 

VII. New Business: 

VIII. Adjournment 

Kellogg Project Proposals on 
a) Faculty Development--Ken Burke for 

the Kellogg Task Force. 

b) Administrative Develo'pment--Phyllis 
Burgess for the Kellogg Task Force. 

(Attachment B) 

Program Review and Evaluation--Bela 
Kiralyfalvi and George Piatt for the 
Committee. 

(Attachment C) 



ATTACHMENT A 
To Agenda 5/1/78 

~oc,~rY\C2.n+ #- 2.1 
HONORS COMMITTEE 

Annual Report to the University Se~, 1978 

The Honors Program at Wichita State University had an eventful year 
that culminated in April with the establishment of The Emory Lindquist Honors 
Center. With the naming of the Center came also the designation of Honors 
students who do not carry 11 named 11 scholarships, as Emory Lindquist Scholars. 
Judging by response from the University corrrnunity, the Honors Comnittee mem
bers believe the naming was a very appropriate way to recognize the scholarly 
contribution of Professor Lindquist and to call attention to the ideals of 
the Program. 

We have continued our efforts to attract fine students to the Program. 
Eight formal Honors Program resentations were conducted this academic year, 
and one more is planned for April 28 on the campus. A total of 178 students 
have been admitted into the Program for the 1977-78 school year, and 165 of 
these have attended the formal presentations. Thirty-three faculty and 
staff have assisted with the interviewing of students. The quality of the 
students has been high, and our expectation is that we will surpass the 
number of 206 admitted for the year 1977-78. 

The Assistant Honors Coordinator, Ms. Mary Metz, will be leaving in 
August. Her work with the students has been outstanding. She has worked 
closely with the student editors in producing a lively Honors Newsletter 
and in planning special programs for Honors students. She has also continued 
the important work of advising and counseling students. Ms. Diane Henderson, 
on leave for two years to undertake graduate study at the University of 
Illinois, will return to the position in 1978-79. 

In the coming year, the Honors Committee and staff will need to be 
cognizant of special problems related to enrollment and program developments 
at the University. For example, the Honors Program theoretically is a 
University-wide program, but in the last two years only four of fifty-three 
courses offered in the Program have been outside Fairmount College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences. Of these four, two were in Logopedics, one in Nursing, 
and one in Instructional Services in the College of Education. A cursory 
examination of previous years reveals a similar pattern in the percentage 
of Honors courses offered outside Fairmount College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences. 

The Honors staff this year has continued to devote much attention to 
enrollments in Honors courses. One suggestion for maintaining sufficient-
and one can debate what is sufficient--enrollments was to offer fewer 
courses in the Honors Program. Fourteen courses were offered in fall, 1977, 
compared with eighteen in fall, 1976, and eleven in spring, 1978, compared 
with eleven in spring, 1977, and thirteen in spring, 1976. 

The Honors Coordinator gave special attention to the enrollment of 
f irst-year Honors students during orientation and enrollment last sunmer. 
Enrollments increased to an average of 16.5 students per class in fall, 1977, 
compared with 12.78 in fall, 1976, and to 10.6 this spring compared with 
9.64 in spring, 1977. 
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p. 2---Honors Program 

HONORS PROGRAM SUMMARY OF CLASSES AND CLASS SIZE 

Number of Classes Average Class Size 

Spring 1973 11 12.7 
Fa 11 1973 13 16.5 

Spring 1974 13 11. 3 
Fall 1974 22 15.6 

Spring 1975 15 15.5 
Fa 11 1975 17 18.8 

Spring 1976 13 13.5 
Fall 1976 18 12. 8 

Spring 1977 11 9.6 
Fall 1977 14 16.5 

Spring 1978 11 10. 6 

Seven "special" Honors courses--courses not in the University catalog or 
part of a department's "approved" curriculum--were offered to Honors students. 
Six of these attracted fewer than ten students and the remaining course had 
only ten. If the expectation is for an overall average enrollment of twelve 
to fifteen students in Honors classes each academic year, the burden may have 
to be borne by Honors sections of regular courses that also permit the student 
to fulfill a specific graduation requirement • 



p. 3---Honors Program 

The following are the Honors courses offered in the 1977-78 academic year. ~• Fall 1977 ----

Department Cat. No. Description Line Number Number Enrolled 

Honors 301 Intro Phil of Law 3780 5 

Honors 301 Spirtual Biograph 3777 4 

Honors 301 Influence of the Arts 3783 10 
on Literature 

Biol 113H Intro Biology I 1266 8 
Biol 113H Intro Biol I lab 1269 8 

Chem lllH Gen Chem 1761 20 
Chem lllH Gen Chem Lab-Rec 1764 20 

Econ 203H Prin Of Econ 2124 11 

Engl 101H Coll Engl 1 2955 16 
Engl 102H Coll Engl 2 3051 16 
Engl 101H Coll Engl 1 2952 24 

• Engl 102H Coll Engl 2 3048 11 

Math 242H Intro Anal 5151 37 
Math 344H Intro Anal 3 5211 20 

Pol Sci 121H Am Pol Sys 7872 17 

Speh 111H Basic Pub Spk 8634 19 
Speh 112H Bas Int Colll11 8730 29 

x=16. 5 

• 
.. 



p. · 4---Honors Program 

' Spring 1978 

Department Cat. No. Description Line Number Number Enro 11 ed 

Honors 301 Contemp Am Writ 3660 7 

Honors 302 Great Heresies 3663 9 

Honors 400 Modern Amer Lit 3666 4 

Honors 400 Systems View Man 3669 4 

Biol 114H Introd Bio II 1245 5 
Biol 114H Introd Bio II Lab 1248 5 

Chem 112H Gen Inorg 1740 8 
Chem 112H Inor Lab-Rec 1743 8 

Engl 102H Coll Engl 2 2940 9 

• Logopedi cs 400H Honors Seminar 4737 5 

Math 243H Calculus II 5103 36 
Math 511H Linear Alg 5179 9 

Speh 112H Bas Int Conm 8556 20 

x:10.6 
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p. 5--Honors Program 

No hard data exist to explain enrollment patterns in the Honors Program, 
but several possibilities can be postulated to explain some negative impact 
on enrollment in Honors courses. The suggestion has been made that General 
Studies courses have affected upper division enrollments in departments, which 
might also affect the enrollment in an upper division Honors course. The 
argument is that the additional requirement gives the student less flexibility 
in selecting courses, including Honors courses. Lower enrollments in Fairmount 
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, and correspondingly greater emphasis on 
career education including that offered in Fairmount College, have also been 
factors suggested as contributing to lower Honors enrollments. The gradual 
decline in the total student enrollments of traditional departments in Fairmount 
College has made its impact on Honors enrollments and has even led to the 
abandonment--hopefully temporarily by some departments--of Honors courses of
fered in the past. 

We do not have a breakdown of the intended major of Honors students in 
University College, but about forty percent of the remaining group is enrolled 
in Fairmount College. The number of Honors students in the College of Business 
Administration and the College of Engineering has increased. Business has 
thirty-three students compared with twenty-two one year ago, and engineering 
has fifty-five compared with thirty-eight a year ago. The distribution of 
Honors students by college and class suggests a scattering of the total Honors 
students population. These developments could have an impact on the number, 
kind, and perhaps even the quality of Honors courses offered in the Honors 
Program • 
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p. 6--Honors Program 

Data on the profile of Honors students enrolled in the University in 

• spring, 1978, are offered: 

PROFILE OF HONORS STUDENTS ENROLLED SPRING, 1978 

Distribution of Honors Students .!?i:_ College and Class 

Fr So Jr Sr Gr SP TOTAL 

Liberal Arts 2 38 28 50 0 1 119 
Business Admin. 1 15 10 7 0 0 33 
Education 0 3 2 8 0 0 13 
Engineering 4 26 7 18 d 0 55 
Fine Arts 1 9 13 21 0 0 44 
Heal th Related 1 9 12 9 0 0 31 
University Coll. 139 4 0 0 0 1 144 
Continuing Educ. 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
Graduate School 0 0 0 0 9 0 9 

Totals m ml" ~ 1TI ~ 4 45a 

Per Cent 32.89 23.11 16.00 25.11 2.00 .89 100.00 

Semester Hours Carried - 6,594 Average - 14.65 

MALE FEMALE TOTAL 

• FULL - TIME: STUDENTS 193 215 408 
CREDIT HOURS 2,982 3,297 6,279 

PART - TIME: STUDENTS 16 26 42 
CREDIT HOURS 126· 189 315 

NEW STUDENTS 2 1 3 
FORMER STUDENTS 207 240 447 
WEEKEND UNIVERSITY STUDENTS 5 9 14 
EVENING ONLY STUDENTS 3 4 7 
DAY/EVENING STUDENTS 64 72 136 
DAY ONLY STUDENTS 137 156 293 

t-1ARRI ED 13 24 37 
SINGLE 196 217 413 
FOREIGN STUDENTS 1 0 1 
ETHNIC ORIGIN: AFRO-AMERICAN 2 2 4 
ORIENTAL-AMERICAN 3 1 4 
HISPANIC-AMERICAN 1 1 2 
AMERICAN-INDIAN 3 1 4 

AGES 16-21 157 176 333 
AGES 22-34 52 63 115 
AGES 35 AND UP 0 2 2 
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MALE FEMALE TOTAL 

VETERAN STUDENTS 3 0 3 

WORK 40 HOURS/WEEK 14 14 28 
WORK 20-39 HOURS/WEEK 63 72 135 
WORK 10-19 HOURS/WEEK 59 70 129 
WORK LESS THAN 10 HOURS/WEEK 73 85 158 

LIVE IN RESIDENCE HALL/FRAT 51 53 104 
LIVE WITH PARENTS 106 111 217 
OTHER LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 52 77 129 

• 

• 



p. 8---Honors Program 

The spring, 1978, enrollment distribution is compared with the spring, 

• 1977, and spring, 1976, distribution as follows: 

Class Number of Students Percent of Total 

1976 1977 1978 1976 1977 1978 

Freshman 122 115 148 27.48 29.41 32.89 

Sophomore 123 85 104 27.70 21.74 23.11 

Junior 80 76 72 18.02 19.44 16.00 

Senior 113 106 113 25.45 27.11 25.11 

Graduate 4 5 9 0.90 1.28 2.00 

Special m- 4 4 0.00 1.02 .89 
TOTAL 391 45a" 99.60 100.00 100.00 

College 

Business Admin. 25 22 33 5.69 5.63 7.52 

• Education 25 19 13 5.69 4.86 2.96 
Engineering 45 38 55 10.25 9.72 12.53 
Fine Arts 49 45 44 11.16 11.51 10.02 
Health Related Prof. 20 23 31 4.56 5.88 7.06 
Liberal Arts and Sci 154 138 . 119 35.08 35.29 27.11 
University College 121 101 144 27.56 25.83 32.80 

Sex 

Male 213 178 209 47.97 45.52 46.44 

Female 231 213 241 52.03 54.48 53.66 

• 
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p. g---Honors Program 

Honors Students enrolled in the University and in Honors courses, Spring 
1973-Spring 1978: 

TERM YEAR 

Spring 1973 
Fall 1973 

Spring 1974 
Fall 1974 

Spring 1975 
Fa 11 1975 

Spring 1976 
Fall 1976 

Spring 1977 
Fall 1977 

Spring 1978 

Total in 
Honors Courses 

140 
215 

147 
342 

233 
320 

175 
250 

106 
231 

116 

NUMBER ENROLLED.!!! UNIVERSITY 

538 
590 

503 

444 
432 

391 
453 

450 

The figures readily available for each of these semesters reflect a 
high of 590 Honors students enrolled in the University for fall, 1973, to a 
low of 391 enrolled in the University in Spring, 1977. 

The following reflects enrollment in Honors 410, Independent Study, 
since Fall, 1973: 

Credit Hours 
YEAR Number of Students enrolled Total -. 
Fall 
1973 10 32 

Spring 
1974 22 66 

Fall 
1974 23 61 

Spring 
1975 43 103 

Fall 
1975 28 76 

Spring 
1976 44 89 

Fall 
1976 18 52 

Spring 
1977 34 92 
Fall 
1977 26 78 
re1~ng 27 81 



I p. 10---Honors Program 

The Honors Program staff is seeking conmitments from departments to offer 
Honors courses in the future. Some success is being realized, but student and 
faculty support will be needed if future offerings are to be sustained. There 
are forces at work within the University that militate against the concept of 
an Honors Program. A genuine conmitment will be needed if the Program is to 
maintain its viability. · 



" ) Wichita State University 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Dr. John Dreifort, University Senate President 

ATTACHMENT B, a) & b) 
To Agenda 5/1/78 

J)oc.u nte.n T # l!1 
Date April 11, 1978 

- To 
From __ ~D~o:!..!n~C.uh.!..r.!.i.=.s...!:t~e.un.=.s~o~n~..:.:K~e...:.1...:.l~o=c.....:..P...:.r..::o:....i·..::e,.,,c,.,,t=--=D'--'i...!.r..::e,.,,cc_,t~o~r-¥-~.....::::=---------------- ---

Subj•ct Request for University Senate to Review Program Proposals 

Four task forces have developed recommendations in the areas of Planning and 
Information Systems, Communications, Faculty Development and Evaluation, and 
Administrative Development and Evaluation. The recommendations are being re
viewed by the project leadership team. On behalf of the team, review is be
ing requested by the University Senate this spring of two items: pilot ex
perimentation with program reviews and evaluations in five departments next 
year, and the formation of a Professional Development Center combining 
facu 1 ty and administrative deve·l opment activities. 

The Committee on Program Review and Evaluation recommended a process for re
viewing and evaluating programs every five years. The process includes: 

preparation of self-study report by department 
review team report and response by department 
evaluation and recommendations by Council on Academic Planning and Review 
consultation and action by vice president and deans 

The role of each group listed above was delineated. The sections of the self
study report were defined and guidelines for the review teams were developed. 

The Faculty Development Task Force recommended the formation of a Faculty De
velopment Center which would be concerned with faculty development in teaching, 
research, service, and professional/personal development. It would not engage 
in formal evaluation. Among activities of the Center would be identifying 
faculty resource persons, collecting resource materials, distributing informa
tion, coordinating other related units, assisting faculty to utilize develop
ment resources, etc. The task force recommended that the Center be directed 
by a Faculty Development Coordinator, have an Advisory Board and a Counoil of 
Service Agencies, and 2.0 positions for release time for faculty to serve the 
Center. 

The Administrative Development Task Force recommended the formation of a Per
sonnel Development Center which would have an equal concern for faculty, ad
ministrative, and staff development, with the latter centered in the Personnel 
Services Office. A statement -of institutional policy should be developed and 
appropriate resources identified. An overall development plan for five-year and 
one-year periods should be developed. Various administrative development needs 
were identified along with possible ways to address the needs. The Center would 
be directed by a Personnel Development Coordinator and have an Advisory Board. 

The original task force reports which presented the above recommendations are 
attached. 

In its review, the project leadership t eam made the following modifications, 
which should be considered to be an integral part of the programs being recom
mended. 

Program Review and Evaluation 
A single purpose Council on Program Review and Evaluation will oversee the 
process during the first year. 
Reviews of about 5-6 departments or . units will be undertaken in the first 
year. 
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Dr. John Dreifort 
April 11, 1978 
page 2 

Faculty Development and Administrative Development 
A Professional Development Center which combines faculty and admini.strative 
development will be established. 
A full-time coordinator reporting to the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
will be appointed and a 1.0 position will provide release time for faculty 
to serve the Center. 
A single board to serve an advisory, resource, and liaison role for the 
coordinator will be established. Distribution of membership on the board 
will initially be recommended by the team and approved by the Senate Agenda 
Committee. The board will serve as a search committee for the coordinator. 
A formal Council of Service Agencies will not be established, but the coordi
nator will be charged with accomplishing the intended purposes of the Council. 

The project leadership team requests the following specific actions by the Senate: 

The entire Program Review and Evaluation report will be presented with a re
quest to undertake pilot experimentation. Based on the experience gained, 
the process will be evaluated and problems identified, revisions will be made 
by the Council on Program Review and Evaluation, and the revised process will 
be submitted to the Senate next April, 1979 for final review and approval. 
The Senate is being asked 1) for reactions and suggestions, especially to the 
steps in the process, the Council, and the review teams as discussed on pages 
3-6, 2) to approve the pilot experimentation with five departments or units, 
and 3) for the Agenda Committee to appoint three people to serve on the Council 
and to monitor the pilot experimentation for the Senate. 

The first three pages of the Faculty Development report concerned with estab
lishing a Faculty Development Office and the four-page Administrative Devel
opment report will be submitted to the Senate. The Senate is being ~sked 
1) for reactions and suggestions on both programs 2) to approve the initia
tion of the faculty development component of the Professional Development 
Center, and 3) for the Agenda Committee to appoint two people to the advisory 
board who would also maintain liaison with the Senate. 

A number of other items are still under review by the project leadership team 
and will be submitted for review by the University Senate, as appropriate, dur
ing the 1978 fall semester. These items include: a process for program plan
ning, a process for performance review of administrators, and recommendations 
in the areas of external rel a tions, internal communications, and reappraisal 
of guide lines for t enure , promotion, and salary deci s ions . 



KELLOGG FACULTY DEVELOPMENT TASK FORCE 

REPORT 

TO 

KELLOGG LEADERSHIP TEAM 

APPROVED 

FEBRUARY 28, 1978 

Membership: 
Kenneth Burk, Chair 
Ruth Allen 
Jay Decker 
William Hays 
Martin Perline 
Cecelia Traugh 

Phillip Wahlbeck 
William Wentz 
Don Nance 
John Breazeale 
Scott Templeton 
Hannes Zacharias 
Phyllis Burgess 

The Task Force encourages the Leadership Team 
to refer to the sub-committee reports previously 
distributed for more detailed information. 

(a) 
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RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A FAetK::Tf DEVELOPMENT OFFICE: 

PRD!="E SSION AL 

1. A Faculty Development Coordinator be appointed to 
coordinate and/or initiate f~culty, staff, and ad
ministrative development. The coordinator is to 
provide assistance to the present on going programs 
and to provide leadership in other development 
activities. 

2. The office is to report to the Prgwia~atreF the 
Academic Vice President to insure the necessary 
credibility and access to adequate budgetary support. 

3. The office is not to engage in the formal evaluation 
of faculty or administrators. Any information in the 
office about an individual may be released for use in 
tenure, promotion and salary reviews only upon request 
of the individual • 

4. The office is responsible for faculty development in 
all areas--research, service, teaching and personal 
development. Teaching assistants are to be included 
in appropriate development activities. In this 
connection, the office will eooperate with depart
m~nls in establishing a nd staffing programs and 
graduate courses designed to increase the instruc
tional skills of teaching assistants. 

5. The office is to be initially staffed with a coordinator, 
secretary, student help and faculty members (usually those 
with tenure) assigned on a~ to~ time basis selected l) ne.. 
on the basis of expertise and interest. 'Fwe FTE position~ 
should be reserved for these faculty appointments. 

Funds are to be available for the coordinator as well as 
administrators and faculty members directly involved in 
development activities to attend workshops, seminars, 
etc. to increase and renew their skills. 

-2-
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6. An advisory board is to be created to assist the co
ordinator in program formulation and to insure continuing 
feedback from administrators, faculty, staff and students. 
The committee shall be composed as follows: 

7. 

Four faculty members appointed by the 
view officer in consultation with the 

ord The four areas of scholar 
creativ activity, teaching, servic , and 
profession and personal develoP. ent shall 

7fYJe.mb e~sh ,·F -ro b "--

v e.C..DYhh'I e. n de.d.. b Y 
each be repres ted by one of t ese appointees. i-1\e \ (2.[,c_ rn 
Initially one per n shall b appointed for one 1 
year, two persons ap ·nte for two years, and u...p~r-oVed. 
the fourth appointed hree years. Following 0 -l-- A d 
these initial appointm ts, of all ___:] e..l\C<..-1 e... ~e.f\ a.., 
shall be for three Y- ars. . CDWl (Y\ ( JTe,e.. 

b. One student app nted annually 

d. culty member appointed annually by the 
te Agenda Committee. 

Academic Vice President or his designate 
representing administration. 

is to be created a Council of Service Agencies 
·red by the Development Coordinator. This uncil 
hav sits purpose in its monthly mee gs the 

to be.., 
e__Stei...b l :sh e.-d . 

increase of co nication among service ncies directly 
related to personne evelopment, t dentification of The. _De.ve..-lop111e.nt 
expertise available for elop t activities, the coordin-
ating of activities among t service agencies and O.om-cl, ~ Ct....lLJY' ~1./1 j) 
arranging for technica ch activities. 

be- C--ha.. /l'q, e d w/H1 
uncil shall consist officers / 

wing units: tJ1e...se- F~ndtons 
Research and Sponsored 
Testing Center 
Media Resources Center 
Computer Center 
Personnel Services 
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8. 

As other agencies are identified by the group as having 
direct relationship to the development program, their 
chief officers shall be added to the council. 

The office shall have the responsibility to seek outside 
funding for development and to provide support for faculty 
in their search for individual or group development funds. 

-4-

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE 
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR: 

To plan, organize, and execute faculty development activities uti
lizing the sub-committee reports to the Faculty Development Task 
Force and this report of the Task Force to identify initial faculty 
development needs. 

To supervise and coordinate the activities of those persons 
assigned to the Faculty Development Office. 

To undertake among others the following specific ac tivities: 

Identifying as resource persons those faculty with 
expertise in various aspects of faculty development . 

Assisting departments with identifying and meeting 
their development needs. 

Assisting departments, colleges and individual faculty 
members in utilizing existing development resources 
and in locating additional external resources. 

Seeking and distributing inf ormation about conferences, 
institutes, seminars, etc. which might enhance faculty 
development. 

Collecting and maintaining resource materials on faculty 
development. 

Coordinating through the Council of Servic e Agencies the use 
of available campus expert i s e on all pha ses of f aculty devel opment. 

Assisting faculty in understanding the results they have obtained 
from their data gathered on students' perceptions of their teaching. 

Dissemina ting information to faculty vital to f a culty development 
activities. 

Report i ng a nnually to the Universi t y Sena t e and faculty on ac t i v 
ities of the office together with evaluations of those activities. 



.-------------------------------------------------

• 

e 

3/3/78 

\ 
I 
i 

ADMINISTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

(b) 

A. General Policy Statements 

I. A statement of institutional policy should be developed by the Kellogg 
Leadership Team setting forth the need for on-going personnel 
development at all levels. 

2. The personnel development concept should include staff, faculty and 
administrative development activities. Each of the se areas is to be 
regarded as equally important. 

3. Appr opriate resources must be made available to support personnel 
develo pment activities. The Personnel Developme nt Coordinator 
should be hired on a 12 month basis and carry a salary level 
c ommensurate with a dean's position. Furthermore, the Task Force 
recommends that this position be responsible for both faculty and 
adminis trative development. Prior to the establishment of a budget 
and a n offi c e for the Personnel Development Coordinator, the Task 
F orce rec ommends the following: 

A. That an inventory of current faculty and administrative develop
ment a c tivities and associated expenditures be conducted and 
judgement made about currently budgeted funds for personnel 
d evelo pment that would be reallocated to the Personnel Development 
C oordinator's budget. 

B. That an analysis be made of costs for Kellogg related development 
activities as one indication of the level of budget support needed 
prior to the' University moving toward a full-fledged development 
program. 

C. That administrative and faculty development be given high priority 
in any .future university-wide reallocation of resources. 

4. Every administrator should be expected · to participate in adm~nistrative 
development activities, responsibility for such participation to be 

s. 

made part of every administrative position description. 

A Personnel Development Coordinator, reporting to the President, 
should be assigned responsibility for the leadership and implementation 
of development programs. The Task Force recommends that a 
university-wide committee be selected to conduct an appropriate 
search and recommend candidates to the President. This committee 
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6. 

should be asked to identify internal and external candidates who 
have the appropriate education and/or experiential backgrou nd in 
training and d<·V<'lopmcnt. The committe<' will compile a li s t of 
suitable candidates for th<' President and assist in the selection 
process as requested. The President will make the final selection 
of the Personnel Development Coordinator. 

The staff development program is presently centralized in the Office 
of Personnel Services and should continue to be administered by the 
director of that office, but coordination with other campus -development 
activities should be mutually achieved by the Dir e ctor of Personnel 
and Administrative Services and the Personnel Development Coordinator. 

B. Recommendations for Administrative Development 

I. A seven member Personnel Development Advisory Board should 
be established consisting of five administrator s appointed by the 
President in consultation with the Personnel Development Coordinator 
with the remaining two members being the Chairpe rson of the Faculty 
Development Board and the Chairperson of the Staff Development 
Board. It is assumed that the Personnel Development Advisory 
Board will consult with other personnel-development advisory boards • 

2. An overall plan of development activities should be developed by the 
Personnel Development Coordinator and the advisory board for 
five-year periods and should be based upon an assessment of individual 
and institutional needs (perhaps structured to emphasize various 
administrative levels on a yearly rotating basis). Yearly plans would 
then be developed in accordance with the five-year plan. 

3. For improved growth opportunities, an administrator's leave policy 
including mini-internships and mini-leaves should be established. 

4. When external consultants are hired, they should be employed for 
the dual purpose of specific development and the education of local 
leadership to carry out follow-up activities and assistance as the 
program continues. 

5. It would be desirable to include students in some of the development 
activities of administrative groups in order that student views be 
included in the process. 

6. The University Continuing Education program should provide a minimum 
number of spaces in management seminars for University administrators 
at no cost to the participants, with coordination of attendance being 
the responsibility of the Personnel Development Coordinator. 

J 
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C. Suggested Administrative Development Needs 

The Task Force, through its various activities, has identified the following 
training needs in the area of administrative development. These are 
offered in full awareness that the list is not exhaustive and that the 
Personnel Development Coordinator will want to perform his /her own 
needs assessment. 

1. Goal-setting (for oneself, for one's unit, for and with others in the 
unit) 

2. University organization: structure and governance 

3. Budget process and financial reports 

4. Schedule making 

5. Writing position descriptions 

6. Interviewing skills and one-on-one counseling skills 

7. Performance appraisal skills (for use with Administrative Review form) 

8. Inventory procedures 

9. . Time management - delegation of tasks - prioritizing 

10. Committee facilitation skills - including the notion of follow-up 

11. Human relations skills 

12. Sabbatical and leave with or without pay procedures 

13. New program development process 

D. Examples of Items to be Produced by the Administrative Development Program 

I. Administrative skills resource inventory. 

2. Videotape on university budget process, plus loose-leaf handbook on 
budget. 

3. Materials on effective committee structure and function to be distributed 
to all standing committee chairpersons. 

J 
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4. Annual report by PDC summarizing activities of the previous year. 

5. Individual handbooks on policies and procedures, as the need is 
seen for these within colleges and administrative units. (Example: 
a comprehensive publication showing all scholarship sources at _ 
wsu.) 

E. Possible Formats for Skill Dissemination 

1. Annual workshops for new administrators. 

2. Mini-courses, small study groups or workshops on adminis trative 
skill needs (i.e. time management, budgeting, grant writing, etc. ) 

3. An inventory of administrative skill resources. 

4. Day-long exchanges between students, faculty and administrators 
over problems and directions of the University. 

5. Central Administration meeting with individual Colleges for purpose 
of improving communications. 

6. Regular meetings of people in analogous positions across the University 
structure (i.e. associate and assistant deans, d eans, vice presidents, etc.) 

7. A weekly "free hour" across the University in which no classes or 
regular meetings are scheduled. 

8. E s tablish small individual incentive grants for travel and/or r e search 
on some aspect of administration. 

.. 



REPORT OF THE KELLOGG PROJECT 
COMMITTEE ON PROGRAM REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

Attachment C 
to Agenda of May 1, 1978 

April 21, 1978 

The Kellogg Committee on Program Review and Evaluation was established in Feb
ruary, 1977 to develop a process for the review and evaluation of WSU academic 
and nonacademic programs. The charge issued to the Committee by the Phase I 
Task Force on Planning and Information Systems was: 

To develop a model for the organization and process of program review 
and evaluation at Wichita State University that will initially concen
trate on academic program review and evaluation, but which can grow to 
include other activities and concerns of the University. 

During the development of the review and evaluation process, the Committee has 
worked under the following assumptions: 

1. Program review and evaluation serves a dual purpose. For each aca
demic program, self-study is a process necessary to insure quality-
the maintenance or improvement of standards. For the University as 
a whole, program review enables faculty and administrators to in
sure quality curriculum, to provide for both student and faculty 
needs, and to facilitate the development of an effective relation
ship between resource allocation and the maintenance of academic 
exce 11 ence. 

2. The major objective is not to find faults, rather, to go deeper and 
understand the basic causes for any weaknesses or deficiencies in the 
program; to identify and build on the present strengths; to discover 
the most significant unmet needs of the program in terms of present 
requirements as well as justifiable aspirations; and, to make recom
mendations and request specific actions. 

3. Program review and evaluation is an integral part of academic planning 
and should not be divorced from it. 

4. This is an internal review; therefore, it wi 11 be conducted by the 
faculty and staff of Wichita State University. 

5. The schedule of these internal reviews will be carefully coordinated 
with external reviews. This may require slight variations in the 
frequency of reviews. 

6. The process should include both graduate and undergraduate programs. 
The process may replace the existing graduate school review process, 
if fully implemented. 

Throughout the development of the process, the Committee has concentrated on aca
demic program review, while attempting to provide the necessary flexibility to 
encompass non - academic programs without major revision to the proposed process. 
It is nonetheless recognized that it is impossible to predict all possible con
tingencies. We, therefore, urge that trial implementation be undertaken in a 
1 imited number of academic programs . After this phase, careful consideration 
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ti) wi 11 be given to the usefulness of the review process for the future. After the 
trial implementation, consideration may be given to modifying these guidelines to 
include nonacademic program review. 

The Committee is aware of the resource requirements, both in terms of time and 
finances that are needed to support such a review process. It is anticipated 
that self-study reviews will be prepared with care and objectivity in such a 
way as to minimize the time requirements of the review team and Council on Aca
demic Planning and Review. It is also anticipated that the time of the Council 
on Academic Planning and Review will be used in the area of planning and that 
the review documents wi 11 be a principal ingredient in the formulation of plan
ning decisions. 

THE KELLOGG COMMITTEE ON PROGRAM REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

Bela Kiralyfalvi (chair) 
Dave A 1 exande r 
Bruce Cutler 
Jeffrey Dutton 

Randolph Ellsworth 
Kenneth Gleason 
Keith Graham 

Dave McFarland 
George Platt 
Mi chae 1 Ti 1 ford 
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PURPOSES OF ACADEMIC REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

The most fundamental purpose of all academic reviewing is: 
quality control--the maintenance or improvement of standards. 

The specific objectives below, all rise out of this fundamental purpose. The 
following list of specifics is not necessarily in order of importance: 

3 

1. To examine the objectives and practices of the program in light of the role 
and mission of the University. 

2. To determine if the program is accomplishing its own stated goals and objec
tives. 

3. To assure the continuous examination of the relevance of the program. 

4. To examine, where appropriate, the program's relationship to other (espe
cially state of Kansas) institutions. 

5. To examine the program's relationship to other programs within the Uni
versity. 

6. To examine, where appropriate, the program in its role as service to the 
community, society. 

7. To gather both quantitative and qualitative information on which future 
planning may be based. 

8. To see if there is a systematic planning process in the program. 

9. To determine the adequacy of budget, ·physical facilities and equipment avail
able to the program. 

10. To determine how priorities for allocation of funds are set. (Who determines 
priorities?) 

11. To examine the nature and quality of teaching in the program. 

12. To examine changes in faculty qualifications and scholarly and creative 
activities. 

13. To examine the changing needs and roles of the faculty. 

14. To examine the 9overnance of a program in context of its immediate admini
s tr at i ve uni t . 

15. To examine the response of the program, as appropriate, to the changing 
qualifications and needs of students. 

16. To examine the nature and quality of services to students in the program, 
with special emphasis on academic guidance. 

17. To examine the academic results of the program in terms of students, faculty 
and community. 
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I) THE OUTLINE OF THE REVIEW PROCESS 

STEPS IN THE REVIEW PROCESS 

(It is the Committee's judgment that steps 2-12 should be completed within 12 
months. Each program should be reviewed approximately once every 5 years. 
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It should be kept in mind that this will be primarily a program review, as op
posed to a departmental review, with the provision that all degree-granting pro
grams in a single department will be reviewed simultaneously.) 

1. Notification of programs/departments of the upcoming review. 

2. a) Preparation of the Self- Study Report . 
b) Consultations with the Council on Academic Planning and Review. 

3. Submit Self-Study Report to Counci 1 on Academic Planning and Review and to 
Academic Dean. 

4. Name the chairperson and the members of the Review Team; Review Team receives 
charge. 

5. Self-Study Report to Review Team. 

~ 6. Review Team meets with the Academic Dean to receive background information 
and to identify items for attention during the review. (The Review Team 
chairperson sets up this meeting.) 

7. Review Team conducts review. 

8. Review Team submits written Report to program/department. 

9. Program's/Department's re s ponse to Re vi ew Team Report and Review Team Report 
are submitted simultaneously to the Council on Academic Planning and Review. 

10. Council on Academic Planning and Review conducts evaluation. 

11. Council on Academic Planning and Review and Graduate Council transmit con
clusions and recommendations 'to the Academic Dean, Vice President of Academic 
Affairs, the Dean of the Graduate School, and the Department Chairperson or 
Program Director. 

12. The Academic Dean meets with the Department Chairperson and/or Program 
Director to discuss the Council's report. 

13. The Academic Dean, Vice President and Graduate Dean consider recommendations 
and provide opportunity for departmental/program appeals prior to decision making. 

14. The Academic Dean relays in writing the response of the Vice President and 
deans at a meeting with the Department Chairperson/Program Director and the 
Council on Academic Planning and Review. 

THIS CONCLUDES THE REVIEW PROCESS. 

J 
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THE COUNCIL ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND REVIEW 

It shal 1 be the responsibility of the Council to: 

1. define criteria acceptable to its members and their constituencies for 
evaluating programs on the basis of the "Self-Study Report," "Review 
Team Report," program response, and planning policies, 

2. evaluate programs on the basis of these criteria and transmit conclu
sions and recommendations to the Dean and the Vice President for Aca
demic Affairs, 

3. submit a copy of its conclusions and recommendations to the program. 
This could include a recommendation that an outside expert consultant 
be brought in to examine certain specific aspects of the program. 

The Role and Right of the Council shall be to: 

1. develop procedures for the selection of departments/programs to be 
reviewed, with consideration of suggestions from the Academic Deans, 

2. appoint members of the review teams, designating a chairperson, with 
consideration of suggestions from the Academic Dean and department/ 
program chairperson, 

3. establish a calendar for the review process, 

4. administer, and make modifications in, the review process, 

5. propose changes in the guidelines for the self-study and for the re
view teams as necessary. 

The Composition of the Council on Academic Planning and Review 

3 

3 

faculty members appointed by the Senate 
(one from the graduate faculty) 

faculty members appointed by the President 
(one from the graduate faculty) 

faculty member from the Graduate Council, 
elected by the Graduate Council 

representative of student interest 
appointed by Vice President for Student 
Affairs 

the Vice President of Academic Affairs 
or his representative 

program planner (with secretarial support) 

3 year terms (first appoint
ments 1, 2, and 3 year terms) 

3 year terms (first appoint
ments 1, 2, and 3 year terms) 

1 year term with possible 
reappointment 

1 year term with possible 
reappoi ntrnent 

~ officio, voting member 

non - voting member from the 
Office of Planning and In
stitutional Studies 

The chairperson of the Council will be selected each year by the Council from the 
faculty membership of the Council. For trial implementation, the chairperson wi 11 
be selected by the Senate. 
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PROGRAM REVIEW TEAM 

Responsibility: 

To determine the completeness of the "Self-Study Report," and the extent to 
which it accurately describes the program(s) and the department(s) which 
conduct(s) it (them). 

Role--Right--Authority: 

1. Obtain additional information, if needed, to carry out its res pons i bi 1 i ty 
by 

a) collecting, 
b) requesting the program(s) to provide. 

6 

2. Interview at its discretion faculty, students, former students, administra
tors and members of the community related to the program. 

3. Hear input when requested by faculty, students, former students, administra
tion, and members of the community related to the program, up until the com
pletion of the report. 

4. Write a report for the Council on Academic Planning and Review (and in cases 
of graduate programs for the Graduate Council) highlighting the major findings 
of the Review Team. The report should follow the guidelines provided by the 
Counc i 1. 

Composition of the Review Team 

(All appointments are made for one review only.) 

3 members are appointed by the Council on Academic Planning and Revi ew 

(When a graduate program is involved, two of the appointees must be full 
members of the graduate faculty.) 

2 -- from outside the College of the program under review. (One of these 
will serve as the chairperson of the Team.) 

1 -- member from a different area (division/department) of the same College. 

member appointed by the Dean of the College from a department closely related 
to the program under review. 

representative appointed by the Graduate Dean, if a graduate program is 
involved. 

The cha irpe r s on of the depa rtment unde r review will serve as the resource pe rson . 

J 
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RESPONSIBILITIES AND RIGHTS OF DEPARTMENTS/PROGRAMS 

1. It is the responsibility of the department/program to conduct a self-study 
and to prepare a 11Self-Study Report" within a specified time in accordance 
with the guidelines of the review process. 

2. It is the responsibility of the department/program chairpersons/directors 
to answer questions of the Review Team during the Team's review. 

3. It is the right of the department/program to request clarification of re
view questions and guidelines from the Council on Academic Planning and 
Review. 

4. It .is the right of the department/program to request that the Team hear 
faculty, students and administrators related to the program prior to writ
ing the Team's report. 

5. It is the right of the department/program to respond in writing to the 
Team's report. (Step #8 in the "Review Process. 11 ) 

6. It is the right of the department/program to request a hearing with the 
Dean and/or to request outside consultant(s) after the Council on Academ
ic Planning and Review submits its conclusions and recommendations. 
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PROGRAM REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

THE MAJOR PARTS OF THE SELF-STUDY IN OUTLINE FORM 

I. OVERVIEW OF DEPARTMENT (OR PROGRAM NOT WITHIN A DEPARTMENT). 

II. DEPARTMENTAL ORGANIZATION. 

II I. RESOURCES OF THE DEPARTMENT. 

A. FACULTY TIME 
B. FINANCIAL 
C. PHYSICAL 
D. OTHER 

IV. REVIEW OF PROGRAMS. 

PROGRAM #1 

A. PROGRAM OVERVIEW 
B. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
C. PROGRAM CONTENT AND 

PROCESSES 
D. PROGRAM FACULTY 
E. PROGRAM STUDENTS 
F. COCURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 

AND BENEFITS 
G. MISCELLANEOUS 
H. SUMMARY 

PROGRAM #2 

V. SCHOLARLY AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES IN THE DEPARTMENT. 

VI. SERVICE ACTIVITIES IN THE DEPARTMENT. 

VII . NEEDS AND OUTLOOK 

PROGRAM #3 

8 
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• PROGRAM REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

SELF-STUDY QUESTIONS 

I. OVERVIEW OF DEPARTMENT (OR PROGRAM NOT WITHIN A DEPARTMENT) 

9 

A. What is the perspective from which this department (program) should be 
reviewed? 

B. What is the mission of the department? 

C. Identify all departmental academic programs at all levels, including 
all emphases/tracks/specialties. Indicate those you do not plan to 
discuss as separate programs in part IV below, and explain. 

I I. DEPARTMENTAL ORGANIZATION 

A. Outline the organizational structure of the department. 

B. Provide as complete a description as possible of: 

1. Procedures for curriculwn evaluations, decisions, and program 
priorities. 

2. Procedures (including grievance) for decisions on faculty appoint
ment, review, salary, course load and assignment, tenure, promotion 
and termination. 

3. Procedures for assignment and review of committee and administra-
tive responsibility. 

4. The relation of students to governance. 

5. Student grievance procedures. 

6. Methods and materials used by the department to attract students 
to its programs. 

C. What departmental procedures exist for the discussion and establishment 
of grading standards for the programs? 
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I I I. DEPARTMENTAL RESOURCES 

A. Faculty time: 

Al locate all faculty time (teaching, research, and service) for the last 
complete fiscal year by percentage of an FTE to the specific programs in 
the department in a manner illustrated below (For each line, the sum of 
columns two through six should equal column one for that line.): 

Name FTE l Prag . Prag. Prog. Departmental Non-Dept. 
Rank A B C Service Service 
Tenured-Non-tenured Courses Courses 

( 1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Joe Smith 1.0 .75 .25 
Assist. Prof. 
Non-Tenured 

John Doe 0.5 .50 
Assist. Inst. 
Non-tenured 

Mary Taylor 1.0 .50 .25 .25 
Professor 
Tenured 

Steve Smith 0.5 .50 
Teaching Assist. 
Non-tenured 



11 

B. Financial: 

Give the amount of expenditure in the following categories during the 
last complete fiscal year: 

No. Expenditure 

Faculty salaries: 

Professors 

Assoc. Profs 

Asst. Profs 

Instructors 

Asst. lnstrs 

Lecturers 

GTA, GA, RA 

Classified Staff 

Scholarships 

Student Assistants 

DOE: 
Contractual ser-
vices, i n st ruction -
al suppli es , and 
other commodities.* 

Laboratory-related 
supp 1 i es ~~ 

Computer 

Tr ave 1 

Capital Equipment: 

*Speci fic obj ec t code s to be s uppli ed. 

Amount from 
General use 

Amount from 
Restricted use 



C. Physical 

1. Briefly describe the physical facilities currently used by the 
department. 

2. Describe the significant changes in the physical facilities which 
have taken place during the past 5 years. 

3. Describe the changes in progress (past the commitment stage}. 

(If necessary, do #2 and #3 separately for each program.) 

D. Other resources: 

Briefly describe other resources of the department, such as library 
facilities, contributed resources, major pieces of equipment, etc. 

IV. REVIEW OF PROGRAMS 

(If the department has more than one program, questions from section IV 
should be answered separately for each program.) 

A. Program Overview: 

12 

tit What is the perspective from which this program should be reviewed? 
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B. Goals and Objectives: 

1. What are the goals and objectives of the program? 

2. How do the goals and objectives of the program relate to the mis
sion of the department, other departments, the college, the Uni
versity, and, in the case of graduate programs, to the Graduate 
School? 

C. Program Content and Processes: 

1. What is the rationale for the courses and activities of the stu
dents in this program? 

2. What changes in the courses and activities of this program have 
occurred in the past five years? Why? 

3. Are any changes expected within the next year? Why? 

4. Have the departmental procedures for Program evaluation and review 
facilitated these changes? How? 

Questions for graduate programs only: 

5. What comparable programs exist at other Regents' institutions? 
Discuss the major differences. 

6. Is there a perceived duplication between this program and other 
programs of the University? If yes, explain. 

j 
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D. Program faculty: 

1. Describe each faculty member's contributions to the program. 

2. Describe the contribution of lecturers as a group to this program. 

3. Describe the contribution of GTA's, GA's, and RA's as a group to 
this program. 

4. What changes in the program's faculty during the past five years 
have affected the program? 

quality 
specialization 
assignment 
full-time, part-time 
promotion patterns 

Questions for graduate programs only: 

5. Provide evidence that each faculty member in the program holds ad
vanced degrees in his/her field of specialization or has demonstrated 
competence in such field. 

6. Provide evidence that each faculty member who instructs in the 
graduate program is engaged in research, writing and/or some kind 
of scholarly work related to instructional activities in the gradu
ate program. 

E. Program students: 

1. How have the number and quality of students in the program changed 
during the past five years? What factors have affected these changes? 

2. Describe the procedures for academic advising in the program. 

3. Give evidence of admission requirements containing objective and 
subjective data. (In case of graduate programs indicate institution 
where bachelor's degre~ was earned.) 

4. Provide the information the program has gathered about its former 
students. Relate this information to the program's goals and ob
jectives. 

Examples of possible information: 

a. st~dents who entered graduate schools 
b. majors who did not complete degree 
c. graduates who were employed in their area of training 
d. graduates who were employed in an area other than their training 

5. Describe the support available to students in the program. For ex
ample: scholarships, assistantships, fellowships, computer services, 
space, and laboratory equipment. 
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F. Cocurricular Activities and Benefits: 

1. Discuss the present and potential contribution to you r academic 
program of the following: 

a. Activities and faci 1 i ties of other academic departments/ 
programs 

b. Additional activities and facilities within the University 
community 

c. Activities and faci 1 i ties outside the Uni ve rs i ty 

2. Discuss the cocurricular activities and facilities of your own 
program focusing on how they support and/or complement: 

a. the academic objectives of your program 
b. other programs of the University 
c. the community and the region 

G. Miscellaneous: 

14 

If there are important aspects of this program not addressed in points 
IV A through IV F, please discuss them below. 

H. S urnrna ry: 

Summarize the most significant findings (facts, conditions, concerns, 
strengths) of the program's self-review process . 

V. SCHOLARLY AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES IN THE DEPARTMENT 

(Cumulative information for the initial review and five years of data for 
subsequent reviews.) 

A. Provide evidence that those faculty members in the department who are 
expected to contribute in research, writing and other scholarly and 
creative activities are actively engaged in such endeavors. 

B. How is the quality of the faculty's scholarly and creative achievements 
assessed? 

C. Are there members of the faculty who are not expected to engage in 
scholarly and creative activities beyond those related to immediate 
teaching tasks? If yes, please explain. 

D. 1. If there are less than adequate achievements by faculty membe r s in 
the area of scholarly and creative activities, what factors appear 
to be responsible? 

2. What factors appear to be responsible for superior achievements in 
these areas? 

E. What inducements exist in your department for faculty participation in 
scholarly, creative and other professional activities? 

j 
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VI. PROFESSIONAL SERVICE ACTIVITIES IN THE DEPARTMENT 

A. Discuss the relationship of the professional service activities of the 
members of the department to the department's mission. 

B. How is the impact of p_rofessional service activities assessed? 

VI I. NEEDS AND OUTLOOK 

In light of the major findings of this self-study, please summarize what 
appear to be the most important unmet needs of the department to perform 
its basic functions and achieve its objectives during the next five years. 
Also describe the strengths of the department which will enable it to re
spond to the emerging opportunities of the future. 
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GUIDELINES FOR PROGRAM REVIEW TEAMS 

In determining whether or not a Self-Study Report is an accurate reflection 
of the program described, the Review Team should consider the fol lowing: 

A. Are there any weaknesses in the supporting data which: 

l. require that the unit provide additional information for this re
view? 

2. require additional information which the unit should collect for 
its next review? 

3. suggest data which the University should be providing departments 
on a routine basis? 

B. Does the self-study outline allow this unit accurately to identify its 
uniqueness, characteristics, and special problems? If not, are there 
additional questions that should be answered in this self-study or 
following self-studies? 

C. Are the views and opinions of all segments of the departmental community 
adequately reflected in the self-study? 

D. If the department has indicated that it serves constituents other than 
students, are their views adequately reflected in the self-study? 

E. Are there any questions in the self-study outline that were not answer
ed in the self-study report? If so, can they be answered for this re
view? 

F. Respond to the following specific items: 

I. Departmental Organization 

a. Does the departmental mission statement appear to be clear, com
prehensive and appropriate? 

b. Does the present organizational structure appear to be satis
factory for the operation of the department? 

c. Are the procedures currently employed by the department for 
curriculum, personnel and student related decisions clear and 
sufficient? Are they fully implemented? 

d. Is the administration of the department 1 s graduate program(s) 
adequately organized? 

e. Does faculty time and expertise appear to be utilized consistently 
with the objectives and priorities of the department? 

f. Are the facilities of the department adequate to carry out its 
present instructional, research and service objectives and re
sponsibilities? Are they adequate for future plans? 

2. Review of programs 

a. Comment on the clarity and appropriateness of the program 1 s goals 
and objectives. 
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b. Based on analysis of data collected during this review, assess 
the program's contents and processes . 

c. How do you assess the program's faculty, relative to the pro-
gram's goals, objectives, and standards? 

d. Give an assessment of the quality of the students in the program. 

e. Assess the quality of academic advising in the program. 

f. Assess the importance of cocurricular activities of the program. 

g. Is there evidence of interaction with other programs of the 
University? Assess the importance of this interaction to the 
programs affected. 

3. Based on analysis of data collected during this review, assess the 
state of scholarly and creative activities in the department. 

4. Assess the quality and appropriateness of the professional service 
activities of the members of the department. 

5. Comment on the "Needs and Outlook" (VI I) section of the "Self-Study 
Report." 

6. Give a brief summary of the most important points of your findings . 

II. Review Team Schedule 

The Review Team will follow a schedule developed by the Council on Academic 
Planning and Review. In general, the Team will be called together by the 
team chairperson early in the semester. They will develop plans for the 
process, discuss how the work is to be divided, determine whom they wish to 
interview, and what initial questions will be raised. The team will normal
ly spend three days visiting the unit and interviewing people. At the con
clusion of this period the team will meet with the unit's chairperson or 
director to review the team's perceptions with regard to the unit's func
tioning, strengths, and areas of concern. 

The team chairperson assumes the responsibility for drafting the report. 
The report should be submitted within three weeks after the Team completes 
the three-day visitation. ' The Review Team Report should reflect the views 
of a majority of the members. If minority opinions are included they should 
be identified with a team member . 
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I. CALL TO 
ORDER 

II. 
INFORMAL 
PROPOSALS & 
STATEMENTS 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the Meeting of May 1, 1978. (Vol. XIV, No. 14). 

Members Present: Adamson, Ahlberg, Blazicek, Breazeale, Brewer, Bugg, 
Chaffee, Chopra, Duell, Graham, Gridley, Harnsberger, Hay, Herman, Houston, 
Hoyer, Kasten, D. Knight, J. Knight, Konek, Kukral, McBride, McFarland, 
Melgren, G. Miller, R. Miller, Millett, Myers, Nance, Pa lmer, Perel, 
Shanmugam, Sharp, Shawver, Terrell, Thomann, Throckmorton, Tilford, B. 
Welsbacher, R. Welsbacher, Zoller, President Dreifort. 
Members Absent: Benningf~cld, Borresen, Christ, Gladhart, Hammond, Huston, 
Jakowatz, Kane, Lang, Magelli, Mathis, Matson, May, Mays, Rha tigan, 
Rodenberg, Salyer, Sowards, Terwilliger. 
Guests: K.W. Burk, Don Christenson, C. Traugh. 

President Dreifort called the meeting to order at 3:39 p.m. 

Senator Duell informed the Senate of the sudden death this morning of 
Professor John Nickel of Instructional Services. The funeral is set for 
Wednesday, May 3, at 10:00 a.m. with services at the University Methodist 
Church • 

President Dreifort announced that the final meeting of the Senate will be 
next Monday, May 8. At a double meeting the "new" Senate for 1978-79 will 
elect its officers and then the "old" Senate will resume its business. 

Pre sident Dre ifort also noted that much material from the Senate will be 
on the agenda at the General Faculty meeting on May 15, 

As a response to a Senate motion on April 17, 1978 that the Agenda Connnittee 
appoint a committee to establish more specific criteria for the director
ship of Generai Studies, President Dreifort re-introduced David Childs 
whose one-page description of these criteria was distributed to all present. 
The one-page handout will be appended to the General Studies Document (the 
Childs Report) to go to the General Faculty on May 15. 

Senator Duell asked what changes were in the new description of qualif i
cations. Mr. Childs replied that the qualifications for the director 
(points 1-3) came from the origina l Task Group report as did points 1-3 
of the direc tor 's duties. Poi nt 4 of the duties came from t he recent 
review committee report passed by the Senate and point 5 came from the 
report of the original review committee. The final paragraph was an 
attempt to deal with the ambiguity of whether the director should be full 
or part time. 

Senator Duell a sked about the original requirement for the director to 
come from off campus . 

Mr. Childs said he searched for this but found no such stipulation in 
the Task Group report as passed. 
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III. 
APPROVAL OF 
MINUTES 

V. 
UNFINISHED 
BUSINESS 

MOTION TO 
AMEND CONSTI
TUTION ART.I, 
SECT. 1 

• 

WSU Senate Minutes 
5/1/78 

Senator R. Miller then asked if the director would be tenured. 

The discussion that followed suggested that 
--if from the campus, he/she would be tenured 
--if from off campus, he/she could not be tenured as director and thus 

would be tenurable only through affiliation with a department 
--this suggested that an off campus director would need to be a part-

time director to gain tenure. 

The minutes of the meeting of April 17, 1978 were approved with one 
amendment, namely the addition of the fact that Senator McBride 
seconded Senator Perel's change of his motion to rescind to a substi
tute motion (page 7 of the minutes). 

-2-

The Senate then turned to the proposed amendments to the SenAte's Consti
tution from the Rules Cemmittee. (See attachment D to the agenda of April 
10, 1978 and the separate attachment D1 for the same meeting mailed under 
a cover letter from the Senate secretary on April 11, 1978). 

Senator Perel represented the Rules Committee and took the amendments in 
sequence beginning with those included in D1 . He moved the adoption of 
the amendment to Article I, section 1 and outlined the intent of the 
proposed amendments to Article I, section 1 

--to change the name of the "Unassigned" category to "Academic 
Services." 

--to create a new division for representation on the Senate--a 
University Administration category that would reduce the numbers 
of ex officio senators and give representation to other admini
strative officers. 

--to prevent a single department from dominating the representation 
in its division or a single college from dominating the at large 
elections. 

On the last point there was debate as to the limits on numbers of repre
sentatives a college may have. Senator Perel said a department could 
elect two senators in its division in addition to two at large senators-
making a top limit of 4 senators. To another question Senator Perel said 
a department with two incumbent senators could not elect any others in its 
division in that election. 

Vice President Breazeale spoke on the "University Administration" category. 
Granting that the deans themselves were divided on the question he sug
gested the central issue was whether deans view their role in the Senate 
as representatives of "administration" or as added representatives for 
their colleges. Most ' deans, he sugge~ted felt the latter. There was the 
further question of whether a true constituency of shared interest existed 
for this administrative group. 

Senator Pere l suggested that the question of a true constituency existed 
for other divisibns too, not only the "Unassigned" one. He added that 
problems exist when aqministrators are not included in such a category: 
several administrators want ex officio membership that don't now have·it; 
others have ex officio membership but don't always attend with regularity; 
many lesser administrators cannot hope to be elected from their college 
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divisions but would have a chance for election in an Administrative Cate
gory. 

Other issues arising at this point included: 
--when the changes would take effect if passed? Answer: next year's 

elections. 
--is there a clear distinction between administration and faculty? 

Answer: the present proposal attempts to define the distinction. 
--do people with split appointments (\ time in a department/\ in 

administration) have a choice of category? Answer: Yes, but they 
may not be in two categories. 

--have full time administrators been elected by facult ies or faculty 
representatives in the past? Answer: Yes. With this change it 
could no longer o~cur. 

--does everyone f rom the present "Unassigned" category fall properly 
into the new Academic Services or rniversity Administration devisions? 
Answer: Yes, no one is excluded by the change. 

--if Article l is left unchanged, how many would be added to the Senate 
who should be there? Answer: The Constitution does not say the others 
should be included. As the Constitution now reads deans are not speci
fically mentioned--hence the assumption that they are not included. 

--what will be the effect on the "Unassigned11 category of the new Admini
strative category? Answer: We have no current figures, but the 
"Unassigned" would decrease and if its numbers fell below 50 it could 
lose one representative. 

President Dreifort called for the question on the motion to amend Article 
I, Section 1 and the amendment passed unanimously. 

Senator Perel then moved the acceptance of the proposed amendment to 
Article III, Section 4 requiring that an appeal to the general faculty 
of an issue regarding faculty standing committees--their creation, de
letion, and membership--must be from one third of the Senate membership 
voting and present. 

Once it was clarified that this change only dealt with actions on faculty 
standing committees and affected no other rights to appeal Senate actions, 
the question was called and the amendment passed unanimously. 

Senator Perel explained the reasoning for the proposed amendment of 
Article V, pointing out that the Senate should have a right to consider 
amending its own Constitution and then moved the adoption of amended 
Article V (page 1, Attachment D to agenda of April 10, 1978). 

Without debate the question was called and the amendment passed unanimously. 

The remaining proposals were amendments to Senate rules and do not require 
a vote of the General Faculty . 

Senator Pere l moved the adoption of a new Rule 8 combining the old Rules 
8 and 27 on proxy voting . 

Senator Zoller sought clarification as to what constituted a proxy vote 
in this issue. If a senator , say from Administration of Justice, were 
teaching off campus and phoned in his vote to the department secretary, 
would that be a proxy? 
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Senator Perel said in his view such an action did not grant discretionary 
powers to a second party and did not constitute a proxy vote. When asked 
by Senator Zoller if he would forward this interpretation to Administration 
of Justice, Senator Perel urged that department to take the issue up with 
the Rules Committee. 

The question was called and the rule change passed unanimously. 

Senator Perel moved the amendment of Rule 14, extending it to include 
video-taping as banned in the Senate without the body's unanimous consent. 

There was a question as to why the banning of recording exists at all. 

Senator Perel indicated that recording is assumed to inhibit debate. 

Following a discussion of whether "filming" should also be banned under 
the same conditions, Senator Perel accepted, as a friendly amendment- as 
worded finally by Senator McFarland- the following: 

14. Unless there is unanimous consent to the contrary, the 
Senate shall not allow any audio or video recordings 
of its proceedings. 

The question was called and the motion passed as amended. 

Senator Perel then moved the adoption of changes to Rule 16 allowing the 
Senate's Order of Business to be determined by its Agenda Committee in 
advance rather than being fixed in a set pattern. The reason for the change 
was to allow flexible scheduling so that those presenting non controversial 
issues to the Senate would not have to wait through long debates on other 
issues. 

There was some question as to whether the change would permit un
controversial material to be "bumped" back from meeting to meeting in 
favor of "more significant" issues. Once it was agreed that the Agenda 
Conunittee was dedicated to facilitating all the Senate business, and no.t 
to delaying even non controversial issues, the question was .called and 
the amendment adopted unanimously. 

Senator Perel then moved the adoption of a change in Rule 18 bringing 
that rule in line with Roberts Rules of Order. 

Without debate the question was called and the new Rule 18 adopted 
unanimously. 

As a final " c lean up" motion on the Constitutional changes, Senator Perel 
moved that Rule 27 (now replaced by new Rule 8) be struck and that at all 
appropriate points "Unassigned" be replaced by the new term "Academic 
Services" throughout the Constitution. 

The question was immediately called and the motion passed unanimously. 

Senator Brewer then introduced a motion to commend the Rules Connnittee for 
its work this year. Senator Graham seconded and the motion was passed 
unanimously. 

., 
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John Poe then presented the Report of the Honors Committee (Attachment 
A to today's agenda). 
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Mr. Poe cited a few highlights from the report itself and indicated that 
the program is "alive and well" seeking more courses and more students. 
Senator Perel - an Honors Committee member and next year's Senate Presi
dent - announced that in light of the recent review of qualifications for 
the General Studies Director, he planned to have the Agenda Committee re
view the requirements for the Honors Coordinator in addition to consid
ering appropriate qualifications of faculty members teaching in the 
Honors program. 

There followed questions from Senators Nance - asking if there was a 
lower limit for the number of students in an Honors course - and Senator 
Konek asking about efforts to increase the number of older, married, 
working, evening students in the program. 

Mr. Poe responded that the program sought an average overall number of 
students and did not place a limit on each class. Regarding non
traditional and minority students he said that efforts to increase the 
involvement of these in Honors were continuing, but, so far, not with 
marked success. 

Senator Millett suggested that Honors might check with Bob Pitman - the 
new coordinator for non-traditional students regarding data from a current 
poll of students in courses after 4:30 p.m. daily. 

Mr. Poe thanked the Senator for the suggestion and moved that the Senate 
receive and file the report. 

The question was called and the Senate unanimously agreed to receive and 
file the Honors report. 

The Senate then turned to the first issue of new business on today's agenda 
- the proposals for Faculty Development and Administrative Development from 
the Kellogg Task Force. Kenneth Burk spoke first on the Faculty Development 
proposal (Attachment B, a) to today's agenda). 

Mr. Burk outlined some of the background of the Kellogg Task Force and 
sub-committees' work in formulating the present recommendations on faculty 
development. He indicated that these recommendations are what Task Force · 
members regard as most crucial in terms of academic needs and possibl e 
future retrenchments. He then outlined the changes in the document deter
mined by the Kellogg Leadership Team since the Task Force formulated their 
recommendations: . 
--on page 2 of Attachment B, a) "Kellogg Faculty Development Task Force 

Report" the title has been changed to Recommendations Concerning the 
Establishment of a Professional Development Center. 

--item 1 is unchanged 
--item 2 now reads, "The office is to report to the Academic Vice President 

to insure. • • • " 
--items 3 and 4 are unchanged 
--item 5, last sentence in the first paragraph now reads, "One FTE position 

should be reserved. . . . " 
--on page 3, items 6 a, b, c, d, e are all changed. The advisory board 

membership is now to be recommended by the team and approved by the 
Senate Agenda Committee. 

_J 
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The Council of Service Agencies (item 7) is now not to be established. 
The Development Coordinator will be charged with what had been envisioned 
as the Council's functions. 
--item 8, page 4, remains unchanged. 

President Dreifort then urged that Phyllis Burgess be allowed to make her 
introductory remarks regarding "Administrative Development" (as proposed 
in Attachment B, b) to today's agenda) so that both parts of the Profes
sional Development Center proposal could be discussed at the same time. 

Phyllis Burgess then read a prepared statement on the need for and the 
value of an Administrative Development Program to aid and support admini
strators who seek to serve their constituents better. 

The need is especially crucial, she suggested, where adminis trators have 
an academic background that in no way prepares them for their administra
tive responsibilities. 

Following this statement President Dreifort moved that the Senate: 
--react to the proposals 
--approve the creation of the Professional Development Center 
--approve the Agenda Committee's right to appoint two people to the 

advisory board for the center. 

Senator Terrell asked what was meant by faculty development, what were 
the reasons for it and how did it relate to the academic mission of the 
University. 

Mr. Burk responded with the examples of - improving classroom teaching 
skills, training faculty to handle non traditional students' needs, 
keeping faculty effective even when nearing retirement, increasing the 
faculty's creativity, putting the faculty in touch with resources. The 
center would he lp channel such efforts~ it would not replace the respon
sibilities of others. in these areas. 

Senator Zoller asked if the inclusion of research, service in page 2 of 
B, a), part 4 would center on improving a faculty member's service? 
Would it define "service" or show how to do it? 

Mr. Burk said the aim was to define the relation of service to tenure; 
to help define what counted as service and its relation to the reward 
system. 

Senator Zoller then asked if the office would engage in the process of 
definition . . 

Phyllis Burgess replied that the aim was not "definition" but to help 
people do s ervice better. If we serve on committees, it would help us 
be better, more efficient committee members. 

Senator R. Miller then asked about the Center's budget -- what were t he 
envisioned costs no~ and would the costs increase rapidly at a later 
stage. 

Don Christenson, present as a guest, replied that present costs would be 

- i 
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for the coordinator, for one EFT in released time for faculty members and 
for some other operating expenses. The model, he said, did not envision 
a large staff later. 

Senator Terrell asked for evidence of the demonstrated need for this kind 
of center. 

Senator Nance - a Task Force member - cited faculty interest each semester 
in teaching groups (10-25 faculty members connnitting time to them), and 
about 100 faculty members using the "Idea" system for their own develop
ment purposes. 

Senator Zoller - ag~in on item 4, page 2 of B, a) - asked about the 
relation of the Center to the instructional developer in the library. 

Vice President Breazeale said the Center would relate to the Library's 
Instructional Developer and to other such centers - like the media re
sources and computer center. The aim was to leave such efforts where 
they are currently located and to coordinate them. 

Senator McBride asked if other universities have such centers and whether 
these had been contacted. 

There were multiple responses to this - all in the affirmative - indicating 
that Kellogg representatives from WSU had been to at least ten such centers 
at other universities and had found the faculty enthusiastic about the help 
such centers provide. 

Senator Zoller asked if Administrative Development would include chair
persons. Could a chairperson seek and gain promotion on the basis of 
administration. Would not the time involved in this administrative pro
cess leave little time for research and publication? 

Phyllis Burgess replied that this very issue was dealt with in another 
section of the Kellogg report that called for further review of the tenure 
and promotion process and the need to pay attention to all facets of service. 

Senator Mi+lett, observing that she had been impressed by the continuing 
concern of the Kellogg people to involve the faculty at all levels, said it 
would be unfortunate if the proposal were delayed here at this time. She 
therefore called for the previous question. 

Senator Zoller - on a point of order - inquired as to the nominal time f or 
adjournment. 

President Dreifort said 5:25 p.m. and it was now 5:22 p.m. 

Senator Kukral called for a quorum. A standing count revealed a quorum 
of 31 to be present. 

The vote on the call for the previous question passed. 

The vote on the motion itself-to approve the proposals and the Agenda Com
mittee's role-was then taken and the Senate gave its approval. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:24 p.m. 
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