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MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY SENATE, MARCH 12, 1973 3520

The University Senate met in regular session at 3:00 p.,m., Monday, March 12,
1973, in the Court Room of the Law Building. Chairman Adelstein presided. Members
absent: Staley F. Adams*, Lawrence A. Allen, James R. Barclay*, Charles E. Barnhart,
Robert P. Belin*, Thomas G. Berry*, Juris I. Berzins*, Norman F. Billups*, Harry M.
Bohannan*, Peter P. Bosomworth*, Robert N. Bostrom, Louis L. Boyarsky, Garnett L.
Bradford, Sally Brown, Herbert Bruce*, Lowell P. Bush*, Ralph S. Carpenter,

Richard A. Chapman, Alfred L. Crabb, Larry N, Craft*, Glenwood L. Creech, James E.
Criswell*, William H. Dennen*, George A. Digenis*, R. Lewis Donohew*, Anthony Eardley,
William W. Ecton®*, Jane M. Emanuel*, Robert 0. Evans*, Lawrence E. Forgy, James E.
Funk®*, George H. Gadbois*, Eugene Gallagher*, Jess L. Gardner*, Richard E. Gift¥

Jack B. Hall, Joseph Hamburg, S. Zafar Hasan*, Maurice A, Hatch*, Charles F, Haywood¥
James W. Herron*, Eugene Huff¥ Raymon D. Johnson*, Joseph R. Jones, John J. Just¥,
Fred E. Justus*, James B. Kincheloe, Robert G. Lawson, Donald C. Leigh*, Thomas J.
Leonard, Albert S. Levy, Donald L. Madden*, John L. Madden, Mauriece K. Marshall¥,
Leslie L. Martin®*, David Mattingly, Ernest P. McCutcheon, Michael P. McQuillen¥*,
Thomas P. Mullaney, Jacqueline A. Noonan, James R. Ogletree*, Brenda Oldfield,

Paul F. Parker*, Bobby C. Pass, J. W. Patterson*, Bertram Peretz% N. J. Pisacano,
Virginia Rogers*, Gerald I. Roth*, Arthur W. Rudnick*, John S. Scarborough¥*,

D. Milton Shuffett®, Otis A, Singletary*, Robert H. Spedding*, Alan Stein*, John B.
Stephenson, Dennis Stuckey*, Lawrence X. Tarpey*, Nancy Totten,

Jacinto J. Vazquez*, M. Stanley Wall, Daniel L. Weiss*, David R. Wekstein, Scott
Wendelsdorf, Cornelia Wilbur*, Paul A. Willis, Miroslava B. Winer*, William W.
Winternitz*, Ernest F. Witte*, Donald J. Wood, Fred Zechman*, Leon Zolondek¥*,

Lenore Wagner, A. H. Peter Skelland*, Harold Leggett.

The minutes of February 12, 1973 were accepted as circulated.

Dr. Adelstein reminded the Senate that at its last meeting the Senate
approved a resolution on Dr. Flickinger, former Chairman of the Senate Council and
University Senate; that a letter of thanks had been received from Dr. Flickinger
and he read the following excerpt from that letter:

". . .Please convey to the Senate my most sincere appreciation for the
resolution and for the sentiments contained therein. I have always found
it a real pleasure to work with the students and faculty of the University. . ."

On behalf of the Senate Council, Mr., Howell Hopson, Secretary of the Council,
presented a motion to change the implementation date concerning acceptance of D
grades, which the Senate had acted on at its meeting of February 12, 1973, from
the Fall Semester, 1973 to the Spring Semester, 1973. Without debate the Senate
approved this motion.

Chairman Adelstein called on Dr. Malcolm Jewell, Chairman of the ad hoc
Committee on the Status and Functions of the Senate, to present the Report and
handle the discussion to follow. Dr. Jewell made the following remarks con-
cerning the Report:

This is a report of an ad hoc committee appointed at the beginning
of the fall, The names of the committee members were not in the document
sent out to you, and if some of you never heard who they were, or forgot,
I shall list them now: Jesse Harris, Stephen Diachun, J. R. Ogletree,

*Absence explained
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George W. Schwert, James Wells, Charles Haywood, William K. Plucknett, V=
William L. Matthews, Jr.; three ex officio members from the adminis- Q;1'
tration: Lewis W. Cochran, John Stephenson, and Peter Bosomworth;

and two students: Raymond Hill and Graham Browning.

Dr. Flickinger sat with us in our meetings in the fall semester
and Dr. Adelstein more recently. About two-thirds of the members of
the Committee are here, I think, and if I get into trouble, I am going
to call on them for assistance, ideas, answers to questions, etc. I
am not going to spend very much time introducing -this. Just say ‘two
or three words about it, and then I think the logical thing to do is
to take this up section by section to see if people have questions,
comments, etc.

This is the report .that we made to the Senate Council, and which
the Senate Council has sent to you. It is not the report of the %
Senate Council, which will be forthcoming for the next meeting. As dq"
I understand it, the Senate Council will make its proposal regarding
this report, with whatever changes it wants to suggest in it. But
the Committee does appreciate the Council's willingness and/or
eagerness to make our report available to you in its original unamended,
unexpurgated form.

It was a committee which spent a great deal of time on this. We
had a number of evening meetings, and we finally had two all-day
meetings, one during the post-Christmas vacation, and hammered out this
result. The various types of typing and the typographical errors,
result from the fact that the Council, in the interest of speed and
economy, simply took the original report that I had used to circulate
to our committee for their approval of the final draft, and sent it on
to you to save a week or two.

There is one substantive change in the report, which is mentioned
in the second paragraph of the cover memorandum. I met with the Senate ﬁ S
Council following this and one of their strongest concerns had to do fq!h
with the existing Committee on Privilege and Tenure. They felt that
instead of being a standing committee of the Senate, it should retain
its present status as an advisory committee -- that is, appointed by
the President on the recommendation of the Senate Council., I polled
our committee and we are agreeable to this change; so the only change
in our report as far as our sentiments are concerned, our revisions, is
that we would keep the present Privilege and Tenure Committee of the
Senate unchanged as the only Senate Advisory Committee that would exist
in the future. All other committees which are now Senate Advisory
Committees, would either be Senate committees or administrative committees.

We were given a set of very specific charges by the Senate Council
and then they gave us the charge of studying the functions and purposes
of the Senate. I started out thinking that in a few weeks we could
take care of these fairly simple problems and report back. The more ﬁfﬂ‘
we talked about the functions and purposes of the Senate -- the broader v
our views went, the broader our aims went -- the more we became
concerned = of what we felt —- we polled the membership and got a little
feedback -- was a growing concern that the Senate was not doing as good
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a job as it ought to; that it was not getting the attention it

ought to, the priority it ought to,to give to the most important
topics facing the University. And we reached the conclusion, not
that the functions and purposes should be changed, but that some-
thing should be done to the organizational structure of the Senate
in order to make it more possible for us to give more careful con-
sideration and higher priority to the higher problems that are
facing the University in the years ahead and to see if we could find
a way of having the Senate not get bogged down so much in what many
people consider "trivia'". What is "trivia" to some of you is

highly important to others. There is no doubt that we have different
interests. We did feel that a number of members of the Senate felt
there ought to be something done to make the Senate a more important
body. This is not the first time that this feeling has existed in
the University. A number of steps have been taken through the years
to do that. The Senate Council was one step in the direction of
trying to take away from the Senate some of the more routine matters
that used to concern it. And some of you can remember when we dealt
with a lot more trivial questions.

So this is the main thrust and focus of the whole approach -- to
try to focus more attention on some of the things that we feel are
most important to us as the Senate's functions; and then to make
some changes in the structure of the Senate; to re-focus the time
of Senaters; their resources -- particularly the resources of time,
energy, effort —- to have these directed toward these thrusts. So
the major aspect of this reorganization really is that of a slight
reduction in the size of the Senate and an attempt to build a
stronger, more continuing body of Senate committees to deal with
much of the work of the Senate -- continuing committees that will
have continuing life and continuing responsibilities.

Dr. Jewell stated the first recommendation was that the Senate give greater
attention to the establishment of policies regarding significant academic questions;
that it be the continuing responsibility, not only of the Senate Council, but
of the standing committees which are proposed, to initiate studies and make
recommendations on these policies, so that each of the committees will be charged
with continuing oversight and review; and that the Senate Council develop
and distribute a booklet, comparable to the Senate Rules and probably in
looseleaf form, which would deal with the academic policies of the University,
as distinct from the Rules of the University Senate and the Governing Regulations.

He said that the second recommendation had to do with academic priority;
that the Committee considered various ways and means to involve the Senate in
academic policies and priorities; that while they considered the budget problem,
they rejected any type of proposal under which the Senate should try to set up
a budget committee that would be constantly involved in and consulted on any
budgetary matter because they did not think the Senators had the time to acquire
the kind of expertise needed.

Question was raised from the floor of whether the Committee gave consideration
to the already existing body, the Presidential Planning Commission, which is
charged with the same type of responsibility that the Committee is recommending;
was it to be a co-equal body; replace that one.
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Dr. Jewell replied that while the Commission was considered an adminis-

trative body set up by the President -- a series of task forces which d
works on continuing and diverse problems -- the Committee was talking R&1‘
about responsibility to the Senate —- depending on what recommendations & -
came out of such committees —-- recommendations which would have to be made

to the Senate on those aspects of the planning that the Senate had to take
action onj that he did not think they were co-equal bodies but that the Senate
had to, from time to time, make decisions on programs and that at present it
does so without any clearly established priorities about these programs.

A Senator questioned whether or not the Senate could assume greater respon-
sibility with regard to academic priorities without having some kind of consulting
role with the Administration concerning budget; that it seemed that priority
with the budget should supersede priority with programs.

Dr. Jewell replied that if the Senate authorized a wide number of programs,
the Administration had to pick and choose among them in trying to determine
what to finance; whereas, if the Senate and its constituency were fairly g!h
hardheaded and realistic about its priorities among new programs, and if it dy
obtained some advice and help from the Administration on what the budgetary
reality was likely to be two years or further hence, it was possible that the
Senate could act more realistically and give the Administration some ddea
about its sense of priorities; that, obviously the Administration could not fund
a program unless it had been approved by the Senate; and that rather than the
Senate approving large numbers of programs, very few of which could be funded,
it might make more sense to proceed very carefully and not on a first-come
first-served basis.
Question was raised about the phrase "
about budgetary plans and projections . . .
proposal under discussion.

« o« « informal communications,
" at the top of page 5 of the

Dr. Jewell replied that the Committee was expressing the hope that the

appropriate Senate body would be kept a little better informed in the years

ahead of what is budgetary reality; that while, obviously, the Administration ﬂ@!h
did not know beyond two years in the future what the budget would be, the LS80
appropriate Senate body could have as much information as possible so that

the responsible Senate body would have some idea of whether over a two, four,

six-year period it would be realistic to think of new programs, and, if so, what

kind and how many.

Question was raised of where a program that presently comes from the
colleges gets sanction of the Senate.

Dr. Jewell replied that this function was performed by the Senate Council,
but that the Committee had proposed the establishment of a separate Committee
on Academic Programs which would take over some of the chores now performed
by the Senate Council,

The Chairman of the Committee then spoke to two recommendations which ;
he considered relatively '"bland and innocuous" and which the Senate Council ﬁpﬂ\
might not think required any action by the Senate; but that they were the out- %,
growth of a good deal of discussion, namely:
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1E5 that there is presently a committee studying the admissions
policy; that the Jewell Committee had been asked to look at questions
which might affect the degree of autonomy between the colleges and

the University Senate; that one of those questions involved admissions;
and that the Committee felt there were some problems involving ad-
missions; particularly admission to upper level work, and this was
something to concern the Senate when there is a report to work on;

2% that there is a need for clarifying the policies, in general,
with regard to first degree programs; should there or should there
not be greater uniformity.

He stated that one of the Committee's most sweeping and radieal
proposals was that the Senate adopt a policy regarding the University Calendar;
that the Senate not consider the Calendar again-and again as it has in the
past; that it be removed from the Senate and Senate Council; and that if the
Senate Council received a Calendar it thought to be in violation of the
established Senate policy, it send it to the floor of the Senate for resolvement.

Suggestion was made from the floor that machinery presently exists to handle
this through the mail ballot and if difficulties arise, the proposed Calendar
can then be brought to the floor of the Senate for deliberation.

A Senator expressed a growing doubt concerning the proposal in that
the Committee was encouraging the Senate, all down the line, to set up
a policy machinery that would solve problems ahead of time; and that he
was very skeptical of the ability of the Senate to formulate policies to
deal with problems that might arise.

Dr. Jewell replied that while he did not think they could formulate policies
to solve all problems, he did think that the formulation of more broad
policies and planning would help.

A Senator questioned whether the phrase at the bottom of page 3 and
continued to the top of page 4, e.g., ". ... the Senate shall give high
priority to the establishment of policies regarding significant academic
questions of concern to more than a single college . . ." was a departure
from what already exists, or has any implications in the autonomy of the
college.

Dr. Jewell replied that he did not think so; that it was not intended to.

Dr. Jewell then moved to Section II Organization and Structure of the
Senate, Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 4. He stated that the Committee was in
essential agreement that the committee responsibilities of the Senate should
be primarily assumed by Senators; that if a faculty member agreed to run,
he should expect to have, as a part of his job aside from attending the
Senate meetings, a continuing responsibility on a Senate committee, the
selection of which he would have some choice in making; and that, normally,
he would remain on the committee for three years. He also pointed out that
if one is not elected to the Senate, he would not suddenly find himself in
September being placed on an ad hoc committee that would require a great
deal of his time and talent.

He stated that the Committee felt there should be established a series
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of Senate standing committees to handle most of the major work of the

Senate which would take the place of existing advisory and standing committees;
that each of the major issues to come before the Senate would first go to

these committees; and that these committees would also be charged with con-
tinuing responsibility for their areas in coming up with proposals and taking
the initiative to make proposals; but that in order to get a bit more flexibility
in this system and to open the way for non-senators to participate whose talents
and ideas are needed to broaden the base for decision-making, the Committee had
set up within several committees, subcommittees, and that the Committee had
specified that any committee could have subcommittees, the membership of which
could include some senators from the parent committee, and some non-senators.

He stated that the Committee had further provided that even the Chairman of

a committee or the Senate Council might propose that a particular committee
ought to operate with some subcommittees, although it did suggest some specific
subcommittees it thought it should begin with., He reported that the Senate
Council would not, under this proposal, establish ad hoc committees, although

it could establish an ad hoc subcommittee, which would report through the

standing committee to the Senate.

Question was raised of the meaning of '"normally" in the last sentence of
item 2., page 8 of the proposal, which reads ", . . Normally a senator will
serve on only one committee. . ."

Dr. Jewell responded that it was possible that a Senator had such interest or
talents that it seemed essential to put him on two committees, or that an
administrator senator, because of his special responsibilities, should logically
serve on two committees because of the input needed, but that it was expected
that faculty senators would never be put on more than one committee.

Question was raised concerning the implications of the statement at the
beginning of item 4. on page 9 that ". . . All proposals for action by the
Senate will be referred by the Senate Council to the appropriate committee
before being acted on by the Senate, . . ."

Dr. Jewell responded that he felt the Senate Council could bring something to
the floor of the Senate by asking for and receiving approval of a waiver of
the Rules.

The Parliamentarian then pointed out that paragraph 4 seemed to preclude any

new business being brought to the floor of the Senate and Dr. Jewell again pointed

out that unless a waiver of the Rule was obtained, the proposal would go to

the appropriate committee before it was reported out, which, in effect, did
preclude any new business being considered; that the Committee was not in favor
of bringing things to the floor of the Senate on the spur of the moment to

be acted upon.

A student senator referred to the statement in item 2, page 8 which reads
. . o Student members who serve more than a one=year term will continue to
serve on the same committee. . ." and asked why the Committee restricted the
student to the same committee.

Dr. Jewell replied that the faculty senator would have served three years,
the student senator one year; that after three years 'the faculty senator
might be so tired of that committee that he deserved a break; that it was

LB
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the Committee's feeling that to the extent a student did serve more than
one term (if he got reelected) the Senate would wish to take advantage

of that student's growing familiarity with a committee and its workings and
would want to keep the student on that committee. He stated further that
the Committee did not condider and vote on the possibility that a student
senator might want to move after one year and he did not know whether the
Committee would be opposed to permitting student senators to shift
committees after one year.

Question was raised of whether sub-committees could establish sub-
committees and the reply was that they could not.

Question was raised of who determines the appropriate committee to
which an item will go, and further in this connection, request was made
for clarification of the sentence in item 3., page 8, which reads ". . .
The Chairman of a committee may establish subcommittees and select their
members on his own authority. . .'". If a chairman chooses to decide that
a particular question falls within the jurisdiction of his committee, is
he then free to name a subcommittee that will report to him without con-

sulting anyone else,

Dr. Jewell replied that the subcommittee did not report to the chairman but
to his committee; that a subcommittee of the committee reports to the full
committee and not just to the chairman.

In further pursuit of this question Dr. Jewell stated that a chairman may
establish subcommittees and the Senate Council may establish subcommittees
of a committee; that if the Senate Council decides that a particular problem
needs to be studied by a committee and that committee hasn't considered

that problem, the Senate Council can meet with the chairman of committee X
and state that they are setting up a subcommittee of that committee to deal
with this particular problem. He stated that this is an alternative to
having the Senate Council set up an ad hoc committee to deal with that
problem, and, in effect, bypass the existing standing committee.

Question was raised of who is responsible for naming subcommittees.

The Chairman referred the Senater to the bottom of page 8 and the top of
page 9 of the proposal.

A Senator stated his concern with the sort of philosophical pre-subscribed
system which he felt was being proposed for handling business; that he felt
the present system involved the minimum amount of administrative and committee
work; that under the proposal it would appear to be necessary to design
the system ahead of time and design it correctly; and that he was very skeptical
of anyone's ability to build a system such as this that would really be
functional.

Dr., Jewell replied that he felt most problems could fit logically into one

of the major areas and if they did not, it would be possible to create

a new Senate Committee to deal with any gaps in the system; that the Committee's
objection to Senate ad hoc committees partly was that they were not drawn
Primarily or necessarily from Senators. He stated further that many of the
considerations undertaken by ad hoc committees are considerations that
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have been undertaken before in the dim past but there is no one on those
committees who was around then; hence, that same problem is wrestled with

again and five or ten years later, again; and that this is an argument for 6:1~
getting away from the heavy reliance on ad hoc committees.

On question from the floor concerning the Area Advisory Committees Dr.
Jewell stated that under the proposed plan the area advisory committees would
remain as they are.

A Senator remarked that the chairman of these committees could be in a
position of considerable power and had the Committee given any consideration to
the terms of the chairmen.

Dr. Jewell replied that the Committee had not; that he assumed they would not

serve more than one term; however, it was possible that the Council might want

to keep a person as chairman a second term if he was reelected to the Senate

for a second term; that it was possible he could stay on as chairman for six

years but that was not likely as it was not normal to place a person as Ayﬂﬂh
chairman of a committee the first year he is on that committee. He stated !
further that there was nothing in the proposal that said a person had the

right to remain as chairman of a committee; that he only has the right to

remain a member of the committee if he chooses; and that the Senate Council

can appoint a new chairman, either to lighten his work load or because they

think he is not doing a good job.

Concern was raised that committees might become entrenched just as some
members of the United States Senate have become entrenched and was there any
way of controlling this possibility such as abolishing a committee by a simple
majority vote of the Senate.

Dr. Jewell replied that it would continue to be possible to change the Rules
of the University Senate; that these committees would become a part of these
Rules; therefore, it would be possible to abolish committees,

A Senator spoke to the proposal and stated that while now he did not
feel the Senate effectively spoke for the faculty of the University, with J'm
the system which is being proposed the Senate would have groups of faculty

members who would become competent in specific areas and would be able to

speak to a subject to the Administration and to Frankfort with knowledge and

expertise,

A Senator stated that he was still concerned about all proposals for
action by the Senate being referred by the Senate Council to the appropriate
committee before being acted on by the Senate; that there were safeguards
for committees getting their reports on the floor but what about an individual
who is trying to get some kind of action; that it has been stated that the
Senate Council may study deadlines, and, on the other hand, it may not study
deadlines. How does the individual get action on his proposal? He stated
that it seemed to him that it posed a real possibility that proposals. could
be kept from ever being acted upon.

N
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Dr. Jewell replied that while he, personally, had no objection to placing
something in the Rules which would permit a specific vote to remove a proposal
from committee if that committee had sat on it for a long time, he was reluctant
to bypass the committee system in advance without giving it a chance.

Chairman Adelstein stated that he wished to raise a point that concerned him
about the report which had not been raised. He then called attention to the

following statement in the second paragraph of A. on page 7 ". . .We believe that
one reason why many senators have relatively little interest in the work of the
Senate is that many of them are not involved in committee work, . . ." and he

questioned this hypothesis. His rematrks follow:

Are the empty seats here empty because these people are not in-
volved in Senate committees: Are you people who have appeared here
today here because you are on Senate committees; What is the relation-
ship of your commitment to the Senate, and your work on Senate Committees?
And this leads me to the second point. As this report is presented, the
main thrust of it is that the Senate will become a more dynamic group
because the Senators will be more interested, active; because they will
serve on committees. I question whether many of you want to serve on
rore committees and whether this will change your involvement in the
Yznate. I also question whether a smaller Senate, confined to the
proposed 120 individuals, will not operate as a small group even more
alienated from the rest of the community. If what has been said is
correct that our credentials are not too good with the faculty-at-large,
particularly new faculty members and young faculty members, if they are
not interested in the Senate because they are not involved in it and
don't know people who are involved in it, how much greater will be the
lack of interest and how much greater will be the alienation if they
have no opportunity to serve on committees. I think most of you realize
that the people who are here are mostly of the rank of associate professor
and above. We probably have an average age of about 48; most of us have
been here probably at least six to seven years; only 11 per cent of this
group is composed of people who do not have tenure. If we confine Senate
committees only to Senators, do we not lose our major contact with the
great majority of faculty members. I think I am asking two questions:
Do you buy the original hypothesis that activity and present involvement
in the Senate depend upon working on committees? Are you willing to run
the risk of cutting yourself off from the main body of the faculty by
confining established committees only to Senators? I ask these questions.

A Senator responded, that as a member of the Committee, he did not think the

main thrust of the report was that it would increase the interest of the Senators
and make them come more; that the real thrust, as he understood it being dis-
cussed in committee, was two things, namely, that the Senate will be more informed
on matters to be brought before it, and that the Senate will be better prepared

to rationalize, on the whole, than any other committee system would guarantee.

He went on further to ask what it was that would make people come to the meetings
and exercise their judgment. Was it only the fact that it is controversial? Or
was it only the fact that it comes up as an original proposition at a singular
meeting?

Dr, Adelstein responded that his point was if the size of the Senate was diminished
and Senate committees were confined only to Senators, contact was lost with a
tremendous number of faculty members who feel that they are in no way involved
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in Senate work; that at least under the present system there are faculty
who can serve on the Senate and on Senate committees. &m
Sl

There was response by other Senators from the floor and Dr. Jewell stated that
he would like to see Dr. Adelstein's points resolved by setting up some sort

of structure in the election of the Senate that would guarantee a certain number
of seats to non-tenured faculty. He stated that the Committee was trying to
broaden the base of decision-making so that it is not too centralized in the
Senate Council while Dr. Adelstein was trying to broaden it so that it is not

so centralized among Senators.

A Senator asked the difference between an advisory and a standing committee.

Dr. Jewell replied that a standing committee is appointed by the Senate Council and

and advisory committee is appointed by the President on recommendation of the

Council. He stated further that it was the sense of the Committee that if it

was going to establish a committee system of the Senate, it should consist y
strictly of Senate committees; that the one exception was the Committee on ‘guh
Privilege and Tenure which has a very special function and which the Committee :
did not want to change; that the committee structure would be either standing

committees appointed by the Senate Council (with few exceptions) or they would

be like other administrative committees, strictly appointed by the President.

Question was raised of whether the subcommittees listed in the proposal would
be permanent.

Dr. Jewell replied that it was hoped that the subcommittees they listed would

be the ones to be continued but whether they would be permanent he did not know;
that he did not know how the Rules Committee might want to handle it; that the
Rules Committee might not want to list any subcommittees in the Rules of the
University Senate; further, that the subcommittees would not have the authority
to report directly to the Senate Council but that they would have to channel their
recommendations through the parent committee; that if a couple of subcommittees
made contradictory recommendations, it would be up to the full committee to

iron them out. g%

Dr. Jewell gave the following comments about the proposals the Committee
had made concerning the Undergraduate and Senate Councils on page 11 of the
proposal.

Essentially, we are recommending that both of these be elected
by college; : the Undergraduate Council is now elected by area,
The feeling was that since it was dealing with curricular matters, it
would make a great deal more sense to have the Undergraduate Council
elected by college. This would mean that unless that body was enlarged,
some of the smaller colleges would have to be clustered together.

I am sure a more controversial suggestion pertains to the Senate
Council. Our Committee was divided on this recommendation that the
Senate Council be elected by college with the senators from that
college electing one of their own to the Council, and the Senate Council ﬂga\
greeted this suggestion with some dismay. I would anticipate that
when this comes up, it will be one of the points which the Senate Council
may very possible suggest it does not go along with. This is something
I am sure will lead to a vote.
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We were not strongly agreed that this was the right way to go. There
was a major sentiment in favor of election to the Senate Council by colleges
éa1. and the clustering together of seme of the professional colleges and
medical colleges.

A Senator stated that he was a member of the ad hoc committee that formulated
the proposal and that he wished to speak in support of the present system of
constituting the Senate Council; that it seemed to him the members of the Senate
Council are people who are recognized for University-wide attitudes and knowledge
and that if there are two from the same department, for example, they should not
be excluded; that it should be left up to the Senate to decide who they want on
the Senate Council based on their knowledge of attitudes toward the whole University;
that if it is subdivided down, a more provincial attitude will obtain and an
over—all view of the University will be lost.

Question was raised of how students are to be chosen in the Senate Council,
Undergraduate Council as opposed to the way they are presently chosen.

4?”» Dr. Jewell replied that there had been no recommended change from what presently
exists in the Rules for appointing students to these bodies.

A Senator rose to support the proposal concerning the methods of electing
the Undergraduate and Senate Councils. He stated that there is every likelihood
there will be available people knowledgeable about an area who can, in turn,
bring a broader knowledge and greater expertise to bear on these problems,
that it is not likely that people will be too provincial in their attitudes;
that if they will accept this sort of responsibility, they will accept the
broader responsibility to look at the University's problems rather than just
their own rather narrow problems; and that this proposal would give an even
better representation than has been had. He stated that he would urge that
some consideration be given to electing the two student members to the Senate
Council and the Undergraduate Council rather than the appointive process that
now exists; that this would give greater representation to students' views.

Dr. Jewell moved to the size and apportiomment of the Senate on page 13
g% of the proposal and made the following remarks.,
I think there are a good many people who think that the Senate ought

to consist of about 50 or 60 people. We heard this from time to time.
Some of our own members would like to see it that way. We could find
no way to cut the Senate that drastically without doing, among other
things, serious damage to the whole tripartite concept that this body
adopted a couple of years ago. I am not sure all the Committee agreed
with me but I had a feeling we had no mandate at all from the Senate
Council to reopen the entire tripartite question which has been so
laboriously constructed; and that, if possible, we ought to keep the
tripartite balance more or less intact. We kept it intact by leaving
the number of administrators the same, simply because we could see
no logical way to cut out two, three, or four administrators. The point
is to have the major deans of the various colleges, and the major vice

‘Eﬂ\ presidents of academic areas, represented. We cut the student member-

e ship by three, proportionately slightly less than we cut the faculty

membership, and we cut the faculty membership in this proposal from

160 #o 120. This is the cutting part of it. The reapportiomment

part of it grew out, in part, of the difficulties that the Medical

Center has been having in finding faculty who are really interested
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in serving in this group--the forthcoming addition of something

like 55 new faculty members to the Medical Center through the

VA Hospital, the feeling on the part of the Medical Center people, g‘a
themselves, that it would not be damaging to their interests to

have a smaller representation., The question then became of what

to do about it. We simply came up with a compromise; that the
apportionment of the Senate among colleges for faculty members

does not affect the way the students are apportioned. The apportion-

ment for faculty members on the Senate would be baseéd 50 per cent on

the present ratio and 50 per cent on the number of students enrolled

in that college. It would have the effect, primarily, of cutting the
membership of the colleges in the Medical Center and Agriculture; and
relatively, it would increase the membership slightly in Arts and Sciences}
definitely in Business and Economics; some in Education; and most of

the small colleges would not be affected one way or the other by the
apportionment part of it.

A Senator raised the question of whether the Committee included only
undergraduate students in their consideration.

Dr. Jewell replied that the proposal included only undergraduates; that there

was no particularly strong reason for excluding graduate students; that he

had inquired of Vice President Cochran whether it would be possible to de-

fine in what college each graduate student is and that he indicated it would

be possible except for a few who are not directly attached to a particular college.
Dr. Jewell stated that he had not tried to calculate what differences it would
make; but that he thought this was an area in which the Committee did not have
strong feelings and that it is an area that might be open to amendment.

The point was made from the floor that if the Senate were reduced to the 120
figure, there would probably not be enough Senators to fill the proposed
committees,

Dr. Jewell replied that the Committee had, in fact, arrived at the 120 figure

by calculating the number of committees by a tentative number of members on

each committee and arrived at a figure somewhere around 120. He stated (?!h
further that the Committee felt that with the current 160 figure, it might x
be difficult to keep everyone busy on a committee.

The point was then raised of the reduction concentrating too much power in

the hands of a few. Dr. Jewell responded that he was not sure it was so much

a question of power as it was a question of effective use of manpower and
effective use of resources; that there are a lot of committee responsibilities
that have to be assumed in this University and they are not all associated with
the University Senate; that a part of the Committee's feeling was particularly
given to the fact that in some colleges it is somewhat hard to get faculty
involved in this work and that perhpas the Senate does not need 231 people
involved in its business; that a large amount of time, manpower and womanpower
is being wasted, in a sense; that the faculty has teaching responsibilities,
research responsibilities and administrative committee responsibilities; and
that while this was a different point of view which has nothing to do with

balance of power, it was a consideration. He stated further that the Committee (a
got a good deal of input that the Senate was too big. He reminded the Senators

that there is no doubt that the larger the Senate, the fewer proportions of

Senators can take part in debate without being in a meeting for a very long

period of time. He stated further that he felt one of the reasons some senators
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feel frustrated and ineffective in the body is because it is too large

and there is no way they can have much input in debate without using up

a great deal of time; and that in this sense a Senate of 50 or 60 would

be a lot better but they could see no way of getting this size without
rocking all sorts of boats and tearing up all sorts of working relation-
ships that have been developed over a long period of time. He said that
whatever the size of the Senate and whatever the size of committees, some
faculty are going to be more active in committees than others and some
faculty are not going to be very active and effective; that, hopefully, the
Senate would get the 120 most interested and most likely to participate.

Dr. Jewell then spoke to the purge rule as follows:

The Committee was unanimous in agreeing to abolish it. It
was our feeling that the purge rule was perceived as an insult by
many. It is easy to call and provide an excuse and it is not an
effective way of guaranteeing a quorum. And because Senators have
other responsibilities and pressures, we were reluctant to keep the
purge rule but abolish the concept of an excused absence. Basically,
we felt that this was not necessary. We noted that in the last year
or two we haven't had serious problems in getting a quorum. If the
Senate decides to cut the size of the Senate, the quorum size will be
cut proportionately. By changing the ratio, and particularly by
cutting the Medical Center representation where they have had the
most serious problems with attendance, we felt that we would and could,
by making the Senate such a wildly exciting place with all the important
things we are going to talk about, get away from this problem, plus
the fact if committee responsibilities became an important part of the
Senator's job, it would be unreasonable to purge him on the basis only
of whether he is attending meetings. He may be very active in committees;
he might conceivably be so busy with a particular committee that has a
report coming up the following month that he misses this month's meeting
and should not be purged.

Further, it is the only University Senate in the country that has
a purge rule and we think we can survive without it. If we find that
we can't, we can always return to it.

A Senator expressed concern about disenfranchisement of the non-tenured
faculty member #f the size 6f the Senate was reduced and he asked if this
was considered by the Committee.

Dr, Jewell replied that they did not, specifically, concern themselves too

much with disenfranchisement, perhaps because they thought they had done enough
beyond what the Senate Council had assigned to them; that there were differences

of opiniong that he had heard various faculty suggest that one should not ex-

pect non-tenured faculty members to devote time and effort to this type of work;
that they have other responsibilities and needs and it is hard to involve them

in University-wide business; and that if they become involved in academic decision-
making, it should probably be at the college level.

At this point in the discussions Chairman Adelstein stated that the
Senate Council would like to have, in writing, any recommendations that the Senate
might have so that proposals would not be formulated very quickly on the floor.
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He asked, further, that these recommendations be submitted quickly so that
they could be incorporated into the Senate Council's recommendations to be
circulated to the faculty at large.

The Senate adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

Elbert W. Ockerman
Secretary

MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY SENATE, APRIL 9, 1973

The University Senate met in regular session at 3:00 p.m., Monday,
April 9, 1973, in the Court Room of the Law Building. Chairman Adelstein
presided. Members absent: Staley F. Adams, A¥rnold D. Albright, Lawrence A.
Allen*, Charles L. Atcher*, Harry H. Bailey, Roger W. Barbour*, James R.
Barclay*, Charles E. Barnhart, Robert P. Belin*, Thomas G. Berry% Robert H.
Biggerstaff*, Wesley J. Birge*, Harry M. Bohannan, Robert N. Bostrom*, Louis L.
Boyarsky, Garnett L. Bradford*, Charles A. Brindel*, Sally Brown, Lowell P.
Bush*, David B. Clark*, Lewis W. Cochran, José M. Concon, Glenwood L. Creech,
James E. Criswell*, M. Ward Crowe, Guy M. Davenport*, R. Lewis Donohew*,
Anthony Eardley, William Ecton, Robert O. Evans*, Jeannette Fallen, Juanita
Fleming*, Lawrence E. Forgy, Stuart Forth, John B, Fritschner, James E. Funk*,
George H. Gadbois*, Eugene Gallagher*, Art Gallaher, Jr.*, Willie A. Gates,
John G. Gattozzi*, Hans Gesund*, Thomas C. Gray, Jack B. Hall, Joseph Hamburg,
Ellwood M. Hammaker, S. Zafar Hasan*, Maurice A. Hatch, Charles F. Haywood¥*,
Eileen Heise, James W. Herron, Andrew J. Hiatt, Kate T. Irvine*, Raymon D.
Johnson, Margaret Jones*, Fred E. Justus, Irving F, Kanner*, James D. Kemp,
James B. Kincheloe*, Robert W. Kiser, Aimo J. Kiviniemi*, Harold Laswell*,
Robert G. Lawson, Harold Leggett, Albert S. Levy*, Donald L. Madden*, John L.
Madden, Maurice K. Marshall®, William L. Matthews, David Mattingly, Ernest P.
McCutcheon*, Marion E. McKenna*, Michael P. McQuillen*, Ann L. Moore*, Thomas P.
Mullaney*, Patrick Mullin*, Vernon A. Musselman, Arthur F. Nicholson*, Elbert W.
Ockerman*, James R. Ogletree*, Blaine F. Parker*, J. W. Patterson, Michael Pease,
Bertram Peretz*, Carl Peter*, N. J. Pisacano, Virginia Rogers*, Gerald I. Roth%*,
Robert W. Rudd, Michael J. Ryan, John S. Scarborough, Donald S. Shannon, D.
Milton Shuffett*, Gerard E. Silberstein*, Otis A. Singletary*, A. H. Peter
Skelland, Robert H. Spedding*, Alan Stein, Marjorie S. Stewart, Hugh A. Storrow*,
Dennis Stuckey*, Joseph V. Swintosky*, Lawrence X. Tarpey, John Thrailkill%*,
Nancy Totten*, Harold H. Traurig*, Stephen J. Vasek, Jacinto J. Vazquez¥*,
William F. Wagner, M. Stanley Wall, Daniel L. Weiss, David R. Wekstein®*, Scott
Wendelsdorf*, Harry E. Wheeler*, Raymond A. Wilkie, Miroslava B. Winer, William W.
Winternitz*, Ernest F. Witte*, A, Wayne Wonderley*, Fred Zechman*, Leon Zolondek%*,
Robert G. Zumwinkle%*,

The minutes of the meeting of March 12, 1973 were approved as circulated,

Chairman Adelstein referred to the first item on the agenda, that of the
Jewell Report circulated to the faculty by the Senate Council under date of

*Absence explained
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MEMORANDUM

To: Dr. Larry Craft oA \C;
i (bl
From: Elbert W, Ockerman

At the meeting of the University Senate on Monday, March 12,
body approved a motion to change the implementation date conc
dcceptance of D grades, which the Senate had acted on at its meeti
February 12, 1973, from the Fall Semester, 1973\to the Spring Seme
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1973, O\
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cc: Chairman, Senate Council
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University Senate Meeting Mairehs 125 1973

AGENDA.:
1) Approval of Minutes.

2) Proposed Change of Implementation Date of Rule Providing
Transfer Students with Credit for D. Grades. (circulated under date
of February 28, 1973)
Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on the Status and Function
of the Senate. For ''Discussion Only,' conducted by Dr.
Malcolm Jewell, Chairman of the Committee. (circulated under
date of February 25, 1973.)




UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY
LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40506

UNIVERSITY SENATE COUNCIL

10 ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

February 28, 1973

Members, University Senate
Senate Council

AGENDA ITEM: March 12, 1973 Senate Meeting

Change in Implementation Date of Senate Rules IV, 2,12
(Re: D grades) from Fall Semester 1973 to Spring Semes-
ter 1973.

At its February 12, 1973 meeting, the University Senate approved
the deletion of the last sentence in Section IV, 2.12 Admission to
Advanced Standing, Rules of the University Senate, which action
resulted in transfer students being able to receive credit for. I
grades made at other institutions. The implementation date was
Fall Semester 1973; however, a transfer student enrolled before
this date could receive credit upon written request to his dean.

Because the Registrar has indicated that he can give credit to stu-
dents who transferred to the University in the Spring Semester, 1973

’

it appears more efficient and economical to change the implement

date than to require individual students to petition their deans.

This recommended change in the implementation date does not
change the student's eligibility to apply for credit. It merely shifts
the work involved from the student and dean to the Registrar,
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LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40506

UNIVERSITY SENATE COUNCIL
10 ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

February 25, 1973
MEMORANDUM

Members of the University Senate and the Academic
Mailing List

Chairman

1

Agenda Item: March 12, 1973 University Senate
Meeting.

The attached report from the Ad Hoc Committee on the Status
and Functions of the Senate is being circulated as a '"'Discussion
Only' item for the Senate meeting of March 12.

In the interest of economy, the report has not been retyped and

appears in its present form as The committee

a )
made one change since then: on e et tion desig-

nating the Privilege and Tenure Committee should hanged tha
the Committee remains as a Senate advisory committee.

The Senate Council plans to circulate recommendations for action
prior to the April Senate meeting and would appreciate receiving

any proposed amendments so that they may also be printed and cir-
culated.

We hope that the Committee's Report will be read carefull
discussed widely because it concerns a matter of major sij
to the University.




Department of Political Science
January 29, 1973

Memorandum to: Members, Ad Hoc Committee on the Statu
of the Senat@' :
from: Malcolm E, Jewell, Chairman
subject: Proposed Text of a Rer
Hoc Committee on the Status and

Our committee was charged by the Senate witl studying several
problems that can be divided into two categorie

1) What is and what ought to be the function and purpose of the
Senate?

Are any changes needed in the governing regulations to clarify
this function?

One specific issue concerns college autonomy with regard to degree
requirements.

Should the present method of apportioning seat
revised to provide more equal representati
view of the increase in Medical Center
addition of the Veterans Administration I

Should the rules on eligibility of administrative persomnel
for election as senators be revised?

Should the present purging rule be changed, and should @he quorum
requiréments affecting ex officio voting members be changed?

The committee has discussed @t length the function and purposes
of the Senate. We gave top priority to this question because it seemed
useless to try to make decisiams on organization and structure until
we had reached some consensug on the more basic issues of :uﬁcb“,n .
and purposes. We also received, in response to our request
ions, a modest number of wrltten p*om@saag pm?*amwvng to sewve
the committee's responsibilities. Our conclusions regarding
function and purposes of the Senate have led us to recommend changes
in the organization and structure of the Senate and its committees
that are much more extensive than were suggested in our instructions
from the Senate Council. We comsider that they are necessary in o:der
to make the Senate a more effective body and to increase its ability
to carry out its responsibilities under the governing regulations. In
this report we will make a number of recommendations and also explain
the reasons for making these recommendations and for
proposals that we considereun




The governing r
0 2 SRR = 2
The functions of the Senate 12all include the following:

Determine the t mic policic f the University
and make Aeguuatﬁmns to impl i

Approve all new academic programs, curricula and courses,
Adopt policies for the University calendar and approve
the annual calendar as prep by tme Dean of Admissions
and Registrar.

Recommeéad to the Presi t on the establishment, altera-
tion and abolition of B tional units in the University.

Advise the President or lesi f fficer on the
planning of physical ‘ﬂc ‘ taff bbese
may affect the attainment

of the University.,

Advise the President or his design icer through
appropr ate committees on criteria fos "nﬁmeubvs
reappJintments, promotions and grantin tenure,
Determine the conditions for admiss
other than honorary degrees.

Recommend to the President all candidates for degrees.

Beyond those listed in the above, the Senate swahl
ne uanagement or adminigrative fuﬁCiiC”S either
or through the instrumentality of its committees.

We do not recommend that the Senate
ment of functions, although we have di
The functions althoug stated very
enable the Senate to perform its
to restate the functions in much
create more problems than it would

The major thrust of our recommendations is that the Senate should
devote more of its time and resources to the major questions that
arise from its responsibility to ''determine the broad academic aolicies
of the University and make regulations to implement these polici ies,'
and that the structure of the Senate should be chaiged to enable it
to do this job better and imvogve its members more filly in the develop-
ment of such policies. It is ¢ lgment, based on our observations
and comments of f:ﬁthersqj that 3 5.~.ff members, on and off the
Senate, believe t I > spends too much of its time on questi
that are either x y trivial or peripheral to its major purpose
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D. Calendar

The Senate is required to: "adopt policies for the University
calendar and approve the aanal calendar as prepared by the Dean of
Admissions and Registrar."

t be necessary

so long as
This is the type
to save the time

‘.l:

Background. The committee believes
for the Senate to approve eacn Caieﬂﬂ
it conforms to general po_¢

of detail that siouid be de

of the Senate,

®
® 6t ot

O = i
Q

Recommendations

-y
"y

O LKoo

auuhorltv to a colleae to aaopt a sej

ever 1Lmztations it wishes to impose, Th
to the Senate Council to approve the annu
Dean of Admissions and hegisura“ for the Er
colleges permitted to have a sep &e ca*wq
believes that any such calendar

of the Senate, lc shall submit

(W]
=]

’1

1
Pt
»

E Autonomy

Ty o

Th ommxttee discussed a number of

step: >
éacrease &l tonomy of colleges in varion : but iw
not deci ecommend any changes other t

II. Organization and Structure of the Senate

We are concerned with finding ways to enable the S@naﬁe to deai
more effectively with important questions of academic policy a
involve senators more fully in the consideration of these quest ion
In addition to our recommendations con icerning a reordering of
among the functions of the Senate, we believe that changes i




£ 2 = | = Noq g @n
organization ‘dnd structure
S

with the change that we
organization and
consider this to be
successful, several
quorum and purging

He=bolz

A. The Committee

It has been our experience

successful in dealing with major poli

ommitted which h ! 7 g to

result of outstanding work by
devote time and effort to the
information; has consulted

the Senate. The Sensate is
debate and efforts to rewr
senators are unaware that a
to provide oral or written

to do its job thoroughly and
or the committee £ails to pro
and explanation concerning its
its reports).

We believe that one reason
little interest in the work of
involved in committee work,
monthly meetings of the S
to committees, they
on ad hoc committees, ]
develop knowledge and experi
every senator should be as
chance to express preferen
shou ain on that com

1
a change,

Yy

)
(0}

H
§

3

{

O »m KK

eD c:ﬂa :- 2

393

o

In our judgm
legislative body--
its committees,
exployed to strengthen

essential to end the heavy reliance
and to end the practice of using adv

status as bodies responsible

that the Senate should establish

to which all business is
1t should be clear that
the Senate Counci

senators, ait

been most

oeen a

accurate detailed
Lty and students in
als fully to
in prolonged

iem or fail
committee fails

1 e o
encugh information

il to read

v o B o wm oy
senacors

e 0t

@
® ®

D

servic

~ md
cCommitccT

mneat ormmmas
assignme

shoul
we think it is
e Senate on ad hoc committees,
committees because their
We believe
tan hRg committees
mes before the Senate.
should be chosen
consl st entirely

beot” /
A Q = whi ol N=
ctees on wnlcn non




questions, to

committees be

and experience
nfidence j

Recommendations

sh

~184-

1. The Sena;
to conduct studie
come before the
committees unless
diction of one of
advisory committees
Senate advisory committe
committees or to adm.nls;“a““'
appoint the chairman and memb
but will consult with the

administrators to those rwﬁ:¢,:uu
the student body in appo
comnittees shall be con

and/or other administrat
matter where appropriateu

£ ] . 2
e LL estabiish
s and make recommend

S e QI

S Th
oen ine

=

n

tb@
(¢,

2
faculty,

Each Senate committee
aamlnlstra*"ve and st

?hc
to another committee mcf
culty senator is elected

to serve
ishes to do
rators who are
omm““tee as long as
embers who serve more

S

(8553 u»-‘k.a
the same commit A wewg
sked to list his committee

ent nossa.ole9

three-year term in
Pd

enat

0‘

free

CeC, elect

{23

Fa
|5
e
CO

J, -
ommitt No:

a

3. Any committee may haw
ad hoc basis to deal with parti
jurisdiction of the committee.
a member of the parent committ
senators and, where appropriat
students, or administrators).
subcommittees and select
Senate Council may also r
or ad hoc subcommittee
Council and the chai

) -
CNet Y
AT LE

require

o

9

Pale s tih
comm.

e ar
o b eLil

s Py
) W Chiha

o
wi 1

e <1
ounci Wi 4L

SO ULIC LA

tees,

2 o

conx WH;. C

-~ 313

tandin
P 14
rresia

on any

ent

end

con

mmitte
mmiccee

secut

oS

O
MULILG L & J

to serve on
will be
the

2 ! Y-
in i and, to

e Sena e Cc“ ' mﬁoufd

Pal

jues tions

!u%cmmmittee will
ubcommittee

lude non-s

aheJ Ll

n

i ")

o

O fm

w07 LUTRAR G




9

on the selection of non-senators for the sub mitt Any reports
or recommendations by subcommittees must ! iewed and acted on' by
the full committee before being submitted

4. All proposals for action by the Senate
the Senate Council to the appropriate
on by the Senate, but the Council may
tion from the committee. The comm
review of the topics under their
dations to the Senate Council on thei
Council is responsible for Sﬂh@awxilg tic
recommendations on the floor of the Senate i if Lbe Senate
Council fails to schedule Senate romsﬂde”au¢0u f a report by &
committee for three successive regular meetings of the Senate, the
committee may bring its report directly to the floor of the Senate

at the fourth or a subsequenc meeting of the Senate, provided its
report is circulated in advance like other agenda items. The Council
may recommend amendments to the committee's recommendations, but must
submit the original committee recommendations to the Senate unless
the committee agrees to accept the Council's proposed changes




II‘ A'
Recommendations (cont,)

5. The committee recommends that the Senate establish the following
committees (in addition to the existing Councils)., These would supersede
existing standing committees and advisory committees, The functions are
briefly described where nacessary, In some casesg, permanent subcommittees
are suggested. Obviously changing needs and experience may suggest the need
for changes in this structure, The Senate Council may want to define the
responsibilities of these committees more preciszely,

Rules and Elections - It would be responsible, as it now ig, for codifving rules
and conducting elections, It would also serve tc interpret rules, where necessary,
at the request of the Council. It would no longer be responsible for initiating
substantive changes in Rules, except for those contained in Sectfon I, on organi-
zation of the Senate,

Admissions and Academic Standards - It would be responaible for rules on admission
requirements, grading, credit hours, standards, probation, etc,, the rules in
Sections IV and V of the Senate Rules,

Student Affairs - It would have the same Semate responsibilities as the present
advisory committee on Student Affairs.

11 ising - It would be rasponsible for studies

and recommendations designed to improve these areas,

Special Teaching Programs

Subcommittee on Honors Program (present Senate committee)

Subcommittee on International Programs (present Senatc advisory committee)

Subcommittee on Cooperative Teaching Prograsms - Its responsibilities would
cover present and proposed teaching programs that cross college boundaries,

Subcommittee on Off-Campus Instruction = This would include extension
programs, the possible use of broadcast television for instruction, etc.

Subcommittee on Experiential Learning and Intern Progrems,

Community Colleges (present Senate advisory committee)

Academic Programs - It would perform the dufties now assumed by the Senate Council
to review programs approved by the various Councils, (The Senate Council would
not further review its decisions but would circulate information on them, as at
present, to determine if there is any objection requiring action by the Semate).
It is anticipated that the Academic Programs Committee would have three
subcommittees: Graduate Programs, First Degree Programs, Professional and
Pre-Professional Programs,

Academic Planning and Priorities, Thizs is intended to be a major new committee

responsible for long term plamning and for making recommendations on and
suggesting criteria for priorities.

Academic Organization end Structure. It would review proposals for new academic
units and for changes in existing college and departmental structure,
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Academic Facilities

Subcommittee on Libraries (present Senate committee) .

Subcommittee on Computer Facilities, It would be responsible for recommend-
ing policies on the development and allocation of computer resources for
teaching and research. purposes.

Subcommittee on Imstructional Rescurces., It would recommend policies concern-
ing the use of aducstiomal television, other types of uem“ap and other
specisl resources for teaching, (other than computer facilities).

Subcommittee on Physical Facilities and Space Utilization, To advise the
President and other administrative offie¢ials on the planming of physical
facilities for academic use and on the use of existing space for
academic purposes,

Research - To make studige and recommendations on, policiles regarding research
in the University.

Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure, This committee would make recommendations
to the Senate on criteria for appointment, promotion and tenure as they may
affect the broad academic polities. of the University. (The committee, therefore,
would exercise the functions of making recommendations to.the Senate previously
performed by the Semate Advisory Commiztees on Appointment, Promotion and Tenure
and on Privilege and Tenure; these two would become administrative committees).

B. The Senate Council and Undergraduate Council

Background. The committee has heard a mmber of suggesticms about changing the
method of electing the Senate Council, by electing members from the colleges
rather than at large within the Semate. One argument for such a change is that
it would give most of the colleges (all except the smallest ones) a representa-
tive on the Senate Council, The Council would be better informed about the
effects of existing and proposed policies on the various colleges, and there
might be better commmication between the Council and the colleges. A second
possible advantage might be an improvement in the selection procedure because
senators, in voting for Council members, would be choosing from among a smaller
group of senators better known to them,  The committee recognize that there is
also an argument for the present procedure, that Council members elected at
large may be more likely to have a University-wide perspective on problems., But
the committee decided that the argument for selection by colleges was a stronger
one.

The committee believes that communication between the Council and the
administration needs to be improved and that it would be facilitated by adding
to the Senate Council, in a nonvoting capacity, the Vice Presidents for
Academic Affairs and for the Medical Center.

The Committee believes that the arguments for election by colleges apply
to the Undergraduate Council, perhaps even more strongly, and that this system
is preferable to the present selection by areas, This is particularly important
because initial decfsions om curriculum and program are made by departments and
colleges, nmot by areas,

The committee can see no reason why the terms of office of the Senate and
Undergraduate Council begin om Jamuary 1 iastead of the beginning of the academic
year.




Recommendations

6, The Senste Coumcil shall coneist £ ten elected £ lty members and
two .student members, with votiag vf , and of the Viee ent for Academic
Affairs and the Vice Presfdent for the Medical Center, who u;:m not have voting
rights, The faculty end student mew ; 2 Board of T ses will comtinue
to serve ex officio on the Senate Coun ,» @6 nonvoting bers, The ten
elected faculty members will be apportioned among the colleges as follows:

- Arts and Sciewceae Literature, Philosophy and the Arts

Arts and Sciences: Biological and Physical Scilences

Arts and Sciencee: Social Sciences

Agriculture

Education

Engineering

Business and Economiecs

Medicine

Architecture, Law, Social Professions, Home Economics, Library Science
Allfied Health, Dentistry, Nursing, Pharmacy

The senator selected to represent 2 college, group of colleges, or part
of a college (Arts and Sciences), will elected by all of the senators in
that category, all of whom are eh.gmm 3 eﬁlec, fon, They will be elected
for three years terms, and the terms will be staggered, as at present

7. The Undergraduate Coumcil will 3 and two mpnin*ed
faculty mewmbers, There ig no change in the elig ‘ui-‘_ £ 1 m‘)’b** to vote for
and serve on the Undergraduate Council, TI raduate Studies
will contimme to appoint members, now two in number, wi he advice and consent
of the Undergraduste Council, There will ¢ be two student members, The
elected faculty members will be elected by the faculty of colleges, groups of
colleges, or parts of colleges as f@?)“,

Arts and Sciences: Literature, Fhilosophy and the Azts
Arts and Sciences: Biological and Ehwysicsl Selences
Arts end Sciences: Social Sei a8

Agriculture

Education

Engineering

Business and Economics

Architecture, Lsw, Social Professions, Home Economics
Allied Health, Mursing, Pharmacy

Pl g b fed g fad (A et pe

8, The members of the Senate Council and the Undergraduate Council will
be elected in the spring semester, and will take office on September 1. The
officers of the Sonate Council will also tske office on Saptember 1.




C. Size and Apportionment of the

Background - The committee heard -2 nu r © mg*esumons that the membership of
the Senate be reduced, and it discu: | the proposal -at .consi le length.

It 1s difficult :to make any drastic reduction in the size of | Senate (as
suggested by somes persons) without upsetting the tripartit

faculty, students, and administrato t

the equitable representation of each col

cautiosly in proposing a change in the

Those who recommend a smaller Senate generally ﬂ“gue that it would make
possible more active participation by the members, ' They believe that the Senate
is unwieldy, and that members lose interest because there is only limited
opportunity to participate in discussion. There is also some feeling that a
smaller Senate would be a more efficient use of faculty manpower, given the
many other demands on the time of faculty. :

We are recommending changes in the cozamiﬁ;?ce@ system cﬁsagned
senators much more actively in committee work. |
to suggest that the Senate should be large enough to nrofoe
manpower to staff these committees adequately and thereby *@
committee responsibilities and a sense of pavbhc¢m’:mom in b isiness of the
Senate, Obviously the number of committees may vary £ t3 to time, and
the committees will probably vary in sigse, nmr it seems to us that the Senate
is larger than necessary for the purposes we ¢ X ed, and that a reduction
from 207 to 164 members is desirable {in 1 ud
22 ex officio).

In recommending this r we have 'mme& to avcial‘ g
in the balance among &acul“v st @ﬂen and . al T 2 mmendation
would decrease the number of elected faculty rs fr ) £o 12 We have
not recommended any cut in the number: f ex officio ku:ng m 2) because
we believe that it 1s importemt for each of these to retein thelr g regent member-
ship and we can see no logical reason for keeping some deans and dropping others
from membership, o g

We have reduced elected student meumbership 25 to 22, proportionately
a smaller cut than that of faculty. The xeason f not king a larger cut (and
keeping the faculty-student ratio) is that we think iz is desirable to let every
coliege have at least one member while givin > large Lleges re than one.
We do not recommend any change im #q@ formula £ +
elected student semators. We esti that 22 members wo
follows: Arts and Sciences - 5, Business ar’
Graduate School - 2, each other college - 1
not have a member because the atudents wWor Aa votn for

representatives). !

The committee has been charged with comsid the method of apportlonment
of faculty senators among the colleges. The addition of faculty at the new

B

Veterans Hospital and the resulting increase in ¢ sentation of the Medical




At the present time the Senate
of the Senate "shall consist of and
full-time teaching and/or research 5"
or higher in the various colleges and cau U
is responsible for providing a list of im@@_

In several colleges, particularly those in the Medi
Agriculture, there are substantial numbers of feculty mem
primarily in research and clinical duties, ;;? who are on
mittently involved in teaching., This, of reflects ti

among the colleges in the distribution of

The businese of the Senate 18 not limited to questions related to teaching,
but a large proportion of its time is devoted to this area rather than to
questions of reseaxch, service, or other University wesgo~s;oiliﬁi@sg For that
reason it seems reasonable to adopt an apportiomment formula that takes into
account not only the number of faculty in each college but the extent to which
that college is involved in teaching,

We believe that this is not p*ima*f?y a question of the distribution of
power among colleges but of selecting senators likely to be interested in and
informed about the range of problems that come before the Sanatee This becomes
particularly important with the establishment of a committee system in which
each senator is expected to participate,

One consequence of the new aupout: onment uld be a substantial
cut in the number of faculty senators £ the in the Medical Center.
It is our understanding that many *acmLMJ i
interest in the issues comsidered by tf
difficult to find persons from the Medi
The problem is serious enough so that the
to a proposal to divide the Senmate into twe OE&ﬂCQPS
Center and one for all other colleges) bafore uec;a‘ng ?eje;ﬁ ’
that our proposals for changing the functionms of the \emu*w and encouragi
to concentrate on more important academic voli@xes, as well as the new
system, will make the Senate more salient to Medical Center faculty and will
give them a chance to partic ip%&e in the most pertinent committees. But a
large proportion of the Senate's business is likely o be of heral concern
to Medical Center faculty, and & reduction in ldedical Center representation in
the Semate appears to be raascusbla.

o~

of faculty semnators among colleges be based e L1y on two factoxs: first, the
number of full-time teaching and/or research ty (the present formula), and
second, the number of full-time students enro&led in each college, other than
the oraduate school.

These are the factoxs that have led us to 3 the apportilonment
o

Recommendations

9, The elected members of the Semate shall include 120 faculty, 22 students,

and 22 ex officio members. The formula for apportioning ~“LdLﬁ 8 ﬂmong coileges
will not be changed and each college will have at least ome st
(except that Library Science students not have a senator

pate in the Graduate School election}.




10. The faculty senators shall be & rtioned among the colleges on the
basis of a formula that gives X to two factors: (1) the number of
y with the rank of assistant professor
or higher in the various colleges and the University Libraries; (2) the number
of full-time students enrolled in each college, except for the Graduate School.
Each college will have at least one faculty senator,

D. Quorum and Purxging Rule

A reduction of the quoxum requirement from 75 to 60 s l be adopted if
the Senate is reduced from 207 to 164. If the Semate should not change the
size of the Senmate or should change it to some other figu tt uorum should
be changed to keep it ] e (36%) as at present,

The committeée does not see any reason for keeping the purging rule. It
does not appear to be necessary to, nor effective in, achieving quorums. The
excused absence feature prevents it from being an effective way of ousting
senators who can not or will not come to meetings. It is regarded as a petty
and even insulting requirement by some faculty. The proposed committee system,
by shifting much of the focus of a senmator's activity to committees, makes it
illogical to purge a senator simply on the basis of attendance at Senate meetings,
He might, for example, have been highly active and effective in committees.
Finally, the whole thrust of this report is increase the incentives for
participation by senators, and if successful, it should mzke a purge rule
totally unnecessary,

Recommendations

11. If the Senate size is reduced a
reduced from 75 to 60. If the Senate si
the quorum should be set at a figuxe tha
percentage of membership as at present,

ze ig changed to a di
t represents approximatel

12. The purge rule shall be abolished,

The committee recognizes that approval of its recommendations would require
a2 number of changes in the Senate rules and that It would be necessary to recommeix
to the Board of Trustees some changes in ti overni regulati » The committee
has not tried to recommend exactly what
governing regulations would be because
Council and/or the Rules Committee affer

The committee has not set a timetable for implementation because it is not
clear how long it may take for the Semate to act on these recommendations. It
hopes that these recommendations, if implemented, can be adopted reasonably soon
and suggests that some of the less complicated recommendations might be adopted
earlier than those requiring change in the formal structure of the Senate,
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Allen, Lawrence A.
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Bohannan, Harry M.*
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Bostrom, Robert N.
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Brown, Sally

Bruce, Herbert*
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Carpenter, Ralph S.
Chapman, Richard A.
Crabb, Alfred L.
Craft, Larry N.*
Creech, Glenwood L.
Criswell, James E.*
Dennen, William H.*
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Bardley, Anthony
Ecton, William W.*
Emanuel, Jane M.*
Evans, Robert 0.%*
Forgy, Lawrence E.
Funk, James E.*
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Hatch, Maurice A?i/

Haywood, Charles F.

Herron, James W.*

Huff, Eugene
Johnson, Raymond D.*
Jones, Joseph R.
Justiiohn Uk

Justus, Fred E.*

Keating,L.—Ghark—o~

Kincheloe, James B.
Lawson, Robert G.
Leigh, Donald C.*
Leonard, Thomas J.
Levy, Albert S.
Madden, Donald LF%’
Madden, John L.
Marshall, Maurice K.*
Martin, Leslie L.*
Mattingly, David
McCutcheon, Ernest
McQuillen, Michael
Mullaney, Thomas.P.
Noonan, Jacqueline A.
Ogletree, James R.*
Oldfield, Brenda

Parker, Paul F.*

.Pass, Bobby C.

Patterson, J.W.4%m
Peretz, Bertram
Pisacano, N. J.
Rogers irginia¥
Roth, Gerald I.*
Rudnick, Arthur W.*
Scarborough, John S.*
Shuffett, D. Milton¥*
Singletary, Otis A.*
Spedding, Robert H.*
Ao
Stein, Alan’)
Stephenson, John B.
Stuckey, Dennis*
Tarpey, Lawrence X.#*
Taylor, Timothy H.
Totten, Nancy
Vazquez, Jacinto JfXT
Wall, M. Stanley
Weiss, Daniel Lf%
Wekstein, David R.
Wendelsdorf, Scott
Westteyr—Bruee—H &
Wilbur, Cornelia*
Willis, Paul A. v

v

Winer, Miroslava B.M

Winternitz, William W.*

Witte, Ernest F.%
Wood, Donald J.
Zechman, Fred¥*

Zolondek, Leon*




Wagner, Lenore

Skelland, A.H.Petér*

Leggett, Harold
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