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JOURNAL OF TEE FACULTY SEMATE (Norman canpus)
The University of Oklahoma

Fegular Session — May 1, 1978 — 3:30 p.m., Dale Hall 218

The Faculty Senate was called to order by Dr. Donald C. Cox, Chairperson.

Prasent.:

Atherton  (0) Dewey {1) Kuiner () Rowe

Bishoo (0) Foote {0) lancaster  {Q) Scheffer

Blick {2} Gillespie  (0) Larson (Q) Seaberg

Erown {1} Hackler () Lee (0) Shahan
Caldwell () Herrick (0) Lawis {2) Snell

Calvert {0) Hill (1 Lis (0). Thompson, Gary
Carmack (1) Bockman {3 McDonzald () Thamson, Steve
Coulter {Q) Hood (M) Marrill (1) Teothaker

Cox (0) Joyce 0 Rasmussen  (Q) Yeh

Crim (Q) Kitts (2) Revnolds (0)

Davis (2) Kunesh Q) Rice {2)

Provost's Office representative: Lancenbach

AlCPE representatives: Cowen Guyer

Absent:

Artman (1) Crites (1) Harray (1

Braver 1) Gotf (2) Saxan (0)

Christian {0} Huettner {2) Walxer (2)

AICPE, representatives: Burger Cameo James ~ Timmons

UCSA representatives: Bruton Foster Gold Magras Stilwell
AGSE reprasentative: Jones

(Note: The nurbers in parentheses indicate the total number of faculty absences

during the 1977-78 academic year when 9 regular and 2 special sessions were held.
Artandance at special sessions has been used to offset cother azbsences as raparted

on cace 1 of the Senate Journals for Jamuary 30, 1978, and February 20, 1978.)
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An allocation of State funds for fiscal 1979, currently estimated at $300,000,
will be available to initiate programs through the Center. It is anticipated that
most of these funds will be used as "seed monies" for energy studies in two or threse
arezs. Although plans are nct yet completed, a probable approach to such studies will
be in the form of joint appointments between an academic unit and the Center. Such

aprointments will be for fixed terms and will be subject to the continued availability
of funds.

Although the primary mission of the Canter is research concerning energy resources,
a significant effort will be made to augment the scientific and technical srecialties
available to the participating academic units, Therefore, to the extent possikble,
areas of study will be identified that will ke complementary to these academic units.

It is anticipated that long-range funding for the Center will have to be derived
primarily from scurcaes other than requiar State appropriations. Grant and contract
monies from Federal and State agencies as well as from business and industrial organi-
zations ars considered to be the primary sources of future funding.

Private funds have already been identified and are available to initiate the admini-
strative functions of the Center. These funds will provide for the salary and expenses
of the director and the support personnel. In addition, scae of these avallable funds
will be used to initiats certain proposed tasks of the Center {e.g., development of
short courses and perfommance of policy and legislaticn analyses).

Since planning for the Center has not been completed, it is difficult to describe
the probable immediate impact on particirating academic units. However, the result
should be the addition of a few specialties not currently availakle to the particimating
Cerarmments. Morecver, such activities should generate additional funds to support
student research efforts and may result in ecuipment purchases.

In summary, it should be noted that the University of Oklahoma has had & long and
highly regarded history of energy studies. The develooment of the Energy Rascurces
Center is considerad tc be an effective mechanism for building on that history and for
providing an opportunity for the significant expansion of present capakilities in this
lmortant aresa.

SIMMARY: Energv Resourcs Cantar Proposal

Since 1970, anergy-related research and trzining activities at the University of
Oklehama have grown aprroximatsly 1000 pergent. These activities now range from soall,
individual projects to large, camlex crojects involving many different discipiines

and crossing both deparitmental and college boundaries. To provide effective oversight
and cocordination of these diverse projects, the Unlversity i3 in the process of creating
an Energy Resource Center administrative structure. This proposal requests funds from
the State of Oklahcma for constructicon of apecroprizte physiczl facilities, purchase of
needed equipment for research, and surport of stz2if and other expenses related to the
cparation of the Cantser.

Purposes
The Enerqy Resource Centaer will have three primary purposes:

1. To coordinate and focus faculty/staff expertise and University facilities
toward develcoment of new knowledge related v energy resources.

2. To contribute to the solution cf specific State and national energy problems.

3. To provide State znd naticnal officials and private industry with informaticn
and analytical study results that will allow them to acddress energy problems
from more informed perspectives.
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ACTION TAKEN BY SEMATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: Provost's Cammittee to study
future of University academic area

On February 10, 1978, Provost Barbara S. Uehling requested Senats Executive Com~—
mittee's reactions to her proposal to appoint a cammittee "to look at the future of
the academic area of the University."” At that time, she also included the following
list of prospective appointees:

Paul Ruggiers (English)

Mary Jo Nye (History of Science)

Ed Nuttall (Commumnication)

George Scott (Accounting)

Carl ILocke (Engineering)

arn Henderson (Envircrmental Design)
Marilyn Breen (Mathematics)

Nat Eek (Dean, College of Fine Arts)
Martin Jischke (AMNE)

Dan Davis (Assistant Dean, Likeral Studies)
Malcolm Morris (Marketing)

Lioyd Korhonen (Education)

Jim Alsip (Interim Director, University Likraries)

The Camittee's recamrendation against the appointment of such a group was forwarded
to Provost Uehling on March 6. (See pages ¢4 and 5 of the Senate Jowrmal for March 20,
1978.)

In a related issue, cn March 17, 1978, Provost Ushling recquested the reacticns of the
Senate Chair concerning a recent cammnication fram the State Regents indicating
procedures and guidelines for the develcpment of camprehensive plamning and management
programs at state colleges and undversities. Professor Cox on March 24 urged that
existing standing University comittees and councils be used to address same or all

of the issues appropriate to their charges. (See pages 3 and 4 of the Senats Journal
for Acril 10, 1978.)

At a recent breakfast meeting with Provost Uehling, the Senate Exscutive Cammittee
strongly urged once again that existing councils and camittees be utilized as
mach as possible and also agresd to rescamend the establishment by the Provost of a
central "steering conmittes® for the propcsed study of the future of the University
academic area. ’ .

SEITECTION CF FRCULTY REPTACEMENTS: University Councils, Comnittses, Bureauy.,
Board, andTrimumal

On April 21, the Senate Camvittee on Cammittees' slate of nominees to fill
end-of-vear faculty vacancies on University Councils, Camuittees, Bureau, Board, and
Trilmal was distributed to Senate members.

JVoting by written ballot, the Senate members selected the following faculty
replacements:
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Nominations:

Faculty Awards and Honors Council:
Matthew Kraynak (Hame Economics) (RTA) 1978-81 )

Charlyce King (Education) {(RTA) 1978-81 : replacing Paul Ruggiers and Edith
'Howard Larsh (Botany/Micro) (&C) 1978-8l1 @ Steanscn
Arrell Gibson (History) (GLC) 1978-81 }
Academic Requlations Cormittee:
Andrew Lisowski (Lihrary) 1978-82 )
Burr Silver (Ceoleogy) 1978-82 )} replacing Fred Miller and Mary Dewey
Pailla Englander~Golden (Hm. Rel.) 1978-82 :
)

Paul Zinszer (Marketing} 1978-82

Camous Tenure Committes (Norman) :

Barton Turkington (AMNE) 1978-81 )

Charles Butler (Education) 1978-81 : . - -~
Stephen Sloan (Political Science) 1978-81 ) ;Ezi;clggdpzziiiifuggkne—' Roger
Robert Nye (History) 1978-81 } te ¢ rasmussen

Gwern Davis (English) 1978-81 :
John Klingstedt (Acccunting) 1978-81 )

Class Schedule Cormittee:
Marcia Goodman (Library) 1978-82 )
Larry Michaelsen (Management) 1573-82 replacing Wilson B. Prickett and

)
Lynda Le= Kaid (Journalism) 1978-82 : Frank Sonleitner
Fobert Woodford (HPER) 1978-82 )]

Camencerent Commitiee:
Marvan Baker (Geography) 1978-81 : .
Ted Robinson (Political Science) 1978-81 . replacing Betty Evans
Camputar Advisory Commitiee:

Loy Prickett (Educaticn) 1978-81 : .
Xaren Andrews((Library))1978-81 ; replacing James Bohland

fmplovment Benefits Committes:

Michael Cox (Law) 1978-82 : . :
Beverly Joyce {Library) 1978-32 : replacing Tom Smith

Energy Conservation Coamitiee:
Dave Huetiner {Econcmics) 1978-80

Allen Cook (Civil Engineering) 1978-80 ; replacing Bart Waxd
Film Review Committes:

Pater Kutner (Law) 1978-80

ing Ned Hockman
Adele Humhreys (Marketing} 1978-80 replacing

Tntramral Cormittee:

Phyllis ®hilp (HFER) 1978-81 ! replacing Williem Fick
2lan Ralfour (Managsment) 1978-81 : =



Parking Violation 2Apoeals Committee:

—riet Turkingtcn (Hoame Economics) 1978-80 )

Carol Anderson (Library) 1978-80 :

Luther White (Mathematics) 1978-80 ]  replacinc

Christine Smith (Music) 197880 ) Prickett,and Colbert Hackler
Donald Secrest (Political Science) 1978-80 :

Bruce Shuman (Library Science) 1978-80 )

Patent Advisory Commitiee:

Leale Streebin (Civil Engineering) 1978-82

) 7 i
Charles McClure (Library Science) 1378-82 replacing Gene Walker

ROTC Advisory Committee:
William Savage (History) 1978-81 )
Virginia Gillespie (HPER) 1978-81 :
Tom Smith (Histcry of Science) 1978-81 ) replacing Marvin Baker, Lecnard
Iva Fincher (Aviation) 1978-81 ) Rubin, and J. Michael Bruno
. M. Bnmo (Library Science) 1978-81 :
illiam Schumacher (Mznagement) 1978-81 )

Scholarships and Financial Aids Comittee:
ed Robinson (Political Science) 1978-80 )
melle Hawkins (Likrary) 1978-80 :
erry Sylvester (Human Relations) 1578-80 ) replacing Robert Ragland,
harles Barb (Civil Engineering) 1978-8%0 ) Kahng, and Carol Carey
reg Kunesh (Drama) 1978-80 :
iugenia Zallen (Home Econcmics) 1978-89 )

Speakers Bureau:

ohn Knecht (Art) 1978-81 : . ,
ane Lancaster (Anthrepolegy) 1978-81 . replacing Robert Richardsc

University Book Exchange Oversight Committes:

ue Harrington (Library) 1978-381 . : .
infred Steglich (Sociolegy) 1978-81 . Teplacing Bert McCammon

University Libraries Committes:

ary Whitmore (Zeology) 1978-81 )
ichard Nostrand (Gecgraphy) 1978-81 :
d Crim (BEconcmics) 1978~-81 ) replacing Danisl Wren, Dig

2il deStwolinski (Music) 1978-81 }  and ILaura Blair
ercy Blank (Chemistry) 1978-81 :
ay Smith (Education) 1978-81 )

University Judicial Tribunal:
ed Roberts (Law) 1378~80 )

. P. Herrick (Accounting) 1978--80 : replacing James Mouser an
orrest Frush (Env. Analysis) 1978-80 :  Sutherland
enry Tcbias (History) 1978-80 )
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STUDENT DISCRIMINATION GRIEVANCE PRCCEDURE (Norman)

Background Information: On March 8, 1978, President Paul F, Sharp approved
(with editorial corrections dated RApril 5, 1978) a student discrimination
grievance procedure for the Noman campus "desisned to direct the hearing of
all grievances related to alleged discrimination on the basis of race, cclor,
sex, religion, national arigin, or age" but "shall not be applicazble to aca-
demic evaluations and/or admissions decisions.” The new policy provides for
a Student Discrimination Grievance Camittee consisting of seven persons
(including one person appointed from faculty naminations submitted by the
Faculty Senatz) and one alternate.

President Sharp on April 14 requested Senate naminations for the above fac-
ulty vacancy on the Student Discrimination Grievance Committee (Morman).

Dr. Cox, Senate Chair, discussed this matter recently with Mr. Josech Ray,
Executive Assistant to the President. Tnasmich as a camarzatle

faculcy Coammittee on Discrimination has not heard a2 single case to date,
Professor Cox suggested that, for the time being, the faculty vacancy on the
Student Discrimination Grievance Committee (Norman) be filled fram the
memnbershin of the faculty Cammittee on Discrimination. Whenever a case does
arise, faculty members would then draw lots for two indiwviduals to be assigned
o the Student Cawnitiee to hear the specific case. Furthermore, such acticon
would obviate the necessity of a faculty appointment tc an additional com—
mittee.

Senate Action: FProfesscor Larson moved approval of Professor Cox's suggesticn
for handling the faculty vacancy on the Student Discrimination Grievance
Camittes. Without dissent, the Senate approved the motion.

FINAL FEPCRY: Faculty "Positicn Papers”

Background Information: At its April 10 meeting, the Senate considered pre-
liminary reports of the final ad hoc committees preparing faculty "pesiticn
papers" in arveas of faculty concern on the Normen campus. The Senatz also
reached consensus at that time concerming the format and the content of the
final rasport. (See pages 5 and 6 of the Senate Journal for April 10, 1978.)

Senate Action: Professor Crim moved that the "position papers" be approved
as submitied in final form by the five ad hoc Camnittess., Withow further
discussion and without dissent, the Senats gpproved the "mosition pepers.™

The campiete text of each "oosition paper" follows:
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Under current practice, OU is, in effect, being penalized by the State Regents
for generating certain kinds of external funds; i.e., the amount of state funding
for QU is reduced by a percentage of the outside funding expected. In fairmess, we
should add that the percentage is nct inordinately high; but we suggest that any
such reduction has the effect of penalizing initiative. We suggest further that
the State Regents' practice is nct even-handed, inasmich as schools that receive
local millage support (e.g., Tulsa Junior Ccllege) are not penalized in any compa-
rakble way.

According to the State Regents' own Plan for the Seventies, CU is cne of two
state institutions designated as centers for graduate study and research. We call
upon the State Regents, the OU Regents, and the OU administration to remember and
honer that commitment.

We recognize that the State Regents face an intractable preblem in the sheer
nurber of state-supported schools among which they must divide money. For a state
with the populaticn of Oklahoma, twenty-five state-supported institutions is tco many
by at least fifty percent. Since it is unlikely in the axtrame that any of the existing
scheols will be abolished, we can only urge that no more be created.

The role of the faculty in on-campus budget decisicns

A body already exists for getting faculty opinions tc the President and other
administrators-—the Budget Council (hersafter "BC"). Unfertunately, the influence of
the BC has declined steadily over the past few years, reaching what appears to be a
current level of near-zero eifectiveness. The reasons for this decline are debatable,
but it seems that same blame lies with both the University administration and the
Council itself.

72 believe that the BC should be active not only in reviewing budget reccm-
mendations but alsc in formulating budgetary policies and priorities--priorities
that should reflect the basic missicn of the University. Indeed, under its current
charge, the BC is required "to recommend to and advise the President and other
appropriate administrators on matters concermning fiscal policies and rescurces of
the University." The Council is to provide "continuity and balance in mudgetary
planning and execution within the University" (emphasis added). The clear impli-
cation of the BC charge (which was approved by the President and the OU Regents) is
that it be included in the normal chain of decision-making.

In sum, we can hardly do better than tc urge that the existing charge to the BC
be honored by the Council itself and by the OU administration.

BODGET PRICRITIES

1. The salaries of CU employess—faculty, graduate assistant, and other-—mist
be either at or near the top of any list of pricrities. It is a truism (which, there-
fore, has the virtue of being true) that a salary increase that fails to match the
rate of inflation (currently 6-7% per year) represents a cut in pay. The average
raise for QU faculty this year was $276, or slightly more than %%. That is, if the
increase had been four times greater than i% actually was, it would scarcely have
equalled the rate of inflation. With salaries already at the bottom of the Big Eight,
we cannot pass cover such injustices in silence. As a symptom of salary problems at
CU, consider the following data about faculty salaries in the College of Law:

In 1573~74, QU ranked first among the five Rig Zicht law schools;
in 1977-78, it ranked last.

In 1972-73, QU ranked 30th among the nation's 141 law schools;
in 1977-78, it ranked 112th among 150.)

t it is not cnly a matter of simple justice that salaries should at least
keep pace with inflation. We camnot expect to recruit and hold first-rate faculty
uniess cur salary scale 1s campetitive with that of camparzble schools.
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demcnstrated their worth must be set against the expected value of new programs. In
that situation, the presumption lies with the good existing program. Although new
programs should not be rejected out of hand, they showld be scrutinized even more care-
fully than they ncrmally would be.

Finally, it should be remembered that not all new programs entail additional
spending; scme might even save money.

6. Faculty hiring and retention. Generally, the same considerations apoly to
the hiring and the retemtion of faculty members as to University crograms. A univer—
sity cannot, on pain of stagnation, simply declare a moratorium on the hiring of new
faculty. On the other harnd, a university faced with inadequate funding and declining
enrollments can hardly be expected to follew policies appropriate to times of (com—
parative} plenty and burgeoning enrollments. A defensible policy need not reguire
either increasing the absclute mumber of faculty members in the University or main-
taining invieclate the status guo ante crunchum. It may mean resisting the temptation
to stretch budgets by not filling vacancies. It may mean transferring vacancies from
one department to ancther. Such a "reallocation of resources," +to put it euphemis-
tically, is bound to produce same resentment and cries of outrage; but it may
nonetheless e necessary.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

1. In preparing this repcrt, we have been struck by the difficulty of making
informed comparisons among the budgets of state schools (to say nothing of out-
of-stare schocls.) We might be willing to attribute our ill-success to ignorance
or the arcane mysteries of accounting practices, except that a professor of accounting
on our committee and the Interim Vice President for Administration and Finance at OU
confessed to similar difficulties.

We found, in addition, that it is hard to tell exactly how money is spent within
the University. In particular, it is often hard to determine whether funds designated
for a certain purpose were actually used for that purpose.

Our intent in making these remarks is not 4o Insinuate skulduggery or to imputs
wrongdoing to anyone. We want only to register our frustration and to suggest that
there mist be less opaque and confusing ways of keeping track of funds than those
currently used.

2. In light of recent proposals, we want to state our crpinion that faculty
councils (specifically, the Budget Counmcil) should be headed by faculty, not by
administrators. Whatever the causes of the negligible influence of some faculty
councils, the problem will not ke solved by a move that will inevitably dilute that
influence even further.

3. The-ranking of budget pricrities in this report reflects our thinking akcut
the University of Oklahgma in 1978. Five or ten years hence, the ordering might ke
different. What would not be different is the conviction that the faculty shculd
Plan an important rcle in the year-to-vear decisions about how University funds should
be spent and about the values that inform those decisicns. For better or for worse,
this is our school. We cannot afford o let ocurselves be excluded fram participating
in decisions that will shape the future of the University of Oklahcma.

Committee members: Gerald Braver Bernard McDcnald (ex officio)
Homer Brown Kenneth Merrill (Chair)
Lane Coulter Mary Esther Saxon
Jean Herrick Charles Todd

David Huetiner Cene Walker
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provided to the faculty making the recamnendation. The nurker of cases is far too
large to qualify as "only in exceptional circumstances,” and there has been no attenpt
in these cases to camply with the qualifier, "for reasons cammunicated to the faculty."

The second concern is related to faculty contributions to the various University
councils. The Budget Council believes that its recommendations are largely ignored.
Programs which are implemented seem to have little faculty input (e.g. Program of
Excellence, establishment of the Eneryy Resources Center). The Budget Council Meeting
Minutes (October 18, 1977) reveal that the "Councils seem to be consulted on items
whera decisions are obvious or where decisions have already been made."” When Councils
do make recommendations, they are told that it is "heing taken under advisement" and
that is the end of it. The Summer Budget, Physical Plant, Program Discontinuance,
North Campus, Athletic Department, and the Retirament Plan were cited as examples at
that meeting. Another example was the failure on the part of the Administration to
utilize the Budget Council in determining how to allocate the budget short-fall either
last year or this year. As indicated in the Oklahama Daily (Feb. 1, 1978), the Budget
Council even considered a motion to disband kecause: (1) the Budget Council is an
advisory group which has not been asked for advice; (2) many hours of work have been
totally ignored unless they buttress samething the administration already wanted, and
(3) although Provost Uehling is an ex-cfficioc mesber of the Council, she has rarely
attended meestings, which is a further indicastion that the Council dcoes not really take
part in administrative decisions. The past chaimman of the Academic Programs Council
reported (January 5, 1978) that the problem with faculty participation in the Council
is that, by the time they do get involved, nothing much can be done because policy
determinations are mandated fram above (Chancellor) or are necessitated by the fact
that a Dean has already cammitted his budget to a new program and sametimes has already
hired faculty. While the Provost is an ex—officio member, she has attended few meetings
and has not requested any advice fram the Council. The minutes of the Administrative
and Physical Resources Council indicate that there is concern that (1) same adminis-
trators were making decisions which were far-reaching without faculty input; (2) the
Council's advice had not been reguested in the changes in the functions of the Vice
Provost for Research and the Graduate Dean, nor on the assimilation of 0.U.R.I. into
the University or the creation of an Affirmmtive Action Office; and (3) advice is
requested on items, such as the parking garage, when it seems that the decisions have
already been made. Various members of other Councils were also contacted and there
is general consensus that:

(1) They are not "consulted reqularly";

(2) They are not "afforded full and immediate access to the information
relevant to their interests”; and

(3) They are not, as a result, "able to exercise initiative and review
actions, as well as respond to proposals laid before them."

(Quotations from Structure of University and Camous Councils and Cammittees,
President's Office, December 1, 1976, which describes conditions required
for effective functioning of cammittess).

The third is related to faculty governance as exercised by the Faculty Senate. "The
Senate ewarcises the legislative powers of the facultyv of the University as delegated
by the General Faculty, and has the power to initiate any legu.slatlm requirin

approval of the Board of Regents of the University" (The University of Oklahcma Faculty
Handbook, October, 1976). The previcus year"s Faculty Senate input with respect to
temure and promotion criteria and last year's input with respect to college/departmental
organization and the distinguished professorships werz essentially ignored. In the
latter's section on organizaticn, "with the exception of one word and one phrase,

Senate recommendations of last April have been completely icnored.” "The Administration
has essentially resubmitted the Task Force Document.” In the latter's section on
di.stinguished professorshlps, it is clear that the administration's proposal cleaxrly
resembles the original Task Force document with relatively few inclusions fram the
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PINDINGS

The results of the faculty survey indicate a disturbing perception of the University.
The faculty perceives the University administration as being aloof, being unfair in its
evaluation of faculty, putting priority on their own interests, viewing faculty
quality as less than that of administrators, holding a supercilicus view of faculty,
and rendering impotent and futile faculty governance activity.

These findings represent graphically the fesling of frustration pervasive among
University of Oklahama faculty. Faculty now seem to be adrift with their mission

and goals unclear. Important activities seem to be ignored by the University and

the reward system geared to activities that are not in the long-range interests of

the University. For example, most faculty perceive the administraticn as viewing the
quality of teaching as mediocre, and its reward system does not encourage instructional
improvement .

The faculty feel that guest professors and artists~in-residence enhance public image.
The faculty feel, however, that a research image leads the public to believe that
teaching is neglected.

The faculty kelieve that commmity service is an important asvect of professional
University activity. They believe that the public ewpects and that departments are
responsible for providing such service.

The faculty view the alumi as a favorable comstituency. They believe that the alumi
hold a positive image of the University, which may be due to the fact that most depsrt-
ments consult with alumi on program effectiveness.

This frustration on the part of the faculty extends to the Regents of the University,
as well. The faculty perceitves them to be concerned primarily with finances, not the
overall image of the institution, _

The State Regents are thought to view the University as being no different from other
institutions in Oklahoma and having no unigue missicn.

The survey reveals further that the faculty feel that the Legislature does not see a
unique role for the University of Cklahcma in state higher education. The legislators
prefer to deal with the administrators rather than the faculty.

This general feeling of poor communication between faculty and off-campus gJroups
(except alumi) reinforced the mutual frustration of legislators and others who ap—
pearad pefore the Camittee.

This suggestion of poor camumication is not so much a placement of blame as a rescog-
nition of a real praoblenm.

RECOMMENDATICONS

These findings are serious and merit the immediate attention of the new administraticn.
Cammmication at the department level is essential. Geals regarding available resources
should be set and a muitual understanding should be reached. The new administraticn
mist reaffirm established criteria for allccation of funds, raises, promoticn, and
tenure and then make a maximm effort to ke consistent. The Universitv mist come to
grips with its role as a public institution, while maintaining its frsedom of intel-
lectual inquiry. The University must uphold academic freedem yet not ignore the concerns
of-its congtituencies. Every effort should be made to involve faculty with citizens
and communities of the state so that faculty will neither be perceived as nor feel
isclated and poorly reprasented.

Camittee members: Robert Bell Themas Hill
William Carmack (Chair) Gregory Kunesh
Sarzh Crim {ex officio)
Junetta Davis . Cecil ILee
Robert Focte Robert Shahan

{NCTE: Copiles oﬁ the questionnaire, the statistical sumary, and the interpretaticn
are available at the Senate Office, OMJ 242.)
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Reaffirmation of the Educational Missicn of the University:

The student represents the most important product of the University. It should
be reaffirmed that the objective of the education of the student is that he or she
will Ee competitive in seeking emplovment in their chosen fields and that they will
have the tools required to make responsible decisions as citizens in their society.
Therefore, it should be the goal of every department or academic unit +o attain
excellence in its teaching fimction, both in undergraduate and graduate programs.

It is the responsibility of the University administration to recognize and support
this goal.

Criteria for Establishing New Programs:

Since thers is little prospect for improved fimding for the University in the
foreseeable future, a mechanism for evaluating all new programs in relation to their
impact on the primary function of the University, as opposed to two— and four-year
colleges, should be established.

Eztablishment of Criteria for Identifving Areas cof Excellence:

At this time, there are no criteria for determining that a specific program should
be designated as an area of excellence or what characteristics an excellences area
should have. Since a significant amount of the University Budget will be given to
designated excellence areas, it is essential that selecticn of such areas be based
on careful consideraticon of recognized and delineated criteria and within a clear
understanding of the overall chiectives of the University.

Heterogeneity of Missicn within the University:

There should be recognition of the necessity for extensive heterogeneity of mission
within the University. It is the comon goal of all academic units to produce the
best—educated student rossible. However, that education may consist of significantly
different approaches in different disciplines. This is especially evident in the
case of the professional departments and schools who must meet the nzeds of special
constituencies. It should ke the responsibility of the administration and faculty
to racognize these differences and allow for variaticn in goals and priorities for
the academic groups and establish criteria for program or departmental evaluation,
which would include consideration of their mission and the quality of education
received by their students.

Increased Library Support:

" This has been alluded to indirectly in other areas of the report. The need for
increasad suprert for the library is so critical, however, that it must be emphasized
separately. Academic excellence at any lavel is impossible without the aveilapility
of adecuate library facilities. Excellence in graduate studies is absolutely
unattainable without ready access to the significant journals, moncgraphs, and
reviews in the academic disciplines. A major University pricrity in education must
ke to improve the quality of the library.

Comittee mempers: Jamas Artman Elrmy Rice
Susan Caldwell Wayne Rowe
Virginia Gillespis Walter Scheffer
Beverly Joyce Raymend Veh

{ex officio) John Lancaster (Chair)
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expensive nature of a quality educaticn; the State Regents should consider the quality
of institutions as important as their changes in enrollment; and the University Regents
should more aggressively present the needs of this faculty to the State Regents, the
legislature, and the people of Oklahama.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATICNS
A, Faculby Salaries:

Faculty salaries should be increased at least to meet the average within the RBig
Eight. Not to do so is to encourage the ercsion of the quality of the University.
(See tables 1-5 and Chart 1.}

The Higher Regents should not only develop policies kit also provide funding to
prevent the develomment of disparate increases or widely disparate salaries between
camparable institutions within the state and should no longer allow enrollment fiqures
to control the funding of institutions.

B. Fringe Benefits:

Substantial and predictable fringe benefits are essential for attracting and
retaining faculty members. The University should fulfill its obligation to increase
the TIAA—CREF addition as originally planned. The faculty opposes the creation of
any different retirement system for new employees and any increase of take~hame pay
at the expense of retirement benefits. Fulfilling its present cormitment will
eventually make the University of Cklahama's retirement plan competitive with the
others in the Big Eight. (See Table &)

Committee members: Doyle Bishop Ned Hockman
Sherril Christian (ex off1c10; Peter Kutner
Dennis Crites Maurice Rasmissan
Mary Dewey Ronald Snell (Chair)
Colbert Hackler Gary Thompscn
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{(Note: Data in Tables 1-6 have been campiled by Professor Doyle Bishop on the basis
of information published in the AAUP Bulletin.)

TABEIE 1
AVERAGE COMPENSATION——REGIQNAL UNIVERSITIES (000's)
{1976=77)
. . Assoc. Asst.

Institution Profs. Rank | Profs. Rank | profs Rank | Instrs. Rank
Arkansas 25.8 11 20.3 6 16.0 13 12.2 10
Texas 29.7 2 22.0 2 18.2 2 14.2 P
Lovisiang State 26.4 7 20.1 9-12 16.5 10 13.0 9
New Mexico 27.1 4 20.2 g 17.1 6 13.9 4-53
Colorado 26.9 & 20.9 5 17.3 5 13.7 6
Kansas 27.0 5 20.8 7 17.0 7 13.2 8
Kansas State 26.1 8 21.2 4 17.4 4 13.5 7
Iowa 30.0 1 23.1 1 19.0 1 15.5 1
Missouri 24,4 13 19.0 13 15.1 1z 13.9 4-5
Nebraska 25.3 10 20.1 g-12 16.9 3 11.9 12
Cklahoma State 24.9 12 20,1 9-12 16.5 9 12.0 11
Towa State 28.7 3 21.8 3 18.1 3 14.0 3
Averages: 26.8 20.8 17.2 13.4
Qklahomas 25.8 9 20.1 9-12 16.2 11 10.6 13
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TARLE 5
CUU AVERAGES COMPARED WITH THOSE CF ICWA STATE, WITH THE COST OF MERTTNG THEM
(1976=77)
total needed to

Rank Iowa State ou difference meet Towa State

Professor 28.7 25.8 $2,900 $ 763,500

Asscciate Profassor 21.8 20.1 1,700 307,700

Assistant Professor 18.1 16.2 1,200 459,300

Instructor 14.0 10.6 3,400 265,200

“total $1,801,200
TRBLE ©
$ VALUE OF FRINGE BENEFITS: BIG 8 UNIVERSITIES
(1976=77)

. Professor Asscc. Prof. Asst. Prof. |  Instructor
Big 8 Amt.  Rank | Bmt,  Rapk | Amr.  Ramk | Amt. Rank
Cklahama 2532 5 2160 6 1740 ) 1045 7
Cklahcma States 2270 7 2002 7 - 1639 7 1296 5
Kansas 2662 4 2392 3 ¢ 1963 5 1521 4
Kansas Stats 3003 2 2390 2 i 2415 2 1856 2
Towa State 3952 1 - 3162 1 ¢ 2754 1 2124 1
Colorade 2673 3 2244 5 . 1989 4 1134 6
Missouri 1180 8 1246 3 ﬁ 1200 8 1024 3
Nebraska 2497 6 2314 4 ! 2086 3 1560 3
Cthers } ;

Towa 4144 3349 | 2898 P 2378
Texas 2710 2332 | 2093 . 1764
Arkansas 2688 2184 i 1584 ; 999
Oral Roberts 2970 2640 i 2192 ? 1157
Cklahoma Baptist | 2754 2346 1921 ¢ 1274
Tulsa 3195 2775 1872 ; 1521
Oklahama City 2412 1911 1792 1036
SOURCE: AAUP Bulletin, August, 1977. ($ value calculated by multiplying average

salaries by reported percentage of fringe benefits.)



a4
1 5/78 (Page 24)

FACULTY SALARY LEVELS AND COST OF LIVING BY YEAR

Salary Lavel . Index, with 10w

$17,000 living costs=100
190
16,000
180
15,000 170
14,000 160
150
13,000
140
12,000
130
11,000 120
1,836
10,000 110
‘/‘
- 100

Year: 57 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77

Solid line reflects the average level of salary for University of Oklahoma
full-time faculty, as computed by the AAUP Bulletin.

Broken line refers to the totzl annual costs of a family. It is the product
of (1) the 1%67~based consumer price index for the given vear;
multiplied by, (2) the 1967 cost of a family living at an inter-
mediate level and composed of a 38-year-old husband, a wifz not
employed outside the home, a l3-year-old boy, and an 8-year-old girl.
Both figures are from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statisties,

chart data Year Salary Costs Year Salary Costs
1977 517,400 $16,473 1971 $13,200 $11,009
13764 16,800 15,475 1970 12,757 10,555
1975 14,700 14,631 1969 12,0556 9,965
1974 14,300 13,405 1968 11,258 9,457
1973 13,400 12,080 1967 10,912 9,076

1972 13,500 11,372
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TABLE 7

FARCULTY SALARIES EY RANK FOR BIG EICHT UNIVERSITIES

(Average Salary Amounts Exclude the University of Oklahcma)
{All Salaries Converted to a Nine-Month Basis)

Fiscal Years 1976-77 and 1977-78

BIG EICHT PROFESSCR ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR ASSTISTANT PROFESSCR
UNIVERSTTY 1976~77 197778 1976-77 137778 1576-77 1977-78
Colorado $24,303 $25,276 $18,727 $19,187 $15,238 $15,825
Kansas 24,2687 25,559 18,240 18,661 15,106 15,793
Iowa State 24,264 25,925 18,372 15,457 14,964 15,913
¥ansas State 23,202 24,271 18,381 15,252 14,960 15,646
Missouri 22,780 23,962 17,821 15,504 14,775 15,022
Nebraska 22,787 23,898 17,705 15,457 14,796 15,383
Cklahcma étate 22,505 24,283 18,407 19,216 15,037 15,800
Oklahoma 22,336 22,728 17,820 18,112 14,621 14,761
AVERAGE $23,441 $24,739 $18,236 $19,025 $14,982 15,769

SOURCE: Office of VP, Administrative and Financial Services, Oklahoma University.
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FRESENTATION CF CERTIFICATES CF APPRECIATION TC CUTEODG SENATE MEMBEERS

Dr. Donald Cox, Senate Chair, presented Certificates of Appreciaticn to the following
Senate members who are campleting their three—-year (1975-78) terms: Professors Donald
Cox, Sarah Crim, Richard Goff, Beverly Joyce, David Xitts, Cecil Iee, Maurice Rasmusser
®lroy Rice, and Robert Shahan. -~

ELECTION CF SENATE CHATRPERSON-ELRECT, 1578-79

Professor Merrill moved that Professor Barbara Lewis (Taw) be elected Chairperson-

Elect of the Faculty Senate for the 1978-79 academic year. The Senate approved the
election by acclamation.

RE-ELECTICN CF SENATE SECRETARY, 1978-79

Professor McDenald moved that Professcor Anthony S. Lis (Business Camminication) be
re—elected to his tenth consecutive term as the Senate Secretary for 1978-79. The
Senate approved this election alsc by acclamation.

SENATE RESOILUTION: Appreciaticn to outgoing Senate Chair, Dr. Denald C. Cox

The Senate next approved the following resclution, presentsd by Dr. Greg Kunesh,
expressing its appreciation to the cutgoing Senate Chair, Dr. Donald C. Cox:
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WHEREAS, Dr. Domald C. Cox, Asscciate Professcr of Microbiclogy, has served the Faculty
Senate (Norman campus) as its Chairperson-hlect (1976-77) and Chairperson (1977-78),

WHEREAS, during his term as Senate Chair, Professor Cox provided an environment that
was conducive to effective interaction and cooperation among the five segments of
the University cammunity -- the Regents, the administraticn, the faculty, the
students, and the staff,

WEEREAS, Professor Cox, with his quiet, unassuming, and selfless manner, his high sense
of professicnalism, and his exemplaryv excellence in teaching, research, and service,

earned the admiration and the gemuine raspect of his colleagques for his cutstanding
leadership of the Faculty Senats,

WHEREAS, Professor Cox, always mindful of and sensitive to the diverse interests repre—
sented in the University-wide membership of the Faculty Senate, succeeded in
achieving an extraordinary degree or rapport and collegiality among Senate members, and

WHEREAS, under his leadership, the Senate has continued and enhanced its mutually bene-
ficizal relationships with the Faculty Senate of the Health Sciences Center of this
University and the Faculty Council of Cklahoma State University,

BE IT THERFFORE RESCLVED that the Faculty Senate on the Norman campus of the University
of Oklabema express its sincerest appreciation to Professcr Donald C. Cox for
increasing the effectiveness of faculty governance on this campus, in general, and
the raculty Senates, in particular.
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PRESENTATICON OF PLAQUE TO CUTGOING SENATE CHATR

Dr. Bernard !%Donald, in assuming the Chair of the Senate for the 1978~7% academic
year, presentad to Dr. Cox, the outgoing Senate Chair, an engraved plague com—
memorating his cutstanding service as Senate Chair, 1977-78.

ADJOURNMENT

Tha Ssnats adjouwrned 3t 4:10 p.m. The first regular sescion of the Paculty Senate for
the 1978-79 academic year will be held at 3:30 p.m., on Monday, September 11, 19783,
in Dale Hall 218,

Respectfully submitted,

Pwﬂjkég; S.?Lis g

Professor of
Business Commmnication
Secretary



