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JOURNAL OF THE FACULTY SENATE (Norman campus) 
The University uf Okl ahoma 

Regular session -- November 10, 1980 -- 3:30 p.m., PHSC 108 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The Journal of the ·Faculty Senate for the regular session on October 6, 1980, was 
r- approved . 

ANNOUN CEMENT: Joint meeti ng , OSU/OU Executive Committees 

The Executive Committees of the Faculty Council, Oklahoma State University , and 
the Faculty Senate, University of Oklahoma, will hold their annual joint meeting 
on the Norman campus on Monday even ing , November 17 , 1980. 

ACTIONS TAKEN BY PRESIDENT WILLIAMS. BANOWSKY 
(1) Renaming/restruct_uring, University Computer Advisory Committee: On October 21, 
President William S. r,anowsky approved the Senate recommendat ion to change the name 
of the Computer Advi so ry Committee to the Computing Advi sory Committee (Norman 
camp us) and to restructure that group. (Please see pages 5-8 of the Senate Journal 
for the special session on Ju ly 21, 1980 . ) 
(2) Faculty replacef"l!_e!1_ts, University Councils and Committees: On October 29, Pres ­
ident Banowsky approved the Senate election of faculty replacements to the Academic 
Personnel Council, the Academic Program Counci l, and the Comput ing Advisory Committee 
(Norman campus). 

At the same time , he selected the foll owing replacements from the nomi nat i ons 
submitted by the Senate for the Un i versity Employment Benefits Committee: Charlyce 
King and Mich ael Cox. 

(Please see pages 7 and 8 of the Senate Journal for September 15, 1980.) 

(3) Proposed Un iversity Copyright Pol i cy: On October 31, President Banowsky report~d 
to the Senate Secreti.l·ry that he would recommend approval of the proposed policy by 
the Regents at their next meeting on November 13, 1980. (Pl ease see pages 5-8 of 
the Senate Journal for October 6, 1980, and the item immediately fol l owing .) 

ACTION TAKEN BY INT ER-SENATt LIAISON COMMI TTEE : University copyright ~olicy 

The Inter-Senate Liai son Commi ttee (consisting of the officers of the Norma n and the 
. Heal th Sciences Centrr Faculty Senates) at its fall meeting in Oklahoma City on Octo­

ber 28 approved the proposal for a Uni versity copyright pol icy . This joi nt approval 
was reported to Presi dent Willi am S. Banowsky on October 29 , 1980. (Please see pages 
5- 8 of the Senate Journal for October 6, 1980, and item i mmediately preceding . ) 

ACTION TAKEN BY S[N/\TE OFFICERS: ad hoc Commi ttees, 1981 Positi on Papers 
On October 17, the Senate offi cers announced the appointment of the following ad hoc 
Committees to prepi)rc the 1981 Position Papers: (Please see page 4 of the Senate 
Journal for October 6 , 1980.) 

Academi c St andard ~: 
Deirdre Hardy (Arcl1Tl.1·cture) 
Al ice Lanni ng (Musi c) 
Don Patten (Mathema tics ) 
Sabetai Unguru (Hi s tory of Science) 
Leonard Wes t (Civi l [ng ineering), Chair 

Budgetary ?,.~~ori_t i(:_s_: 
George Cozad \11l1cro!J1ology), Chai r 
Yousif El - Ib·~~v (E l rclrica l Engi neering) 
Trent Gabert ! J ~P) 
Heidi Karri \ ·rn, an ;~, ,;e::,) 
Bart vJard U ~0L.m~in<J) 

Career Development : 
Alan Covich (Zoology), Chair 
Willi am Graves (Education) 
Donald Menzie (Petroleum/Geological Engr . )­
David Rinear (Drama ) 
Patricia Self (Psychology) 

Educational Priori t ies: 
Joh;, Dunn (Anthropo 1 ogy ) 
Maril yn Fl owers (Economics) 
:: .. ··: a:~z (A~t) 

o-·. c · "'r (Bc(t:·~_.,~ 
it~ \tJucutic;;; , Ci1air 
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PRESIDENTIAL DISPOSITION Of SENATE ACTIONS, 1979-80 

The annual report of Presidential disposition of Senate actions for the period, 
September 1979 , through September, 1980, appears below : 

RECORD OF PRESIDENTIAL DISPOSITION OF SENATE ACTIONS 
(September, 1979 - September, 1980) 

No . and cate Item Origin Di seos it ion 

l 
I 

I 

Wll/79 . Faculty nominations: Search Committee, Dean, 
Col lQgQ of La;.i Co 11 eoe of Law Annroved 

9/11/79 Faculty replacements: University Councils 
and Committees President Anoroved 

10/ 9/79 Select ion of fac ulty repl acements President Annroved 
10/ 9/79 · Proposed University Coriyright Policy Faculty Senate ,Pendiria 
11/13/79 Facul ty represen tatives: Studen t Activities Fee 

Co:rimi ttee President Aooroved 
· 12/ 11/ 79 Faculty nominations : Goddard Hea lth Center Admin. 

Rev . 8d . and Uni v. Computer Advisory Committee President Annrcved 
2/12/80 Faculty rep l acements President Aoo roved 
2/13/80 Proposed policy on di scretionary funding Faculty Senate Aoo roved 
3/18/80 Norman campus faculty survey concerning sa l ary iss ues Facultv Senate Acknowl edued 
4/17/80 Price i ncrease : Footba i l tickets fo r faculty/ staff 

spouses Faculty Senate . Disapproved 
w/exnlanation 

5/ 6/80 Faculty vacancies: Academic Misconduct Board ·Provost Aooroved 
5/ 7/80 Facu lty repiacen1ents for end-of-y~a r vacanci es on 

University Councils , Co:mr.i ttees, Boards, and Tri bunal President Aooroved 
6/17/80 Proposed University Copyri ght Policy I Faculty Senate Pendi na 
7/14/80 Faculty nominations : Search Committee , La1-1 Dean Coll eae of Law Aeeroved 
7/14/ 80 Facul ty repl acemen ts: Univers ity Councils , Board, and 

Co;~.mi ttee Pres i dent Aol2_foved 
7/14/80 Senate resolution of ~~preciation : President Willi am 

s. Banowsky and Provost J . R. Morris Faculty Senate Acknowl edged 
w/ thar.ks 

7 /23/80 ;; :: 1..,01.,..:u1;:;,.ng ,mviso~.Y Go,,;c.i-c-c;ee ,J,\orr:1an., 
Approved -r ~ , . ,. Univ • Co~:r;-:ute r J\dv.Co:n .) , Faculty Senate .. ,,com.-:1ena.a ticrn or 

---- -·-~~-......... - ~-....... -· · .. • . ,-.=-~_ 

7/ 29/80 F.:icu lty r.or:.! na tions, Sea rch Cor:mitEee, Engr . Dean facu l ty Ser.ate Aporoved 
8/ 8/80 Facuity Chair , L ibran es l..o;r,11,;i..tee {;:0man) r-.:ic,·l 1·v <:: n n~tP A np.ro;.i. >" 

SPRING SEME STER (1980) REPJRTS : !Jnivor.?..:iil Council s and Pub lications Boa rd 
The foll owi ng report s for the spring 5omn~t0r , 1980, have been submi tted to the 
Faculty Senate by the Cha irs of t he seven Un ivers ity Counci ls and t he Student 
Publications Board : 

Re oo rt of the /.\cademi c Personnel Council (Norman campus ) fo r spring semester, 1980 , 
submitted by r~f'essor Robert Petry, Chair, on Novembe r 3 , 1980 : 

The Academi c Personne l Counci l has not met s i nce delivering its recommendat i ons 
t o the Pres i ced on February 7. Fi nal recommendations sent to the Regents by 
President Banowsky were i n ag reement with the reco1nmendations of the Council . 
Norman campt• r; faculty membersh i p included t he follo1<1ing : 

Roger ·· ~".: ,-·, l .. ~ 
Sidne~ 0rJ,,n 
Junet 1 ·, Gavi s 

Stanley El iftson 
Richard :-lil bert 

· Robert Pet ry, Chai r 

G2ne Pinqleton 
R.E.L. Richardson 
D. Barton Turkington 
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Report of the Academic Program Council (Norman campus) for spring semester, 1980, 
submitted by Professor Ray Dacey, Chair, onOctober 1, 1980. 

,,......_,_ During the spring semester, the Academic Program Council: 
(1) approved the concept of changing the Summe r Session schedule, 

(2) recommended approval of the Executive MBA program, 

(3)· recommended approval of the revision of the underqraduate curriculum in 
Computing Science and the change in the degree designation to Computer 
Science, ·· · 

(4) studied the proposed Professional Studies in Education-Military Science track, 

(5) recommended approval of the proposal for a program leading to t he Bachelor of 
Professional Studies ~egree, and 

(6) reviewed course change requests . 

. As outgoing Chair of the Council , I would like to take this opportunity to acknow­
ledge the significant contribution made by Ms. Connie Boehme to the Council and to 
thank her personally for help during the past year. 

Norman campus faculty membership included the followin g: 

Ray Dacey , Chair 
David Etheridge 
David .Gross 
Penny Hopkins 

Thomas Mi 11 er 
Stanley Neely 
Mary Jo Nye 
Leon Zelby 

Report of the Administ rative and Physical Resources Council (No rman campus) for t he 
spring semes ter, 1980, submitted by Professor Robert Goins, Chair, on October 27, 1980. 

The Administrative and Physical Resources Council held five meetings during the spring 
semester, 1979-80. 

Following is a summa ry of the items with which the Council was concerned with at 
these meetings: 

Final Review of Library Expansion. On January 15, Dr. Elbert presented final plans 
for the li brary expansion. He explained tha t these plans represented var ious refine ­
ments in des ign and adjustments represen t ing i nput from the Library Committee and 
from the Administrat ive and Physical Resources Council . 

Groundbreaki ng for the new library 1<1as held on Ma rch 13 , 1980 . Harmon Construction 
Company presented the l o.,, bid and will beg i n construction about April 2 . . This will 
be the $3 .8 mi llion excavation and structural framework . Plans for Phase 2 will be 
started about July 1. The exterior skin and glazing of the buildina and roof (essen­
tially the envelope) will be constructed in this phase for about $2Jmi lli on. these 
phases are bei ng developed, in part, with the funding now available. The l ast phase 
will incorporate $4.2 mil lion. 

Review of Parki ng and Traffi c Regulations. During the spring sernester,the Counci l 
,,--....., revi e1<1ed and discussed on several occasions issues relative to parking and traffic 

regulations . Un :·1y 2, a lengthy meeting was held regarding the proposal to increase 
decal and re · :· . ,:.-:0:1 and viol ation fees. Major consil-Jeration concerned the just_i­
fication for 1nc, ·eases as presen ted by the staff who contended that increased 
operation co ~sand extens i ve need for maintenance of existing lots were the basis 
for their re· ',F'·,:,:idations. After considerabic discussion, Counci l approved the 
recommended . :·ec,se i n bot h decal and violiition charges . 
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Campus Master Planning. At the April 24 meeting, Dr. Elbert gave a report regarding 
the updating of a new campus plan. He indicated it would include traffic and traf­
!ic fl~w, _proposed new buildings and locations of the buildings, demolition of exist­
~ng buildings, and the landscaping issues and nay mov~ment of departments. Smaller 
1t~ms~ su~h as_l~ght~ng, bi~ycle paths, sidewalks, campus maps, bul letin boards, 
bu1ld1ng identifications, signs, and any other site or building improvement considered 
n~cessary will also be. i~cluded. Time needs to be spent developing the area south of 
Lindsey Str~et. An outline and proposal will be presented to the Council during the 
next acade~ic year. _Dr. Elbe~t ~lso said that, even if we have the pro¢osal in an or­
der~y fashion a~cording to priority and fund raising for a particular project becomes 
available, we might move one project up and deal with it more quickly. 

Election of the Chair. On April 24, Council elected a new Chair for the academic year 
of 1980-81 . Ray Larson, Department of Drama, was elected to serve as the Chair for 
the coming year. 

Norman campus facu_l ty 

Roger Atherton 
Marvin Baker 
Floyd Calvert 

membership included the following: 

Larry Canter 
Victor Hutchison 
Beverly Joyce 

Ray Larson 
Judy Norl in 
Robert Goins, Chair 

Report of the Athlet i cs Council (Norman campus) for spring semester, 1980, submitted 
by Professor Samuel G. Chapman, Chair, on July 3, 1980 : 

I. Membership 
The O.U. Athletics Council i s comprised of five faculty (all voti ng) nominated by the 
Faculty Senate; four al umni (two voting membe rs) nominated by the O.U. Alumni Associ ­
ation; four students (two voting) nominated by the Un iversity of Oklahoma Student 
Association; and one non-vo ting member nominated by the O.U. Employee Executive Council. 

Norman campus faculty membership included the following: 
Samuel G. Chapman, Chair Herbert Hengst Paul Risser 
Laura Gasaway Joseph Rieger 

The faculty and EEC members were named to serve by President Banowsky on May 31, 1979. 
The alumni members we re named soon after. However, student members were not named 
unti l January 17, 1980. 

II. The Natu re of Bus iness 
With nominal exception, the issues addressed by the 0 .U. Athletics Council during t he 
spring semes t er were rout ine. These i nc luded reviewing proposed schedules; resolvi ng 
some Band an d Dad's Days ' complications for the 1980 football season; varied pers ons 
to receive annual athletic and special service awards; beari ng Big Eight activities 
reports; and mak ing athletic awards to team ~embers . 
There were several issues of greater import which were address ed by the Council: 
recommending footbal l ticket prices, incl uding season tickets, to Pres ident Banowsky; 
recommending the 1980-81 fisca l year Athle t ic Department budget; seeking out a new . 
student football ticket distribution policy; adopting a clari fied c11ss abs2nce 1olicy 
for stu:b:1t c:t:1letes : pJ.rtici r:lu tin1 in t ·,2 screen i ng und sclccti::i:-1 J:0 both t :1c 
varsity r:en' s :i 17G V-3rs i:v wo1:1c:i's l:ic1skc:')a1l -:oach-:s ; s0-t:-t:i-:1; -t:icl-:1:t :1rir: 0 c: fnr .,n 
s--c:rts ot11~r :inn footb Jil ~ and (;l<?cti1,., officers for t:1c forU1:0 11i :1 9 acadc;1ic ·1 -:~r . 
!"r-Jf2ssor clo c:,., -/, Ri r"~ r of t!1e :1 :-1lth Sci(; tlCcs ·ccnter 1,Jill be °t ·" C1,air for 111}1 -'.:l . 

Athletic Dep 
with coached 
Moreover, Bi ( 
important to 

"':1': r1c;ta . the business 01°f ·i ce su'f, and, as apD,·ooriate, meetin C1s 
. .:r,e pri nci pd 1 i nfor, iai.., }n sou "::.s:'.", u;;or; •,;:1·i c.: ,:,:::c~ s ~ ons i,12re mad::. 

Eight regulations , and Athletics Council minutes and policies w~re 
·ur deliberations, too. 

. 
l 

t 

t 
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During the fall semester, each faculty member .spent about 15 hours a month on Council 
business. The number of hours spent was up strikingly for the spring--about 40 hours 
a month--owing to the host of issues of greater import as set out above. The Chairman 
spent about 60 hours a month during the spring. 

r---. III. Significant Recommendations to the President 
There was one issue which prompted a significant recommendation to President Banowsky: 
football season ticket (and single-game ticket) prices. 

Report of the Budget Council (Norman campus) for spring semester, 1980, submitted 
by Dr. Donald Perkins, Chair, on June 17, 1980: 

During the spring semester,the Budget Council met six times. Due to the sub-
committee structure and activities of the Budget Counc il, approximately 
210 man hours were consumed in Budget Council business. 
1980-81 Budget: The Budget Council reviewed the "Preliminary Distribution of 
1980-81 New Funds" and, after t horough discuss ion with the Administration, endorsed 
the priorities and l evels of funding proposed by Provost Morris and Mr. Farley. 
In addition, the Budget Council recommended that the 12% pay increase be 6% across­
the-board and 6% for merit and equity adjustments. Also, the Budget Council endorsed 
increased levels of funding for the library and research if the level of new funds 
exceeds the anticipated level. 

1981-82 Needs Budget: In the past, the Budget Council, due to the timing of the 
budgetary process, has not been overly effective during the initial stages of the 
Needs Budget preparation. During the summer of 1980, Vice Chair (1979-80) and 
Chair-Elect (1980-81) Doyle Bishop will guide the Council during Needs Budget prepara­
tion and subsequent activities. This will bring about a continuity that has not been 
possible and will give the Budget Council a greater degree of effectiveness . 

Other Council Input: The judgments made by the Budget Counc il regarding t he 1980- 81 
Budget were made with input from the other Councils which re port to the· Facu l ty Senate. 
This input was gained via a questionnaire (circulated by the Budget Council Sub-
Committee for Liaison 1-1ith Other Councils and chaired by Professor Smith) wh ich 
enabled each member of the re spective Council to i ndicate thE priority of funding 
for the broad categories of the Needs Budget. Thus, a greater degree of input was 
used by the Budget Council for the formulation of the respective recommendations . 
"Unofficial Recommendat ions": Two i terns of discussion i n the Budget Council have been 
proposed and/ or adopted by the Administration without generating official recommendations: 
the proposed funding of instruct ional equ i pment and the change of temporary teachi ng 
priorities t o post-doctoral teac hing pos iti ons. It was oointed out, in a letter to 
Provost Morris, that this level of effectiveness is often overlooked. 
Vice Provos t for Research Admin istration: The Budget Counci l met with Vice Provos t 
for Research Admi nistration Ken Hoving who outlined the funding needed to begin 
addressing t he Uni versity's research needs . This i nput, coupled with the activities 
of the Budget Council's Sub-Committee for Li aison with Vice Provosts/Vice Presidents 
(chaired by Professor Gabert), strengthened the Budget Council's position on research 
funding. 

Senior Facul ty Sal ary Inequities : A report compiled by the Office of the Provost and 
the Provost Lia ison Sub-Commi ttee of the Budget Council (chaired by Professor Bishop) 
addressed the prob lem of pay increases for senior faculty members. As a resul t of this 
activity, the Provost's Office has suggested that senior faculty be considered for 
equity adjus tment s . 

President Ba ~,.{2_ky: The Bud get Council me t v✓ ith Presiden t Banowsky 1,1ho outl ined t he 
budget prior - c,!: '.'or 198 1-82. Pr esi dent Ban01-1 sky reaff irmed his co :-r::nitment to saLi. ry 
and wage imp ~~nt, as we ll as library and research su□por~. President eanowsky 
also acknowl .:j'::a tLe ro l e of t he Budget Council ad expressed his appreci ation to 
the Council f01 i~s activities . 
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Chair-Elect: Professor Doyle Bishop was elected Chair for 1980-81. 

Norman membership tncluded the following: campus faculty 

Doyle Bi shop 
Trent Gabert 
James Kenderdine 

Donald Perkins, Chair Leale Streebin 
Mary Esther Saxon Henry Tobias 
Eddie Smith V. Stanley Vardys 

Report of the Faculty Awards and Honors Council (Norman campus) for spring 
semester, 1980, submitted by Dr. A. J. Kondonassis, Chair, on June 19, 1980: 

The University Faculty Awards and Honors Council completed its work early in the 
spring semester 1979-80. Attendance at the Council meetings was very good. It 
included an equal number of Norman and Health Sciences Center members (5 from each), 
one student, and one O.U. Alumnus. 
During the l ast three years that I served as a member and the last two years as 
Chair of the Council, I have found the Council 1 s work to be very important to the 
welfare of the faculty and the University. Moreover, I have been very much im-

·pressed by the dedication and the high quality of the members of the Council. 

· Norman campus faculty membership included the following: 

Constance Baker 
Lowell Dunham 

Arre 11 Gibson 
Charlyce King 

Alex Kondonassis, Chair 
Joseph Rari ck 

Report of the Board of Student Publications (Norman campus for spring semester, 1980, 
submitted by Professor Ed Carter, Chair, on August 13, 1980 : 

The 1980 Sooner is the best yearbook in quality and coverage that has been ~ublis hed 
by the Unive rs ity of Oklahoma in the past 10 or 12 years. 
Most of the thanks fo r putting out such an excellent yearbook goes to Kim Marks , the 
Sooner 1 s first full-time supervisor, and Susan Ice, editor . 
This year 1 s Sooner has seen many major changes. For one, the Publications Board placed 
total responsibility for the yearbook under the Director of Student Publications, Fred 
Weddle . In the past, the yearbook had been directed by a faculty adviser. With this 
change, Kim Marks was hired as full-time supervisor. She was responsible for the 
planning, directing, and controlling of advertising sales, organ izati onal sal es, 
book sales, and meeting production deadlines. Susan Ice as editor did an excellent 
job of directing her staff in the edi torial and pictorial content of the book . 
The Publications Board also decided the yearbook would ' be delivered in t he fall of 
each year instead of the spring. The later deadlines allowed a staff of more than 
60 students to compi le the most complete coverage of fall and spring campus activit·ies 
the Sooner has had in the past 10 years or so. 
The 1980 yea rbook also featured a return to tradition as its theme. A Publ ications 
Board survey of OU students found that many favored a yearbook with a more traditiona l 
approach. That theme was carried out by the yearbook staff . -
Sal.es of the Sooner reflect this excellence and vigor. More than 3,000 copies of the 
1980 Sooner have been sold--a 50 percent increase over 1979 book sa les . 

In putting out the Oklahoma Daily, producti on costs increased dramatically in t he 
past fisca l year . As a result, Student Publications Director Fred Weddle esti mated 
that OU Student Publications will show a loss of about $25,000 in the 1979-80 f iscal 
year. 
This estimated loss can be traced to several causes. For one, advertising lineage 

,..-._ fell below p---::i~ections. The recession and a shortage of advert ising salespeople 
contributed 1 th ~s decl ine. A pay increase for editors and re porters working on 
the Oklahoma ·:. increased that cost from $30 ,000 to $60,000 . Phototypes~tting 
paper cos ts ~Ja r_e_d 30C percent. Nev1spri nt costs increased 20 pe rcent . 

l 
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. 
Both classified and -display advertising rates have been raised approximate l y 15 

,,......_percent. It ·is expected this increase, together with i mproved sales efforts, will 
show higher revenues for the new f iscal year. 

Council membership included facul ty members L. Edward Carter and John Renner. 
- - - .. -- - - . - -- - - .. .. .. . - - - . -- - -
Report of the University Research Council (Norman campus) for spring semester , 
1980, submitted by Professor Loren G. Hil l, Chai r , on September 30 , 1980 : 

During Fi scal Year 1980 , the Uni versity Research Council - Norman Campus admi ni stered 
a variety of programs to support the needs of faculty research and creati ve activity. 
The Research Council recei ved 140 applicati ons totaling $190 ,082 . 35. From these 
reques ts, 92 proposals were recommen ded for fu nding at a total of $104 ,468 . 41 . An 
additional $91,474 .00 i n match ing funds was provided from fac ul ty , departments, 
colleges, and other sou r ces. Fundi ng by category totaled approximately $5,562.00 for 
perso nnel, $15,860.62 for research travel , $51,594 .66 for speci alized resear ch eq ui p­
ment, and $30,800 .93 fo r materials, supplies, and serv i ces . The Counc il al so provided 
$12,145 .71 for reprints of pub li shed wo rks, computerized li terature searches , and other 
support for faculty research endeavors . Col l ectively, Council support to f aculty 
during Fi scal Yea r . 1980 total ed $239,231 . 41. 

The Research Council continued several programs initiated l as t year and implemented 
new programs this year in an attempt to address research needs of the University . · A 
total of $12,000 was all ocated to the Dissertation Aid Fellowshi p program . Thi s pro ­
gram was designed to provide f ell owsh ip support to graduate students during their 
terminal year, all ev iat i ng them from duties that otherwise wou l d require time and ef­
fort t hat coul d not be appli ed toward completion of thei r degree requ i rements . This 
has been and will sure l y conti nue to be a viable and successful program . A companion 
program that provides Discretionary Ai d to graduate students of full - graduate standing 
was continued during Fiscal Year 1980, with a tota l allocation of $3,000 . . 

The 1980-81 Biomedica l Research Support Grant sponsored by the National Ins titut es 
of Health provided $37 ,163 for University sub- grants . A total of 24 applicat i ons was 
received and the Council recommended 12 awards . 

The Junior Facul ty Summer Research Fell owsh i p Program recei ved 26 app licati ons and 
the Counc il recorrme nded t hat 13 fellowships of $2500 each be awarded, totaling $32 ,500 . 
This program was funded by the Universi ty of Ok l ahoma Research Institute . 

Initi ated thi s year , the Specialized Research Equipment Program was supported by funds 
from the Vice Provost for Research Administration and OU Associates fund s provided by 
Pres i dent Wil liam S. Banowsky . Under this program , 19 appl ications were received from 
departments on the Norman Campus , request i ng $132,981. 75 . The Council recommended 
awards to six depar tments (Aerospace, Mechan i cal , and Nuclear Engineering; Biological 
Station; Chemistry ; Electrical Eng i neering and Computer Sciences; History of Science; 
and Musi c) t ota ling $50,000. 

The Council reviewed nominat ions for George Lynn Cross Re search Professorshi ps and 
forwarded its recomme ndatio ns to the Provost . The Council also surveyed the present 
l evels of activities and support gi ven to t hose profes sors and submitted the findin gs 
to the Vice Pro vost for Research Admi nis t r ation. 

Facul ty membc ·:h i o of the 

Ma ry Dewey ··;:-;[. i on) 
Arn Hender~ ,1 -

Lo re n H i l l .. C '~ 2 i r 
Joak i m Lag ; '.)<'.; 

Carl Locke 

Resear cf-i Counc i1 dl'r i ·1 g Fiscal Year 1930 i rcluded : 

Eddie C. Smi th 
Ror.i\ l d Snell 
Win rred 5t~r 'ich 

. 
t 

t 
t 
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l 
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REPORT OF SENATE EXECUTIV E COMMITTEE 

Dr. Greg Kunesh, Senate Chair, commented on the following activities of the 
,,,-... Senate Executive Committee : 

Senate Chair's attendance at President 1 s staff meetings: Following the General 
Faculty meeting l ast month, President William S. Banowsky invited the Senate Chair 
to attend the meetings of _his staff on Monday mornings. 
Dr. Kunesh took advantage of the i nvitation on Monday, November 3. In his opinion, 
the meeting went wel l; President Banowsky 1 s invi tation 11 has opened a new door that 
we have been seeking for some time. 11 The Senate Chair also indicated that he 
would li mit his attendance to those staff meetings at which Senate-related issues 
will be brought up for di scuss ion. 

Executive Committee meeting with Provost Morr is: At last week's meeting with t he 
Senate Executive Committee, Provost J. R. Morris indicated that the first meeting 
of the joint Faculty Senate/Deans' Counc il ad hoc Committee will be held soon 
to begin work on the proposed Unive rsi ty form for eval uating f acu l ty performance. 
(At this meeting of the Senate, Professor Teree Foster , a member of that group, 
reported that the first meeti ng is schedul ed for December 2, 1980.) 

Administrators, as well as faculty members, are suf fering from the cash- flow 
probl em in connection with offid al University travel. State l aw prohibits dis­
bµrsement of any funds prior to travel. An administration group, now studying 
t his matter, hopes to have a report ready early next semeste r rega rding what can be 
done to alleviate the problem . · 

Inter- Senate Liaison Committee meeting: The Inter-Senate Liaison Committee (con­
sisti ng of the of ficers of the Norman campus and the HSC Facu l ty Senates) he l d its 
fal l meeting in Oklahoma City on October 28, 1980. 

One of the major items of business at the session was the 
copyright poli cy approved by the Norman Senate on Octobe r 
Li aison Commi ttee approved the proposal on behalf of both 
Regents were t o consider the proposal at their meeting on 

proposed 
10. The 
Senates. 
Nov2mber 

University 
Inter-Senate 
The University 

13. 

The HSC faculty is very much interested in some type of "tax sheltering" of the 
Okl ahoma Teacher Retirement contri butions . The No rman Senate Welfare Committee 
wi 11 be asked _to study this matter fo r subsequent consideration by both Senates . 
Fall Conference of Oklahoma Faculty Organizations About 25 representatives of 
seve ral priva te and state i nstitutions throughout Oklahoma attended the fa l l 
Confe rence of Okl ahoma FacultyOfqanizations on November 7 in Chickasha. Professors 
Gre g Kunesh and Anthony S. Lis r~presented the Norman Senate at the meEting that 
drev~ a sma ll er-than~usual number of participants . 

Dr. Roy Trou t , President of USAO and one of the main speakers on the program, expressed 
his optimism about the immediate future of higher education in Oklahoma . 
Those attendi ng the Conference appeared to be primari ly interested in the FOCUS 
organi zation and i t ~ curr2nt membership drive . A status report was presented on 
the lawsuit i nvolvi ng the University of Oklahoma concerning the 1979-80 mi nimum 
6 percent pay raise "mandated" by the State Legislature . The Norman judge 1 s decision 
i s expected momenta rily; regardless of the outcome, an appeal will be f i led by the 
party concerned. 

The Norman delegation shared with the group recent Senate activ i t i es concerninq 
the proposed University copyright and unprofessional conduct po l icies. -
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Endorsement of equity study of 
faculty salaries, 1980-81. 

~ At its recent meeting with Provost J. R. Morris, the Senate Executive Committee was 
apprised of the following policy statement issued by the ProvostJs Office concerning 
the equity study of faculty salaries for 1980-81 : 

The Provost's Office will again make an equity study of faculty sal aries 
for women and minorities. The 1980-81 study will be similar to those of last year 
although some of the steps in the process will be a bit different. 

The two studies--women and minorities--will be combined into one. In 
addition, the Provost is assembling a representat ive advisory committee to work 
with his office. This Committee will include two persons suggested by the Women's 
Caucus, four minority representatives , and the Chair of the Senate Committee on 

·Faculty Compensati on. 

The role of this advisory committee will be to review and to adv ise the 
Provost's Office on the process of t he revi ew itself and to se rve as a link between 
the groups being studied and the Provost's Office . The Commi ttee members will 
also be in a position to bring to the attention of the Provost's Office any indi ­
vidual cases that may need special review. The study itself and the evaluation of 
individual cases will be carried out by the Provost's Offi ce. 

The Senate Chair next presented the recommendation of the Executive Co mmit­
tee that the Senate be requested to endorse the above policy statement. Professor 
Robert Davis moved Senate endorsement of the statement; the Senate approved the 
motion without dissent. 

REPORT OF SE~ATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE 

Dr. Whitmore, Committee Chair , reported on current activities of the Senate standing 
committee on Faculty Wel fare . 
Information is being collected from other institutions concerning their faculty 
welfare programs . Campus assistance has been provided by the Provost 's Office, 
the Director of Personnel, the AAUP Chapter , and the reference librarians at t he 
Bizzell Library. Nationa l groups (such as the AAUP, the Jl,merican Council on Education, 
and TIAA-CREF) are also provi ding assistance . There appears to be a great deal of 

, concern nati onall y about faculty retirement plans, particularly in view of the change 
. in the mandato ry reti rement age from 65 to 70 , the inflation problem, the Social 
Security "c r i sis," and the dovm\11ard trend i n enrollments. The Committee is also 
checking with retired Oklahoma University faculty members. · 

The group pl ans to investi gate "early retirement" options. 

REPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY COMPENSATION 

Dr. Eick, Chair of the Senate standing Commit tee on Facul ty Compensation , commented 
briefly on t he following current activities of that group : 

(1) Compilation of data concerni ng forthcoming increases in Social security, 
health insurance, and teacher retirement withholdings . 

(2) Pre·.arati on of a ques t i onnaire, simil ar t o t he one used last year, to as-
c ' rtai r~ '.:orman campus faculty vi ev1s conce rn -i ng preferred distrib!Jtion of 
L e expec t ed 12 percent sal ary i ncreases fo r 198 1-82 . 
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NOMINATION OF FACULTY REPLACEMENTS: University Committees 

Voting by wri tten ballot, Senate membe rs selected the foll owing nominees for the 
faculty vacancies listed below : 

Film Review Committee (Norman ): 
David Rinear (Drama) and 
Richard Rose (Archi tecture) 

to replace Joanna Rapf (1 980-82) 

Student Activity Fee Committee (Norman): 
Catherine Bennett (HPER) and 
Edward Malecki (Geography) 

to replace Nadi ne Roach_ (1980-83) 

FI NAL REPORT: Senate ad hoc Committee on Faculty Career Development Plan 

Background information: As a result of Senate "small group" sessions during the 
fall semester, 1979, several Senate ad hoc committees were appointed to study 
areas of particular concern to the Norman campus faculty. One of those areas was 
the 1973 Faculty Career Development Plan. (Please see page 2 of the Senate Journal 
for December 10~ 1979.) 

The final report of that Committee was submitted to the Senate last July but was 
held up for Senate consideration pending Senate disposit ion of other hi gh-priority 
i t erns . 

Senate action: Dr. Alan Covich, Committee Chair, gave a brief history of the 
Faculty Ca reer Development Plan approved by the Senate in 1973 . In his opinion, 
that document presented "a very 1,_.,el 1-structured program. " The program was 
being i mplemented for the first year and a half. Funding shortfalls thereafter 
caused a curtailment of the program. 

However, fund ing for some of the ;terns recent ly either has been suppl ied or is 
bei ng planned with such new sources as the Oklahoma University Associates program. 

This topic has been "e~evated" to further updating and study by a Senate ad hoc 
Committee tha t will prepare a 1981 position paper. Professor Covich req uested 
faculty comments and suggestions, particularly in advance of that Committee ' s 
initi al meeting on November 20. 

Dr. Fl owers t hen moved approval of the Committee report . Without dissent, the 
Senate approved t he mo tion. 

The full text of the Committee report fo 11 ows : 

* l 
l. 
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July 11, 1980 

Final Report of the Senate ad hoc Committee on Faculty Career Development 

BACKGROUND 

In response to a request from the University Regents, the Faculty Senate in 1973 
developed a comprehensive plan to improve the quality of teaching and research. 
Interest in career development focused on stimulating tenured faculty to explore 
new approaches to their teach i ng and research, as well as on providing sufficient 
suppor t for new faculty to meet proposed revised standards for tenure. Needs of 
graduate teaching assistants were al so considered to be partially parallel to those 
of new faculty. To stimul ate innovat ion, t he proposed plan suggested that a 
centralized budget be set up in the Provost's Office to facilitate support for 
sabbatical leaves , faculty exchanges, i nternships, and summer support for Teaching 
Fell owshi ps and Research Fellowships for all faculty. The plan also called for the 
establishment of Teacher Development Grants that would be analogous to the Research 
Development Grants already funded by the Research Council. These new programs were 
anticipated to cost $110,000 yearly. A study-review committee was also proposed to 
consider allocat i ng an additiona l several hundred thousand dollars annually to fund 
a new Faculty Resource Center and to create new pos iti ons for Univers ity Professorships 
that would supplement existing research and teaching professorships . 
Anothe r major foc us of the 1973 report was the process of faculty evaluation for 
t enure and promotion. New gu idelines were suggested for orienting pre - tenured 
faculty and for advising all faculty on solving educational research probl ems as 
they develop. This constructive process of evaluation was recognized to be a campus ­
wide responsibility resting primarily wi th Departmental Chairs, Committees A, and 
Deans. 
In 1974, the Provost announced that $50 ,000 was bud geted to implement some of the 
proposed recommendations. Applications for support (ranging from $1,500 to $3,000) 
were initia lly endorsed by Departmental Chairs and Budget Deans and then reviewed 
by either a r esearch- or teach ing-oriented ad hoc Review Committee . During the 
first semester of the program (spring, 1975), 111 proposals were submitted (71 in 
research and 40 in teaching) . From these 111 applications, 37 Career Development 
Awards were granted (19 in research, t otaling $25 ,662 and 18 i n teaching, totaling 
$24,338) . A review after the first semester of operation suggested a need for 
additional gui delines to aid proposal preparation. The program continued until 1976 
when funds became restricted and University-wide budget reductions forced elimination 
of the program. 

CURRENT FUNDI NG 

Revisions in Un iversity policy on retirement have created new conditions for senior 
faculty who have options for either early retirement (a proposal of the 1973 plan) 
or delayed retirement . 
Although the f ormal Career Development Program was el iminated , a number of sources 
aid new facul t y. The new tenure guidelines adopted in 1976 extended the period for 
review of non - t enured faculty. Associated with this longer period for documenting 
research and teaching abilities was the anti ci pated need for additional funds to 

--. assist preten•""ed fac ul ty and their graduate student s . The Vice Provost for Research 
and the Resea ; .,!1 Coun cil prov i de "seed money" for spec i al ized research equipment and 

/ 
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initiation of new research projects. ($50,000 in 1980). Junior Faculty Summer Re­
search Fellowships ($2,500 per summer) are also awarded (13 were granted in 1980) . 

.,.......___Creative Achievement Awards are granted to faculty on a competitive basis in the 
performing arts. Biomedicine Support Grants are awarded annually ·(campus-wide 
totaling over $37,000 in 1980), and 20 George Lynn Cross Professorships ($96,500 
is allocated for 1980-81) are funded annually. Permanent faculty in the College of 
Arts and Sciences are also eligible for support during either the academic y~ar or 
the summer (totaling $50,000 in 1980). 

{) 

Terminal Year Doctoral Fellowships (3 at $4,000 per year) and discretionary aid for 
Master's and Doctoral candidates ($3,000 in 1980 ) are now available on a competitive 
basis. Some departments also organize orientation programs for incomi ng Graduate 
Teaching Assistants to introduce them to new teaching techniques and professional 
responsibilities associated with teaching. 
Support for improving teaching skills and revision of curricula has recently been 
provided through a new position , the Vice Provost for Instructional Services. 
During the past year, informal discussion groups and workshops, individua l consulta­
tions on specific teaching problems , and a newsletter were initiated to stimulate 
the exchange of ideas. The College of Arts and Sciences and the College of Education 
jointly finance the Instructional Services Center (Room 231, Collings Hal l ) to aid in 
the production of audio and visual materials. Although the primary purpose of thi s 
Center .is to furnish supplies and equi pment for instructional uses, it also serves 
faculty in training for research and professional presentations. 

A major new source of assistance for career development programs has been the Un i vers i ty 
Associates, which distributed approximately $800,000 during the past year with major 
expenditures for research and i n~tructional equipment and for several new programs 
to stimulate academic quality. Next year,the Research Council will have an expanded 

· role in allocating these funds. 
Development of the Energy Resource Center since 1979 has also had a significant impact 
on financing summer research for both faculty and their graduate students. During 
the past year, $300,000 was awarded to 40 faculty to initiate ne~ projects that 
might gain additional external funding. 

The University also ma intains a wide range of support facilities to assist facu lty 
in preparing research proposals through the Office of Research Administration . These 
include proposal typ ing, computerized literature searches, and monitoring of ava il able 
funds from numerous sources. Relations with the Advanced Programs of the Oklahoma 
Center for Continuing Education produce many faculty with opportunities for teach i ng 
a high diversity of students that extends well beyond the Norman campus. The 
Personnel Services Training Center also provides a number of short workshops and 
seminars for f aculty and staff on topics of administrative management. 

CURRENT NEEDS 

Many·needs still exist for co-ordinated funding that can be met through a structured 
Career Development Program. Among the many that 1ve list here, only a few have re­
peatedly emerged during our discussions with various faculty and administrators. 
First, there is a cl ear necessity for Senior Faculty Summer Research Fellowships that 
parallel the Jun i or Faculty Summer Research Fellowships . These would allow ten ured 
faculty to explore new research areas and obtain preli minary results that could help 
obtain outside suppo rt. They could also be used during periods of a few months be ­
tween grants for those on-going research projects with some previous external fund ing. 
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Grants are more frequently becoming · i ntermi ttent rather than continuous as external 
,,.-._funds are l ess ava i lable and national budgets are less predictable. 

A second urgent need i s to establ ish a Council on Instructional Re5ources that would 
be analogous to the Resear ch Council in revi ewing grant proposals dealing with new 
approaches to i nstructi on . This review commi ttee would assist the Vice Provost for 
Instructi ona l Services in setting priorities for funding of spec i alized instructi onal 
equipment and would prepare guide l ines for proposal submissions. The committee would 
al so fol l ow up on the initi al 1973 request to study the needs for an expanded campus­
wide Initruct i onal Services Center. Th i s center shoul d be centra ll y located and 
under the auspices of the Office of Instructional Services . Such a center would pro­
vide expanded media services and could include specialized types of instructiona l 
equipment such as min i-computers, audio-visual play-back monitors, and a conference 
area for workshops on teaching techniques. 

A third increas ingly important area of support pertains to greater assurance i n 
communicating research productivity through increased opportunities for travel to 
national and internationa l meetings and through funding for various costs of publi­
cati on. Many of these expenses have increased beyond the capacity of departmental 
budgets or of external gran t funds. A goa l of allowing each faculty member to 
present papers at two meetings per year and graduate students at one meeting per 
year should be clearly establis hed. Funds shoul d be budgeted well in advance. This 
l eve l of continued support woul d ensure rapid communication for productive facu lty 
and students who must now submit abstracts wi thout knowing whether they will actually 
be able to attend congresses to present their resu lts. Participation in symposia 
and workshops st imulates new research and creates a cl i mate of active coll aboration 
that i s essential to attracting external funds. Although 116 faculty were partially 
funded last year($~8 ,800) to attend meetings , much more support and uniform criteria 
for funding are needed. 
A fourth generally acknowledged need is to increase the l evel and the diversity of 
support for graduate students . Graduate students contribute actively to teaching and 
resea rch in every department. Failure t o attract the best students because of inadequate 
fellowship su pport can diminish the effectiveness of other elements of the University's 
overall plan for career development . Current levels of fellowship and assistantship 
support are grossly inadequate and non-competitive wi th comparable graduate training 
programs . If a sufficient number of Uni vers i ty-wide fe ll owships were funded on an 
annual basis, their abil ity to draw exce llent students through an active program of 
recruitment would readily become apparent . 
Finally, the most recurrent need expressed by faculty during our interviews was setting 
priorities fo r caree r development and communicat i ng these goals, as well as providing 
adequate support . New programs and pil ot projects are vital to exploration of ideas, 
but they should be established only after exist i ng programs are adequately funded at 
l evel s l ikely to ensure successful deve l opment . The entire spectrum of career develop-
ment opportunities requ ires continued review and focus by the facu l ty and the administration 

Many of the t opics covered in previous Senate reports (Budgetary Priorities, Educational 
Priori t i es, Facu lty Salaries and Fringe Benefits, Discret ionary Fund ing, Faculty 
Evaluation, etc.) relate directly to linking productivi ty to a high-quality, comprehen- · 
sive plan for opti mal individual career devel opment . The l as t decade of chang i ng 
l eadership, rupi d turnover of faculty , and uncertainti es in student enrol l ments have all 
contribu ted t o the minimal level and fragmented nature of support for faculty develop-
ment. It is hoped that f unding will i ncrease and yield a more stable, well-planned 
program for deve l opment in t he decade ahead. 
Facul ty membe ~~ i n inc luded the fo llowing: 

A.an Covic~ (Zoology) , Cha ir 
R"bcrt Davis (En~ li sh) 
~:c kolm Morris (Market ing) 

Lo is Pfie\te r (Botany) 
Wayn e Rowe (Educat ion) 
Jay Smith (Educat ion) 
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At the request of the Committee Chair, the Committee report was submitted to 
Ors. Kenneth Hoving, University Graduate Dean, and J. R. Morris, Norman campus 

--.. Provost, for their reactions and comments. Both administrators responded as 
follows: 

Graduate Dean Kenneth Hovi..!!_g_: "Thank you for sending me the Committee re port 
which 1s to be provided the Faculty Senate next fall. I have little to add other 
than support for the concerns expressed by the committee. 

11 1 would add that some of the levels of funding for the 1980-81 academic year 
will be higher than indicated in the report. We have attempted to meet some 
of the travel needs of graduate students who are presenting papers at conven­
tions. Unfortunately, the number of requests, nearly all very worthy, far 
exceed the budget available. In addition, approximately $10,000 will be available 
to support dissertation research for t he coming year. 

11 Last, I am happy to report that approximately that much will be available to 
support graduate student research needs, exclusive of dissertation support, i n the 
coming year. 

"The report is a good one. I thank the committee for their concern for quality 
at the University. I look forward to working with you and the Senate in the 
year ahead. 11 

Provost J. R. Morris : 11 ! appreciate very much your sharing with me a copy of 
this report--although many of the issues addressed in the report have been dis ­
cussed in the meetings I have had with the Senate Executive Committee. 

"I am in agreement with every recommendation contained in the 'needs' section of 
the report. Each recommendation has merit; some we have addres sed specifically, 
and others we are continuing to work on - -•although perhaps not in a formal context 
such as a faculty development plan. 

"I appreciate the ad hoc Cammi ttee 's work and recommendations on how v✓e may imp rove 
caree r development opportunities for the faculty and will be happy to work with t he 
Senate to achieve the goals articulated in this report. 11 

- -- - - --;;" - .. -- - ~ - - ~ ---- --- - - - - - - ~-- - -

FINAL REPORT : Senate ad hoc Committee on Junior CollegeArticulat ion. 
Background i nfo rmat ion: FollovJing the Senate 11 small grou p" sessions held during 
the fall semester , 1979, several Senate ad hoc committees were appointed to study 
areas of particular concern to the Norman camp us f aculty. One of those areas was the 
State Regents' policy on junior college articula ti on. (Please see page 2 of the 
Senate Journal for December 10, 1979.) 

The final report of that Committee was submitted to the Senate last spring but was 
held up for Senat e consideration pending Senate disposition of other higher priority 
i terns. 

Senate action: Pro fessor Deirdre Hardy, Committee Chair, formally presented her 
Committee's report . In her opinion, the many handwritten comments· made by fac ulty 
members res pondi ng to the questionnaire survey ind i cated faculty concern about 
academic standards . 
She noted t h~t t he f ive Senate ad hoc Committees preoaring 1981 position papers include 
a group that ~ill study academic standards on this campus . She urged th at Committee to 
study her Cc iL ··2's repo rt and consider the reco~mienda t ions presented therein . . 

Dr, Moriari t1 then moved acceptance of the Commi ttee repor t. Without disse~t, t he 
Senate ~ c .~d the motion. 

The full te> f tt1at report fo 1101,is : 



I 
I 

REPORT of Ad Hoc Committee on Junior College Articulation Policy 

11/80 (Page 16) 

May 5, 1980 

.r"'\ The Ad Hoc Committee on Junior College Articulation Policy met seven ti mes during 
the academic year 1979-80. Discussions with members of the administration and 
several deans led to the conclusion that, although the J .C.A.P. took effect in the 
fa l l of 1978, its actual ramifications are unknown. Thus the Committee decided 

( 1) 
' 

( 2) 

( 3) 

( 4) 

to distribute a survey to all faculty persons on the Norman campus to determine 
their opinions on the effects of the J.C.A.P. By inviting comments, we hoped to 
determine the concerns of the faculty in this area and thereby discover whether 
a thorough and statistical study should be undertaken. 

The foll owing table summarizes the questionnaires returned: 

NORMAN CAMPUS FACULTY VIEWS: Junior College articulation policy 

Opinion: 

Item: Strongly Disagree No opinion Agree Strongly Unable to 
dis agree agree identify 

The competency level of ,, 

the unde rg raduate student ' 3.73% 23 .68% 7.88% 40.66% 15.35% 8. 71% 
body has declined during 
the last th ree yea rs. 

9/241 57 19 98 37 21 
,. 

The State Regents Art icu- 2.81% 5. 16% 20 .65% 30.98% 18.30% 22.06% 
lation Policy has contri- 6/213 11 44 66 39 47 
buted to this decline . 

The competency level of 
incoming transfer students 21.12% 35.77% 10. 77% 12.06% 4.74% 15.51% 
is equivalent to that of 49/232 83 
OU students with the same 

25 28 11 36 

number of hours . 

The incidence of academic 
problems (e.g. , extra 3.79% 8. 01% 25.31% 14.76% 13.08% 35.02% 
counseling, cheating, etc.) 9/237 19 60 35 31 83 
is higher fo r transfer stu-
dents than for OU st udents . 

More than 30% of t he faculty responded to the survey . Of the 241 respo;1dents to 
Question #1, 55% agreed or strongly agreed that the competency leve l of the under­
graduate student body has declined during t he last three years. Forty-nine perce nt 
of the 213 res pondents to Question #2 agreed that the J.C .A.P. has contributed to 
this decline, and 86% of those respondents were faculty who have been at 0.U. for 
more than 5 years . Of the 44 respondents who held no opinion, 68% 1-1e 1A~ long-ti me 
fac.;lty; and of t hose 22% who were una0l2 to identify, 69% we rt: long-time fnculty. 
Only 8% of the tv~al population had negative ans11Jers to this questi on. 

Thus it i s app~ront tha t t he majority of the faculty is strongly in agreement that 
the competenc_,, of t h2 student bo dy has decl ined but i s ambivalent about the 
J.C.A.P. 's be r t '. ~ causati ve f actor - 43% of t he respondent s being either of no 
opinion or \ve :.· '.'01 e to identify transfe r st udents . 
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Questi on #3 concerned the equi valent ability of incoming t ransfer students. A total 
..-..,f 57% disagreed or strongly disagreed that transfer students had equiva l ent compe­

tency t o O.U. students with the same number of credit hours . Onl y. 15% of this 
population were unable to i dentify the students, and 11% had no op inion. 

The last question (whether the transfer students suffer a higher incidence of· aca­
demi c problems) was l ess conclusive ; 12% di sagreed, 25% had no opinion, 28% agreed, 
and 35% couldn' t i dentify . 

The major concerns expressed by the respondents relate to academic excellence . Thi s 
was evidenced by such comments as : 

1. The entrance requirements are too l ow. 

2. More substantive core curri cula needed . 
3. Grade infl ation. 

4. Fundi ng t he University according to number of attendees i s incom­
patible with any at t empt to raise academic standards . 

5. Overemphas is on student evaluations of faculty . 

6. High school preparation is i nadequate i n fundamenta l s . 

These comments seem to indicate a fru stration is being experieoced by facul ty that 
may, in part, account for the response to Question #1. However, it is a frustration 
that indicat es t he f aculty ' s whol e-hearted support of President Ba nowsky ' s quest for 
academic excell ence . 

The above comme nt s were expressed many times over. These, coupl ed with the fact that 
the survey revealed a concern t ha t the compet ence of the undergraduat e student 
body has decli ned and that the J .C.A .P. may indeed have contribut ed to this de ­
cline, prompts t hi s Committee to recommend that a thorough revi ew and comparative 
stat istical analysis be undertake n. Such an objecti ve study mi ght determine 
whether t he J.C .A.P. , i ndeed has had a contributory effect or whet her it has only, 
as was intended by the philosophy that brought it i nto ef fect, smoothed t he way t o 
a t erti ary l evel of education for al l t he c i ti zens of t he st ate of Okl ahoma. 

The Cammi ttee thanks the facul ty fo r taking the ti me t o answer the quest ionnai·re 
and hand \irite so ma ny addi tio nal construct ive comments . 

The Committee also recommends that the Faculty Senate consider the follov✓ing related 
concerns as a study topic : 

1) Grade i nfla t i on and the possibility that such in f lation evokes favorable 
student eva l uat i ons 

2) The principl e of fundin g pe r student 

a) Wi th rega rd to the smaller popul ation of students expected during 
the latte r part of thi s decade and 

b) The possibi lity of f aculty easing academi c standards wi th the 
i ntent i on of mainta ining hi gh class enroll ment. 

These issues 11e integra l to the as pira t ion for academic excell ence t hat our 
President ha -~ct'-"J2rJ, r1nd excell ence i s fundamenta l to a Univers ity of which 
both student ~,•u ,tcu1ty can be proud. . · 

.Deirdre J. Harrly (Erv i ronmental Des ign ), Chair 
~ean Hc~r ick (Cld-3 i cs ) 
LJ·1 id 1,. :1itr.C/ (S0\..iology ) 
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PROPOSED UNIVERSITY POLICY ON UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 

Background information: On October 6, the Senate postponed further consideration 
of the final report of its ad hoc Committee ' s report on unprofessional conduct 
pending receipt of another ad hoc Committee's 11 detailed proposal for an ombudsperson 
sy5tem at the University of Oklahoma. 11 (Please see pages 9-18 of the Senate Journal 
for the regular session on October 6, 1980.) 

The membership of the new ad hoc Committee incl uded Professors John Biro (Chair), 
Teree Foster, and Carle Locke. In preparing its report, that group studied the 
!o]l_9wjn.9 .fi_ft~e!l .9i.9ljo.9r£lp.bi.caJ jtern.s: _____ -: ~- -=- -=- °'.'. .,._ .. .,. -:. . - _ _ - - - - -

Bricker, Ronald A., Associate Ombudsman, Cornell University. Letter to Professor 
John Biro, University of Oklahoma, October 16, 1980, w/enclosures . 

Cornel l University Ombudsman: First Annual Report, June. 1970, pp. 1-28. 

Corne l l University Ombudsman: ~econd An nual Report. June 1971, pp. 1-31. 

Corne l l University Omb udsman: Fifth Annual Report. June 1974, pp. 1-29. 

Cornel l University Ombudsman: Sixth Annual Report , June 1975, pp . 1-24. 

Hill; Larry B. 11 The Citizen Participation - Representation Roles of American 
Classical and Quasi-Ombudsman. '' Paper read at 1977 n~eting of the Amer ican 
Political Science Association, Washington, D, C., pp. 1-25. 

Hill, Larry B. "Institutionalization , the Ombudsman , and Bureaucracy . 11 The Amer­
ican Poli t ical Sci ence Review 68 (No. 3) September 1974, pp. 1075-85. 

Hi 11 , Larry B. 11 The New Zeal and Ombudsman's Au thority System!' In Readings 
in New Zeal and Government, L. Cl eveland and A.O. Robinson (eds.). Well ington: Reed 
Publishers , 1972, pp. 163-69. 

Hill, Larry B. 110mb udsmen, Bureaucracy and Democracy." (undated), pp. 1-28 

Hill, Larry B. 11A Report to the President and the Board of Regents on t he Fe asibility 
of Adopting an Ombudsman at the University of Oklahoma)' 1971, pp. 1-19 . 

Ombudsman Directory, Amer ican Colleges and Universities, 1979 . 

Rutford, Robert H., Interim Chancellor , Uni ve rsity of Nebraska - Lincoln . Lette r 
of September 10, 1980, to Deans , Directors, Department Chairs, and al l Admin­
istrative Offi cers, concerning the Office of the Ombudsman for t he Lincoln 
campuses , w/enc losures. 

Stacey , Frank. Ombuds~an Compa red. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978 . 

Weeks , Kent M. Omb udsmen arou nd the ~J::irl d. A Comparative Chart . Berkeley : Insti -
tute of Governmental Studies, Un iversity of Californ i a, 1973. 

Weeks, Kent M. Ombudsmeri around the World . A Comparative Ch art. Berke·ley : Insti-
tute of Goven1illenta l Studies , University of Cal i forn i a, 1978. 

All of the ahov-". items , plus a preli r.1i nary, four-·paq~ rcnort of t hat C0,1"'ittee , 
were made av i la~l c in ad vance of this Senate meeting in t he Faculty Senate off icefor 
review . by : =~rested fa culty members , staff , and students . · 

The followin •1 final report of that Committee was di stributed in advance of th is 
meeting to S iJte members and othe r indi viduals un t he Norman campus directly 
concerned : 
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PROPOSAL by the Senate ad hoc Committee on an 
Ombudsperson System for Resolving Grievances November 4, 1980 

concerning Unprofess ional Conduct 

I 

Statement concerning Un professiona l Conduct 

All members of the University community -- students, staff, faculty --
are entitled to be treated by other members of that community in a professional 
manner and to be able to pursue their respective academic and professional goal s 
in an atmosphere untainted by intimidation, abuse, or harassment. It is vital to 
the successful functioning of a university that all members of the University 
community conduct themselves with res pect for and defe rence to the r i ghts of in­
dividuals. This att i tude of res pect is a significant component of conduct that 
is professional. 

It must be recognized that instances of unprofess ional conduct have occurred 
within the University of Oklahoma. In some instances , appropri ate redress for 
unprofessi ona l conduct is available through resort by an agorieved indivi dua l to 
an existi ng committee, council,or other de si gnated body; . the proper functions 
of these bodies should be neither usurped nor disturbed by the opera~ion of another 
designated offi cial. 

However , instances of unprofessiona l conduct do occu r for which neither appro­
priate redress nor avenues fo r complaint are currently availabl e . Such unprofes~ 
sional conduct is incapable of precise definition but may be broadl y characterized 
as maltreatment of an ind i vidual by another i nd i vi~ual or group of indi viduals, 
i nvolvi ng conduct tha t is inti midati ng , harass ing. or abusive . Specifi c instances 
of unprofess ional conduct defy exhaustive cataloou ing or categorization. However , 
the followi ng types of conduc~ must be regarded as unprofess ional by any reasonabl e 
definition: 

(1) appropriation of another person's work without appropriate credi t; 
(2) exploi t ation of another per son for purely pri vate advantage; 
(3) sexual harassment; 
(4) creati ng an intimidating, hostile, or abusive working environment 

based on sex (including sexual preference), race , religion, age , 
po l iti ca l belief, or national ori gin ; 

(5) abuse of authority; unreasonabl e, unwarranted, and substantially 
interfering with the j ob performance of an individual. 

However , this li st i s clearly not exhaust i ve and should be seen as merely 
illustrative of the most common and most serious kinds of unprofessional behavior . 
Behavior t hat is merely crude or ill advised, even i f it affronts the sensibili t ies 
of particularly sensitive individuals, is difficult, i f not i moossible, to eli minate . 
Conduct of this nature , though to be deplored , should not be regarded as unprofes­
sional unl ess it cl early goes beyond what i s generally consi dered to be mere l y bad 
taste . 

Nothing conta i ned in t hi s po li cy statement shall be construed as limi t ing 
either the l egitimate exerci se of the ri ght of free speech or the academic free ­
dom of any n~mber of the University commun i ty. 

In L·1e l'<::!na. inde r of this report, we 1vill out li ne a set of procedures for deal­
·ing with un pro-Fessi0na l conduct as here described . 
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I.l 
The Ombudsperson and her functions 

1 . Individuals who have a complaint about an instance of unprofessional 
conduct for which no eas ily identifiable and access ibl e channe l exists at present 
must be provided with such a channel. It is t he purpose of this proposal t o out­
line one set of arrangements that has been found to work in many organizations 
and ·institutions, both academic and non-academic, and whith we believe would be 
particularly suitable for dealing with the kind of concerns that are at present 
widespread at the University of Oklahoma . 

RECOMMENDATI ON (A) 

We recommend that an Ombuds erson be a ointed for the Universit of Okla ­
homa Norman cam us to ass is t individuals in avo idi n i ntimidatin , abusive or 
harassing treatment by investigating complaints about such treatment in an inde­
pendent and impart i al manner. The functions of t he Ombudsperson wi l l be to receive 
complaints about unprofessional conduct, refer the complaint to existing channels, 
if these ex i st, to investigate the complaint i f they do not and i f she deems the 
complaint to be a serious one, and to make recommendations for administrative 
action, if appropriate. 

2. The Ombudsperson is an i ndependent, non-part isan offic i al whose f unct i on 
is to hea~ and attempt to redress where possible, specific complaints by ind i viduals 
of ma l treatment or injustice. 

The Ombudsperson i s essentially and excl usively concerned wi th the rights 
and welfare of individual members of the University, regardless of their official 
position . Her office is an investigative one, and it has no power of administrative 
or policy-mak i ng action. It may, of course, recommend such action to the relevant 
administrative or legislative agencies. 

The Ombuds person generally adopts t echniques of private persuasion rather 
than pub li c confrontation. Hearings taht resemble adversary trials are virtually 
never used by the Ombudsperson as a fact-finding techn ique . Rather, the fact­
finding process employed by the Ombudsperson is an i mpartial and relatively 
i nforma l one. The right of access of the Ombudsperson to all pertinent information, 
unless prohibited by law, i s crucial to the success of her official functioning . 
The findings of the Ombudsperson must be disclosed to all parties i n an explanatory 
written opini on. The wri tten opinion is of paramount significance, whether in induc­
ing those at fau lt to repair their conduct or in explaini ng to complainants precisely 
why their complaints are ill founded. Such explanatory opinions, albeit taxi ng 
and time-consuming in preparation, wil l serve to buttress confidence in the office 
of Ombudsperson. 

3. An i nvest igation by the Ombudsperson would proceed as follows . The investi ­
gation is ini t iated only upon receipt of a complaint. Such complaint may be 
communicated to the Omb udsperson at the initial stage of the process either orall y 
or in writing. The complaint must be communicated to the Ombudsperson not l ate r 
than t hree months fol lowing t he occurrence of the conduct complained of -or the 
date on which the complainant gained or coul d reasonable have gained knowledge of 
the conduct complained of, whichever is later. The complaint may have as its 
subject matter only conduct that personally aggrieves and is specificall y directed 
toward the co J1ainnnt . Any membe r of the University commun i ty may invoke the aid 
of the Ombuds ~--s1:,1 through communicating a compl aint to her. The comp l aint mus t 
i dentify the J,

1
.i..1 i,1J.11t . All anonymous compl aints vJi 1-l be i gnored . No complaints· on 

on behalf of Ji~oups, oi fic ial or unoffici al, v1 ill be entertained . 
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Upon receipt of a complaint~ the Ombudsperson must determine whether 
sufficient grounds exist for an investigati on. The Ombudsperson should take no 
action in cases where: 

r--.. (1) The subject matter of the complaint is beyond her jurisdiction; 
(2) The complaint is not filed in t i me; 
(3) The Ombudsperson determines that no prima facie reason exists to 

take action in the matter; 
(4) The subject matter of the complaint is trivial; 
(5) The complaint is frivo lous or vexatious or is not made in good faith; 

or 
(6) The comµlainant has not demonstrated a sufficient personal interest 

in the subject matter of the complaint. 

However the Ombudsperson determines that sufficient grounds for an investi­
gation exist, she may first require the complainant to submit the complaint in 
writing, if a written complaint was not submitted at the initial stage. Next, 
the Ombudsperson will confer with the compl ainee (and transmit the written com­
plaint, if any) in an effort to resolve the matter informally to the mutual satis­
faction of both parties. 

Should such informal resolution prove impossibl e, the Ombudsperson wil l 
conduct an invest igation i1t) th complaint. The Ombud sperson must be afforded 
unrestricted access to all pertinent material, unless such access is prohibited 
by law. She must be further empowered to require the submission of reports by 
officials where necessary and to summon persons possessing pertinent information 
for direct inte rviews . Both parties re tain the right to present for the con­
sideration of the Ombudsperson whatever i nforrna"tion they deem desirab le. 

At the con clusion of the investigation , which i s to be normally completed not 
later than six months from the date of the transmission of the initial complaint, 
the Ombudsperson will make a factual fin ding concerning the complaint . In cases 
where a dispute exists regarding any of the underlying facts, the Ombudsperson will 
make a findin g of fact in favor of one of the parties if she ;s convinced that the 
information gathered during the investigation clearly supports such a finding. I~ 
the Ombudsperson is not convinced that the information available as a result of her 
investigation clearly $Upports a find i ng of fact, her finding wil l be one of incon­
clusiveness of the facts. 

Any find ing made by the Ombudsperson , whether a finding of fact or a finding 
that the facts are inconclusive, must be stated in the form of a written opinion 
to be delivered to both parties. This opinion will consist of a statement of the 
substance of t he complaint, a detailing of all information uncovered during the 
course of the investigat ion, and a thorough summa ry of all data considered i n for­
mulating the findi ng . It should also include a ca reful exposition of the fac ts and 
reasons suppo rting each finding. 

4. After the Ombudsperson arrives at a finding concerning a complaint, the 
following cou rses of action are open to and/or incumbent upon her . 

i) Should the finding be in favor of the complainant, the Ombudsperson 
a) must inform all parties to the compla i nt; 
b) may approach the offender and attempt to gain redress acceptable 

to both parti es by persuasion; 
c ) in case of failure, may approach the offender's administrative 

,,,......,, superio r in a simil arly i nformal 1vay (and so on, up t he line), to 
arrive at redress and, if appropria t e, at disciplinary acti on· aga inst 
tile of fender ; 

d '. rnay make use of publicity of any sor'· she deems appropriate to 
~ring publ ic pressure to bear on the parties responsible for redress 
and/or disciplinary action; · 
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e) may recommend changes in policy and/or practice to the appropriate 

individuals or agencies; 
.f) may advise the complainant of any other action open to him/her; 

r"'\ g) must retain a record of the complaint and the investigation until 
she is satisfied that appropriate action has been taken. 

h) must destroy all records of the complaint and the investigation after 
she is satisfied that appropriate action has been taken . 

ii) Should the finding be in favor of the complainee, the Ombudsperson 
a) must inform all parties to the complaint; 
b) must destroy all records of the complaint and of the investigation ; 
c) may recommend changes in po li cy or practice to the appropriate 

persons/bodies, designed to avoid the poss ibility of complaints 
based on misunderstandings. 

iii) Should it prove impossible to make a finding, the Ombudsperson 
a) may informally attempt a reconciliation between the parties; 
b) !!@.Y.. al ert the complainee and/or other ind ividua ls/bodies to the 

danger of misunderstandings or the need for better practices; 
c) must remove all means of identifying the individuals involved 

from all records of the complaint and of the investigation; 
d) must remove all record of a complaint having been made agai nst 

these indiv i duals; 
e) may retain anonymous records for the purposes of keeping a general 

record of the kinds of investigations conducted from ti me to time 
and of mak ing use of past experience in subsequent investigations. 

III. 

Qualifications of the Ombudsperson and the Assistant Ombudsperson 

The Ombuds pe r son must be intimately familiar with t he distinct ive features, 
patterns, and stresses that characteri ze the function ing of a large university. 
Such familiari ty should have been acquired through association with a ma jor 
university, whether as administrator or faculty member . However, because the 
successful implementation of the office of Ombudsperson is dependent upon the 
perception of faculty, staff, and students that the occupant of the office i s a 
person of unq uestioned and unwavering neutrality and impartiali ty, it is pre­
ferred that t he Ombudsperson should not have had any recent ties either to the 
University of Oklahoma or to Oklahoma politics. 

Our preference is that the Ombudsperson be an attorney or at least someone 
with demonstrated legal abilities and experience. The matters brought before 
the Ombudsperson do not always involve quest ions of law, but many will require 
extensive ana lysis of statutes, judicial rulings, and administrative procedures. 
Even when the i ssues are not specifically legal , a sensitive lawyer may well be 
best equipped t o consider them, becau se her training especia lly equi ps her to 
function as a gene ralist capable of understanding and disentangling t he compli­
cated relationships among the indiv i duals and groups making up the Univer$ity 
community. No t n. very lawyer possesses this ability, of course, bu t a judiciJus 
choice should provide an undoctrinaire i ndividual who is capable of analyzing 
complex facts and relat ionships and seeking solutions and resoluti ons without 
being constra ined by tradition and practice. 

Nci t with ·:3nding the preference expressed above for an appoi ntee with a 
legal backgro ·. · ·.2 wish to ernpl1asize that i n our vi ew the qualities uf ob jec­
tivity, indep ~2nce of mind, and concern for and s~m~athy with ind ividuals are 
more importan ::: t::c1n any specifi c experience or qua l i fi cation. 
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The salary of the Ombudsperson must be equivalent to that of a senior admin­
istrator. Should the work load warrant it, the Ombudsperson may be empowered 
to choose an assistant to aid in the functioning of her office . The assistant 

r--., must have the same qualities of unb l emished integrity and unquestioned neutrality 
and impartiality. If the Ombudsperson selected does not possess the preferred 
legal training and background, the assistant should have these. 

IV. 

Appointment and Removal 

We cannot emphasize enough the importance of securing independence for the 
Ombudsperson from all pressures and influences that may restrict her ability to 
conduct objective and impartial investigations. This must include i ndependence 
from all groups and constituencies in the University community, however legitimate 
their interest may be in a particular case investigated by the Ombudsperson; it 
must be clearly understood that her sole concern is with the interests of t he 
individuals invo lved in the case. This is one of our chief reasons for favoring 
the present proposal over that of the first Senate ad hoc committee. We believe 
that the voicing of group interest, however legitimate, in the investigation 
of individual complaints is both inappropriate and likely to hampe r such an 
investigation. 

Nonetheless, these legitimate concerns and tnterests of groups should find 
expression in ways that do not cGmpromise the above principle, and the chief 
of these involves the processes of appointment, oversight, and removal of t he 
holder of the office. 

Appointment 

It is in the appointment process that the three main constituencies in the 
University community, (students, faculty, and s t aff) must be given an opportunity 
to satisfy themselves that the appointee is capable of performing the difficult and 
subtle tasks that the office of Ombudsperson calls for. In the previous section, 
we addressed the question of what qualifications should be l ooked for in the ap ­
pointee. Here we want to emphasize the importance of consensus support for the 
appointee from the moment that she takes office. Any disagreements among the 
various constituencies must be resolved prior to an appointment being made, so 
that-the Ombudsperson, once appointed, is clearly seen by all members of the Uni ~ 
versity commun i ty as having been endorsed by their proper representat i ves. 

RECOMMENDATION (B) 

We recom~~nd that the Ombuds erson be a ointed ( resumablv b the President 
actin on behalf of the Reaents on the bindin recommendati on endorsed b all 
three representati ve bodies viz . , the Facult Senate , the Emol oyee Executi~ 
Council, and tne Student Congress , of a search committee composed as follows: 

Two members of the Okl ahoma University faculty 
Two memte rs of t he Oklahoma University non-academic staff 
Two memb~rs of the Okl ahoma Universi ty student body 

(These members t o be selected by the appropri ate representative bodies .) 
One representative of the University administrati on, appoi nted by the President. 
The committee should elect its own chair. It shoul d be charged v-1ith 

making a reco ·-~-:•nda tion to t he President no later thar. six 1ronths aft er bein~ 
constituted. 
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Advisory and Oversight Committee 

While the Ombudsperson, once appointed, is independent of all groups in 
-~ the University, there must be ways for these groups to continue to express their 

views and concerns about the general issues raised by the cases coming before her, 
as well as about the functioning of her office. She, in turn, will want their ad­
vice and help in explaining to their constituencies the goals and the operations 
of her office. 

RECOMMENDATION (C) 

We recommend that an advisory/oversight committee to the Ombudsperson be 
appointed as soon as an appointment is made and the search committee is dis­
charged. This committee is to be composed of two faculty, two staff, two stu­
dents, and one administrator, appointed in the same way as the search committee. 
The advisory/oversight committee would not be i nvol ved in the investigation of 
individual complaints but would meet regularly (at least twi£e a year) with the 
.Ombudsperson to review the functioning of her office, to discuss any general is-
sues that may arise from the sorts of cases the office has been dealing wi th 
(which may need to be brought to the attention of Un'.versity administrators or of 
University committees) and to act, in general, as a liaison between the Ombuds -

. ~ 

person's office and the Faculty Senate, the Employee Council, the Student Congress, 
and the University administration. 

Removal 
There mus{ be stability and permanence in the office of Ombudsperson. For 

this reason, 

RECOMMENDATION (D) 

we recommend that the a ointment of the Ombuds erson be for an indefinite 
term in contrast to some other uni vers i ties, where it is for a fixed te rm . 

On the other hand, there must be clear, orderly procedures for removing 
the person holding the off ice, should there be cause to do so. 

RECOMMENDATION (E) 

We recommend that the Ombuds person be removed if the representative bodies 
of two out of the three constituencies vote by simple majority for removal . 

Conside rati on of such a move may be initiated either by the advisory/over­
sight committee, through al l three representative bodie~ or by any of these 
bodies inde pendently. 

Reporting 

The Ombudsperson must publish a report each year to the University commu­
nity at large. These reports must give a general picture of the way in which the 
office of the Ombudsperson is fulfilling the charge given to it. 

V 

Phys i cal Arrangements 

It is e~ ... :tial that the office of the Ombudsperson be easily accessibl~ 
to all membe r . of the l nivers i ty commun i ty and that the location and the atmosphere 
of the office ~1.ou ld symbolize its jndependence and imparti al i ty . For this reason, 
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the office should not be located in a building that suggests a particular associ­
ation with one constituency rather"than with another. In our view, this rules 
out buildings housing the University administration, those regarded primarily as 

....,-.. classroom and departmental buildings, and the Oklahoma Memorial Union. The 
one . building on campus that embodies the fundamental purpose of the entire Univer­
sity and provides a symbol of unity in the midst of diversity is the library. 

RECOMMENDATION (F) 

For this reason, we recommend that the office of the Ombudsperson be l ocated 
in the Bizzell Memorial Library. 

It is important that information about the advisory, referral, and investi­
gative services provided by the Ombudsperson be disseminated as widely as possibl e. 
It is hoped that all those who control the various media of publicity in the 
University will offer their assistance in this regard. The question of what, if 
any, additional resources may be needed in this connection forms part of the 
.larger question of how and on what scale the operation of the office of the 
Ombudsperson is to be funded. 

VI 

Funding 

It is difficult to estimate the financial costs of an office such as we 
have proposed. To some extent, these costs will depend on the scale on which 
the office is established and the scale on which it is ultimately found to be 
needed, after some experience. 

We have decided to make no firm recommendation on this score but to ask the 
Facul ty Senate to choose between two alternatives initially: a full -time Ombuds­
person or a half-time one. (In eHher case, a full-time secretary is likely to 
be needed.) 

The arguments in favor of the first alternative are as follows . First, there 
is reason to think that there may well be enough - perhaps more than enough - com­
plaints falling within the jurisdiction of the office as defined in Section I 
( "Statement concerning Unprofess i ona 1 Conduct 11

) of this report to warrant a ful 1-
ti me appointment. Second, the qualifications we have outlined (Section III) 
and the status we deem necessary, for the Ombudsperson make it unlikely that a 
suitable appoi ntee can be found for a less than full-time position. 

In favor of a part-time appointment, one may argue that we should be careful 
about creating an office on a larger scale than may Llltimately prove necessary; 
that once such an office exists, it may create work, necessary or not; and that 
the levels of funding needed for a larger-scale office are li ke ly to be higher 
thari we shoul d comnit the community to, at least until experience convi nces us of 
its necess ity an d its worthwhileness. 

The choi ce outlined above is intimately connected with the nature and the 
source of the f unds for the Ombudsperson. In view of the qua lifi cations outli ned 
in Section I II, the salary for a full-time Ombudsperson is li kely to have to be in 
the $40,000-$50,000 range, if the right kind of appointee is to be secured. Together 
with the sal ary of a ful l-time secretary and other operational costs, t he total could 
be anywhere t :ween 560 ,000 and S80,000, even if the University provides office 
space and eq L --:,,t . i'i i th an assistant Ombudsperson , the cost could easily approach 
$100,000. 
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Two avenues of f unding should, in our yiew, be considered by the Faculty 
Senate. The first is the impositi on of a compulsory individual levy on all mem­
bers of the . University community. " (This woul d, of course, also requ i re the approval 

~ of the Employee Executive Council and of the Student Congress.) An annual l evy 
of $3-5 would match the range of costs estimated above . This would secure bot h the 
sub~tance and the appearance of complete independence for the offi ce and would 
symboli ze i ts allegi ance to the individual members of the community. 

· The second poss ibil i ty that we have considered is for the Pres ident to fund 
the offi ce of Ombudsperson directly from his own budget . This would still l eave the 
office independent of the normal budget process within the University and thus 
protect it fr om possible pressures and from the appearance of dependence on the 
good wi l l of budget makers. Whil e this method of funding underlines less the 
Ombudsperson special role as a protector of individuals, it would signifv the 
University ' s commitment to and su pport of a needed service, which it i s arguably 
their obligation to provide. 

Again, we ma ke no firm recommendation on this matter but prefer to leave the 
Faculty Senate to debate the alte rnatives that we have outlined. 

(A), p. 2 

( B),, p. 5 

(C) , p. 6 

(D) , p. 6 

( E)-' p. 6 

(F), p. 7 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATI ONS : 

"That an Ombudsperson be appo i nted for the Norman campus to assist 
indi viduals in avoi ding intimidating, abusive, or harassing treat-
ment by i nvesti gating complaints about such treatment in an inde-
pendent and impartial manner . " 

"That the Ombudsperson be appointed on the binding recommendation, 
endorsed by all 3 re presentative bodies, of a search committee . " 

"That an advisory/oversight committee to the Ombudsperson be appointed 
as soon as appointment is made and the search commi ttee is discharged. 
This committee is to be appointed in the same way as the search 
committee ." 

"That the appointment of t he Ombudsperson be for an indefini te term." 

"That the Ombudsperson be removed if the representative bodies of 2 
out of ~he 3 constituencies vote by simple ma jority for remo val . II 

"That the office of the Ornbudsperson be located i n the Bi zzel l 

ad hoc Committee members: 

John Biro (Phil osophy) , Chair 

Teree Foster (Law) 

Carl Locke (Chemical Engineering) 

Library." 

(S~&;r,,etar :t.,; r. ,ot~ : 
The orr ~-:s7:"•,<:on proposal ,va s J~;blished in its entirety in the November 10 

issue of .2 (i•,lct~ioma Daily,) 
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Senate action : Notinq the Senate action at the October 6 session, Professor 
Kunesh, Senate Cha ir,-announced that, in accordance with Senate by-laws, the fol~ 
lowing indiyidual s would be recog~ized by him to speak on this question: 

.,,__ Members of t he Senate 
authorized representatives of PSA and UOSA 

"Women's Caucus li aison with the Sena te 
Public Defender, Norman campus 
Professor Larry B. Hill 
Ms. O'Sullivan, Women's Union (Norman campus student organization) 
Members of both Senate ad hoc Commi t tees 

Professor Biro , Chair of the ad hoc Commi ttee that had prepared the ombuds person 
proposal, expressed appreciation to his Committee colleagues and to others who had 
me t with t hat Committee at various t i mes. He also solicited questions of clarificat i on . 
Dean Lewi s , Chair of the first ad hoc Commi t t ee, withdrew her ori ginal mo tion 
made at the October 6 meeting to accept her Committee's report. 

·Professor Teree Foster then moved that, after appropriate debate, the Senate 
· choose by written ball ot between 

proposal 1 (Univers i ty policy on unprofess ional conduct) and 
proposal 2 (ombuds pe rson program). 

Without dis sent , the Senate approved this mo tion of procedure . 

During the ensuing discuss ion , Dr. Ri near _moved the rle leti on of the fo l lowing l ast 
two sentences i n the fifth paragraph of Section I: 

11Behavior t hat is merely crude or ill advi sed, even if it affronts 
the sensibilities of particularly sensitive indivi duals, is diffic ult, 
i f not impossible, to eli minate . Conduct of this nature, though to be 
depl ored, should not be regarded as unprofessi onal unless it clea rl y goes 
beyond what i s generall y considered to be merely bad taste . 11 

Wi th some dissent, the Senate app roved this del etion . 

Professors Davis, Lewis, Walker, West , and Kenderdine expressed their support of 
proposa l 1. 

Professor Davi s saw the issue as essentially one of fac ulty governance prerogatives. 
Professor Lev1is considered the 11 secrecy aspect 11 of her Committee ' s proposa l as an 
attempt 11 t o pre vent guilt by outside rumor and trial by gossip 11 by protecting the 
privacy of the party compl ained against . 

. Professor Kende rdine felt that, on the basis of his nine-year experience on the 
Norman Human Rights Commission, the formal procedure would not be as cumbersome i n 
practice as the process may appear to be on paper. He al so supported Professor 
Davis' vi ews about faculty abrogat ion of its prerogatives . 

Professors Fl owers , Locke, and Biro favored proposal 2 . 

Prcifessor Fl owe rs indicated her preference for proposal 2 over both proposal 1 and 
the earli er al t ernate proposal submitt ed by Professor Moriarity and herself and 
pub li shed on pages 14-15 of the Senate Journal for October 6, 1980. In her opinion , 
t he ombudsperso n program incl udes a much mo re informal procedure and has potential . 
The program would put pressure on t he administrators to do their job . She al so 
noted that ombudspe rson programs have been 11 reasonab l e successfu l 11 in other ar eas 
at other insti t utions . 

Professor Bi ,J ur acd approval of t he omb udsperson proposal because 11 other groups 
(students an •;t-:11 non camp us would f i nd t he program much more acceptable . '' 
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Professor Hill felt that both proposa ls had some pot~ntial and added, ·"I am not 
convinced that, as drafted, the omb udsperson proposa l is the solution to all our 

..v--.. problems." In hi s opinion, the "general purpose" ombudsperson prog ram would l ead 

\ 

to di sil lus ionment, particu l arl y among s tudents. Furthermore, the number of cases 
reaching that office would perhaps be insufficient to justify the additional expense 
and effort. He suggested ·that the Senate prepare some sort of compromise although 
he himself did not have a specific proposal. · 

After an hour's debate, the Senate Chair announced a five-minute limit on further 
debate . There was no objection from the floor to this ruling. 
The vote by written ballot produced the following results: 

proposa l 1: 24 
proposal 2: 18 

The unprofessional conduct po licy proposal was, therefor~, approved f or submission 
t o Pres ident Banowsky. 

PROPOSED SENATE RESOLUTION: Change in OMU poli cies rega rding 
1ower- loboy booths 

Dr. Davis call ed attention to the recently announced restric t i ve change in the 
Oklahoma Memorial Union policy concerning student use of publ ic booths in the 
l ower lobby of the Union . He noted his and othe r fa cu lty members ' activ iti es 
with a campus First Amendment Committee that is protesting the pol icy changee 
He then mo ved approval of the _fo 11 owing proposed resolution of protest : 

"Whereas the faculty of the University of Okl ahoma is in no way recognized by 
the articles of i ncorporation of the Oklahoma Memorial Union and is without other 
means of in f l uencing policy and whereas the corporation has by its act i on in 
res tri cting the f ree exchange of information vi olated its purpose of promoting 
'the educ at i onal ... development and advancement of the student~ of t he Universi ty of 
Okl:1homa, ' t he Faculty Senate call s upon the faculty and the Un i vers ity community 
at l arge to inform the management and the tenants of the Uni on, by every l egal 
means, of their disapproval of t he abrupt and arbitrary change of poli cies concerning 
booths on the ground floor Uni on l obby . ''. 

Dr. Mori arity questioned the advisability of immediate Senate considerati on and 
action without furthe r stQdy. He moved tabling the quest ion . In a show-of-hands 
vote, t he Senate approved the tabli ng motion, 18 to 16 . 

ADJOURNMENT 

The Facul ty Senate adjourned at 5:16 p.m . The next regular session of the ·senate 
will be hel d at 3:30 p.m., on Monday, December 8 , 1980 , in Physica l Sc i ences 
Center 108 . 

Respectfully sub~itted, 

{fv/r,~~ 
Anthony S. Lis 
Professor of 

Bu~ i nes::; Co:;1r1uni -:.:1t i or 
Secretu 1·'./, Facu1 ty Senate 




