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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

. 1he Journal of the Faculty Senate for the regular session on May 5, 1980, was 
approved. 

CREDIT FOR ATTENDANCE AT SPECIAL MEETINGS 
Professor Gary Thompson moved that, in accordance with precedent, Senators pre~ent 
at this special meeting and/or the special session scheduled for July 21 be given 

· the pri vi lege of using such attendance to offset any absences during the academic 
year; 1980-81. The motion carried, without dissent . 

SUSP ENS ION OF RULES: Voting privi lege for outgoing and incoming Senate members 

Professor Mary Esther Saxon moved that Senate rul es concerning voting eligibility 
be -suspended for the two specia l sessions this summer (June 16 and Ju ly 21) so 
that both the outgoing and the incoming members of the Senate may vote, r~gardless 
of official representation. Wi thout dissent, the Senate approved t he mot ion. 

. \ 
IL 

FOLLm~-UP REPORT (I I): "1978 Faculty Position Papers" 

. Background information: During the 1977-78 academic year, Senate ad hoc Committees 
prepared "Faculty Position Papers" on the follov,ing five areas of faculty interest ; 

(1) Budgetary priorities 
(2) Educational pri orities 
(3) Faculty governance 
(4) Faculty salaries and fringe benefi t s 
(5) Image of the University 

The ful l text of each final report, after Senate approval, was pub li shed in the 
Senate Journal. (See pages 9-25 of the Senate Journal for May 1, 1978 . ) The 
"Faculty Position Papers" were published in bound, booklet format and di stributed 
to all Norman campus faculty members at the beginning of the fall semester, 1978 . 

,During the 1978-79 academic year, si milar Senate ad hoc Committees prepared 
the Follo'tJ-up Report (I) on the "1978 Faculty Position Papers." (See pages 5-8 

:.and 7~13 of the Senate Journals for April 9, 1979, and May 7, 1979, respectively .) 
~Fol·low- up Re ~ort (I) was also published in bound, bookl et format and distributed to 

.. ··.'Norman campus faculty members. 

, . , 

, .: ! 

In viev✓ of the continuing faculty i nteres t in th2 f-i 1
.
1 e 0.rea.s r11en tioned abo\1e,1 

five new ad hoc Committees were se l ected last fall to prepare t he ir respective 
segments of Follow-up Report (II) on the 1978 documen t. F"inal reports of these 
fi ve· Committees were distributed to Senators i n advance of this meeting . 

Senate action : Professor Gabert moved that all five Committee r eports be 
· · accepted fo1· publi cat~on both in this Journal and subsequently i n bound, separate 
:;"'·format for distribution next fall to all facu"lty n1embers on the Norman campus. 

Without dissent, the Senate approved the motion . 

The full text of Follow-up Report (II), as approved. fo l lows. 

t 
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1980 Follow-up report of ad hoc Committee on Budgetary Priorities 

In the origina l (1978) ~eport, background information explaining the budget
making process was defined. This information is stil l valid. 

At that . time, concern \vas expressed at the apparent decline in influence of 
the Budget Council in ''recommending and advising t he President and other appropriate 
administrators on matters concerning fiscal policies and resources of the University." 

In 1979, the review committee was able to report on improved dialogue between 
the Budget Council and all levels of the administration. Liaison subcommittees 
were established with the offices of the Provost and all the Vice Pres idents. It 
was hoped that these improved relationships would continue. 

This review committee feels that the communication channels have improved. 
However, the impact of the Budget Council on budget decisions is still somewhat 
in question. 

One new source of funding has been established in the last year or so. This 
is the Associates fund, which is financed by private donors to the Uni versity 
Last year, this group provided about $800,000 in new funds. These funds were 
expended as follows: 

Research Equipment and Student Research 
Instructional Equipment 
Library Enrichment and 

Scholarly Publications 
Symposia and Scholarly Meetings 
New Faculty and Visiting Scholars 
Special Events and New Programs 
Awards, Honors, and Fellowships 

., 

$390,000 
30,000 

123,000 
31,000 

119,000 
·s1,ooo 
60,000 

Last year, these funds were allotted through meetings with the Pres ident's 
staff and the Provost. However, most of the requests were for specialized research 
or instructional equipment. As such, it has been proposed t hat fu tu re expendi
tures in research equipment wil l be handled t hrough the Research Counci l. This 
mechanism would also provide for greater faculty input into how the mo ni es are to 
be expended. It should be noted that, although these are generally one-time 
expenditures, the possibility exists that the sums may be included in the next 
year's budget. For instance , the monies provided for instructors have been 
annualized in the new budget. 

Six budgetary priori ties were established in the origina l (1978) report. 
Following is an update on each of these: 

1. Salaries of OU employees: 
• The 12 percent proposed increase for all university empl oyees should helr 

to bring OU ' s salaries in line with the Big Eight average . The fringe 
benefit package is already somewhat better than those of other universities. 
With 20 percent inflation, and the other salary increases of other un iver-

_,,,--.... sities still un known, the overall impact of the universities' salary inc reases 
is yet to be determined; the current raises are unlikely to move OU salaries 
past the midpoint of Big Ei ght salary l eve ls . 



2. Li brary Fundi ng: 6/80-S (Page 4) 

The li brary st aff will rece i ve _the same amount of increment for salary and 
wages that t he · rest of t he university received . In add i t i on to the 
$400,000 t hat was made avai l able for acquisitions last year, another $300,000 
was made avai labl e to increase acquis i tions for the current year. If more 
f unds are avail abl e, t he l i brary i s hi gh on t he li st to receive those funds . 

3. Student Schol arshi ps: 

Attempt s have been made t o computeri ze the Fi nancial Ai ds offi ce in order to 
do a better j ob with less money. Since the amount of money for student 
schol arships i s fixed by l aw, the re are unlikely to be any new permanent 
sources fo r student scholarships . 

4. Career Development : 

It i s hoped that the new year's budget wil l have money bui l t i n fo r both 
teaching and research development. The Provost for Instruction has requested 
$200,000 for instruction; the Graduate Dean has reques ted at least $300,000 
fo r research and equ i pment. The Energy Resources Center was noted as 
financing some summer faculty research, both in the past and currently. 
Administrat i ve career development has not been financed by the University 
recent ly; it was felt that research and teaching career development were 
higher priorities. 

5. New Programs : 
The Uni versity ' s pos i tion rema i ns simi l ar to l ast year: New programs are not 
des i rable until t he University is ~bl e to strengthen the currently existing 
programs . The University's very active recruitment of minority facu l ty, 
which has occurred in the last 6 to 9 months was noted; as was the review 
currently ongoing of minority and women's salary status . 

6. Faculty Hiring : 
Some areas of the University have shown tremendous growth in student enroll
ment in the last five years . For example, Engineering has shown a growth of 
108 percent . These areas are high on the priority list for new funds. However, 
only $400,000 is available for new positions from new monies. In the budget 
of the $400,000, $200,000 is allocated for new positions in Engineering; with 
$100,000 each for Fine Arts and Business Administration. As noted above , 
most of the availabl e monies are going for i ncreases in salaries and wages . 
As student enrollment shi fts , reallocation of positions remains a problem. 

In summary, this review committee feels that the administration has indicated 
an interest in addressing the needs expressed in the Budgetary Priorities Position 
Paper of 1978 . Some of the priorities have received attention in the current budget . 
Additional ccnsideration should be given these priority areas in future budgets . 

Respectfully submitted, 

Patricia Self (Psychology) 
Homer A. Brown (Accounting), Chair 
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1980 Follow-up report of ad hoc Committee on Educationa l Priorities 

Thi s report is aga in based on a l engthy interview with Provost Morris , 
as well as discussio~s ~nd conversations with other ~embers of the administration 
and the faculty over the past year. Figures i n the report were provided by Provost 
Morris or are incl uded in the Budget Guidel i nes which the administration has issued 
to the various co ll eges of the University. 

In di scuss i ng the priorities which the administration has established for 
the coming year, it is encouraging to note that all of these priorities directly 
affect the instruct ional and research mis sions of the University. Provost Morr is 
li sted these pri orities as follows: salary increases for the faculty and staff. an 
increase in the maintenance and operating budgets; the addition of facul ty posit ions 
in areas v✓here the faculty/student ration is critical: funds for library acquis itions , 
particularly in the areas of journals and periodicals ; and funds for instructional 
and research equipment. 

Budget Gui delines dis t ri buted to the departments cal l for a 6 percent cost
of-l iving i~crease to be provided each member of the faculty and for an average 
6% increase to be awarded on the basis of merit . The stated goal of the administra
tion is to provide an average 12 percent i mprovement in both salary and wage budgets. 
The extent to which an average i ncrease of 12% can be ach i eved, however, remains 
t o be seen, in view 0 f the amounts that certain departments are to receive for 
merit increases . (S,(,.., "Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits."). 

These same Guidel i nes call for increasi ng the maintenance and operating budgets 
of the departments by an average of 9 percent. The administration is awa re of the 
inequities that exist among the various department s and ·is working on a formula 
to provi de fof a more equitable distribution of such funds. I t is recognized t hat 
an average i ncrease of 9 percent hardly counters the i nflationary trend, but a 
further increase in such funds at this time is deemed i mposs ib le in light of t he 
12 percent allocation to faculty salary improvement. The need for additional 
support in this area rema ins obvious. 

Efforts are being made to recognize and to effect improvements in areas where 
the faculty/student ratio is critical . The areas considered most critical at this 
ti me are b4siness, engineering, and mathematics. Recruiting efforts are underway, 
although recruiting for positions in engineering, for example, requiring the Ph. D. , 
is difficult due to competition with i ndustry. The administration is a1va re that many 
departments are understaffed and a study has recent ly been completed showing t he 
ratios for all instructional units on campus. The sum of $75,000 of Associates' 
money is to be provided for improving instruction in mathematics this year, and 
it is encouraging to note that f unds for this purpose are projected for the 
followin g year. The sum of $75,000 will again be provided for i mproving 
i nstruction in English, to be provided from hard monies. · 

Concerning funds for library acquisitions, Provost Morris_stated that ~400,000 
was added last year to the base allocation for the li brary, which made possi ble the 
acquisition of 583 new journals and periodicals. An additional $400,000 has_been 
budgeted for the coming yea r, making a total of $800 ,000 over a two-yea~ ~e~1 od 
that will have been added to the library's base for the purpose of acqu 1s1t1ons . 

r'"\ The administration is keenly av1are of the need for the increased funds for the 'library, 
and of the fact that the Uni versity nee ds to double its'allocation to the library 
in order to eq ual the average of the other Big 8 univers i ties, exclusi ng OSU. 

Sti pends for graduate assistan ts continue to be grossly ~nadequate and the 
need for improvement i ~ recognized . Funds for such i mprovement are included i n 
the 12% overal l increase for salaries and wages . The previous goal of $3700 for 
graduate assistants teaching six hours has been achieved, and plans call for raising 
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,........._ the minimum sti pend to $4000 for the coming year . This probl em, however,g con
tinues t o be one of the most seri ous faced by the University, and efforts to fur
ther improve t hese stipends must be given the highest of priori ties . 

Inadequate computer fac il it i es have presented a seri ous probl em both for 
the instr uct i onal and the research mi ss i ons of the University . Th i s probl em is 
bei ng addressed 1~ith plans for sign i ficant acquisitions of new equipment . However, 
i mportant decisions ~\l i ll sti ll need to be made re·garding the relative allocati on of 
t he new capaci ty between i nstructi onal and research support. 

The need for addit i onal funding for research and instructional equipment 
has been acknowl edged an d ass i gned a hi gh pri ori ty. Al ready $500,000 has been 
i dent i fied and des i gnated for this purpose . In the area of organized research, 
Provost Morris noted that the State Regents are hi ghly supportive of research and 
wish to see funds allocated to . research more clearly reflected in the budget. He 
added that the budget format has been extensively revised so as to reflect the t otal 
amount of monies that are provided to research. He noted that the pe rcentage of 
such funds has been doubled and that the new format will show more clearly the 
t otal amount of funds assigned to this purpose. Uti l izing thi s new budget format, 
Provost Morris indicated that for 1979-80 a total of $5,584,996 was provided for 
organized research on the Norman campus . 

In the area of student scholarships, the picture appears curren tly bri ghter 
l argely due to expanded Federal aid available .0ne-fourthof the students rece i ve 
f i nanc i al assistance of some type, al though the limit of $500, which a student 
may receive in total support from the University, is recognized as low and it is 
proposed to raise this limit to $1000 . There seems to be little possibility of 
increasing funds for me rit scholarships at this time, however , since no sources 
of such funds appear available . 

Respectfijlly submitted, 

Jim Artman (Modern Languages) , Chair 
Marilyn Flowers (Economics) 

I 
i 

I 
I 
I 

t 

I . 
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1980 Follow-up report of ad hoc Committee on Faculty Governance 

Thi s report i s based upon information received from Faculty Senate members , 
Chairs of faculty council~ and committees, in particular the ~hair of the ad hoc 

· Commit tee to Review the University Council and Committee Structure, the report of 
· the ad hoc Committee, questionnaires submitted to the ad hoc Committee, and the 
Journal of the Faculty Senate. 

The i nformation available indicates no fundamenta l change from the situation 
reported by the 1978 Position Paper and the 1979 Follow-up Report. Some progress has 
been made, but sign i ficant problems remain. Notably, members of the university 
councils and committees continue to report that these bodies are frequently util ized 
by the administration to provide endorsement of administrative dec isions rather 
than faculty input i n decision making. (See 1979 Follow- up Report, page 7, item 6.) 
They are sometimes asked to ratify administrative actions wi'thout sufficient time or 
data t o make an informed and independent decision. Also, there is a need for greater 
input concern ing long-range planning rather than wait ing until a matter becomes of 
immediate concern before action is taken. It should be noted that the committees 
and councils vary widely in the effectiveness of their interna l operations and in 
their channels of communication with the administration, abilities to provide input 
in the formulation of policies by the administration, opportunities to review admini 
strative policies and decisions, and levels of satisfaction wi th their current 
roles i n faculty governance . 

During the past year, the matter which appears to have generated the most concern 
about faculty governance was the Univers i ty Library expansion. While the proposed 
expansion had the endorsement of the Administrati ve and Physical Resources Council 
and the Budget Council (Spring semester 1979 reports, pp. 4 and 9) and, no doubt , 
the support of the faculty as a whole, the initia l design was developed without sub
stantial participation by members of either the Administ rative and Physical Resources 
Council or the University Librari es Committee, despite administrative pledges to involve 
the faculty in the . library expansion program. After the initia l desi gn met with 
considerable opposition from the University community, revised plans were made 
available for viewing by faculty and staff and were considered by both t he Administra
tive and Physical Resources Counci l and the University Libraries Committee. They 
agreed upon the concept of th~ six-story structure to be built west of the present 
library site (Senate Journal : ·September 1979, pp. 4-5; October 1979, pp . 21-22; 
November 1979, p.2; ·March 1980, p.4). 

Other matters about which substantial concern was expressed include the effective
ness of the Faculty Appeals Board (Senate Journai: December 1979, p.4) and t he develop
ment by the Deans' Council, without the participat ion of other faculty, of a draft 
campus-wide "Annual Faculty Professional Activities and Evaluation Record" (Senate 
Journal: March 1980, pp . 9-11). President Banowsky has rejected the policy on dis- . 
continuance of non-academic programs proposed by members of the Budget Council and the 
Administrative and Physical Resources Counci l ( Senate Journa l : March 1979, pp . 2- 3) , 
but members of these councils are continuing to evaluate this matter (Senate Journal: 
March 1980, p. 5). On a more positive note, Faculty Senate recommenda tions concerning 
extension of i nsurance coverage and grade po l icy were approved by the Pres ident 
(Senate Journal s:September 1979, pp . 3-4; May 1979, p. 2) and the Pres i dent announced 
at the Spring 1980 General Faculty meeting that there would be greater involvement 
of the Resear_ch Council in the process of allocating O.U. Associates funds . 

Major faculty initiatives concerning faculty governance during the past year were 
r"°"-1,;,he efforts of the Senate Executive Committee to establi sh more effective channels 

of communication between the Faculty Senate and University'counci ls and committees 
(Senate Journal: January 1980, p.3) and the establishment of and report by tile Sena t e 
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r---- ad hoc Committee to Review the University Council and Committee Structure ( Senate 
Journal: December 1979, p. 2). The committee's report is a valuable source 
of i nformation concerning the operations of University councils and committees as 
presently constituted and proposals to change the structure and functions of councils 
and committees . Referei1c~ should be made to the report in conjunction with this 
follow- up report. The report notes: "(T)here i s no general dissatisfaction with 
.the operation of the council and committee system, and ... the concept of faculty 
governance through these agencies is widely supported .... One general concern ... 
has been ... the lack of appropriate incentive for partic i pation in the system of 
Un i versity governance. Evidently,some departments do not weigh such participation 
i n evaluating performance for merit salary increases; or at least, it is perceived 
that some departments do not weigh it suffi ci entl y." 

There is not only support among the faculty for the conce pt of faculty governance 
but also substantial willingness to participate in the governance process, in 
cooperation with the University administration, and substantial ability to make 
va l uable contributions to it. It is importa nt that faculty participation be 
facilitated and encouraged by greater recognition of its value, in merit evaluations 
and otherwise ; by greater utilization of the organs of faculty governance as forums 
for the consideration of the ideas and goals of faculty members, as well as the 
administration ; and by continued efforts to enable faculty members most interested 
i n faculty governance to parti cipate in positions where they can make the most 
effective contribution. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Trent Gabert (HPER), Chair 
Peter Kutner (Law) 
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'1 980 Follow-up report of ad hoc Committee on Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits 

Salary increases in 197g_30 averaged 6.1% for Professors , 5.3% for Associate 
Professors,and 7.2% for Assistant Professors. These raises were smaller than 
those of the. preceding year which fell substantia l ly short of the 13 . 2% increase 
in the consumer price i ndex (U. S. Bureau of Labor $tat istics, Monthly Labor 
Review). Current projections predict an inflation rate of about 18% for 1979-80 
and it is clear that tne average 5.9% increase in salary (or 7.4% with frin ge 
benefits incl uded) represents the greatest loss to inflation suffered during t his 
decade. Faculty members have experienced a 10-12% reduction in yeal income. 

The comparison of OU faculty salaries to those at other instituti ons has 
become a perennial source of anguish . According to the AAUP report (Academe, 
Se~t. 1979) OU ranks in the lower 40% of universities in compensation to Professors 
and Associate Professors and in the lower 20% for Assistant Professors and Instruc
tors . The disgraceful level of OU 's faculty salaries has been further demonstrated 
in a report of the Senate Faculty Welfare Committee (Journal of the Faculty Senate, 
February 1980). That report featured a comparison of OU departmental salaries to 

· those at member institutions of the National Association of State Univers iti es and 
Land Grant Colleges. It showed that 11 departments rank in the bottom 10%, 19 are 
in the bottom 20%, and 31 are in the bottom 33.3%. None of the total 37 OU depart
ments rated rank above the bottom 55%. 

Within the Big Eight, OU and OSU rank 7th and 8th, respectively , in faculty 
salaries . President Banowsky seeks a 12% increase in the money budgeted for 
salaries during 1980-81. Such an increase would place OU at the conference 
average assuming other institutions in the Big Eight average 7% increases. 

The sad fact is that OU salaries continue to rank low in the· national hi gher 
education system, a stystem that ranks. increasi ngly lowe r in the national economy 
each year (Figure 1). Our faculty becomes increasingly disadvantaged in the market
place and will continue to do so until it is recognized by both administrators and 
legisl ators that anything below a cost of livirig increase is truly punitive. It 
is ludicrous to speak of "merit increases" for employees when such raises fai l to 
keep pace with i nfl ati on . Addi ti ona l "merit" increments under present con di ti ans 
merely mean that the employee being recognized (not rewarded '. ) suffe rs somewhat less 
economic punishment than his or her less distinguished colleagues. 

It must also be recognized that increasingly larger amounts have been reta ined 
from faculty paychecks over the last decade to pay Social Security and Teachers ' 
Retirement as seen in Table l. 

In terms of fringe benefits, the situation is much better since the University 
has remained on schedule with the TIAA-CREF contributions,wh ich will go to 15% 
($9000 base) next year. Our position is virtually .at the national average for 
all institutions of higher educat ion. 

The 1978 Position Paper called for i mp rovements in the fund dis t r ibution 
policies applied by the State Regents. For the last few years, a program budgeting 
procedure has been followed,~-.ihich goes beyond a mere headcount and even considers 

r'- areas of strength and trends in other ma j or universities. In this system , an 
attempt is made to project cos t s of t he various programs'and include i nflationary 
factors. This information is used to structure the Needs Budget Request presented 
to the legislature . Marked in~reases ~re evident i n the Needs Budget of the past 
7 years for both Organized Research and Extension ad Public Service. From 1974-75 
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: t hrough 1978- 79 the ask i ng for Organized Research was 7.5% of the Instructional 
~ rogram Budget (IPB), $2,923,379 i n 1978-79. In 1979-80 it was 12% of the IPB 

,$5, 106,235) and in 1980-81 it is 14% ($6;894,508). Extension and Public Service 
ask i ngs were 7.0% of IPB for 1974- 75 thr ough 1978-79 and rose to 8.0% for 1979-80 

'. ($3,404,157) and 1980-81 ($3,939,719). This is encouraging since it is now recog
nized that research and service expenses l egitimately include specific portions 
of f aculty and staff salaries. The trend of i ncreasing support in the area of 
organ i zed research should continue since the State Regents also consider external 
trends (at other universities) i n the annual determinat i on of need . 

The actual appropriati ons made by the Legis l ature are of crucial importance. 
Fi gure 2 compares the askings of OU to those of the Regents and to the State appro
pr i ations. Aski ngs and appropri at i ons are apparentiy converging. Hopefully this 
incicates a more reasonable procedure in the formul ation of needs and a growing 
credibi l i ty of the · Un i versity with both Regents and Legislators. 

The 1978 Position Paper also suggested that l ack of adequate financia l support 
increases the loss of good faculty members and inhibits the hiring of new faculty. 
This is a difficult issue to assess and it was decided to poll the Norman campus 
departments with regard to departing facu l ty and new faculty. Table 2 summarizes 
the 25 responses that were received. The average salary i ncrease for departing 
faculty is 31% of the present average salary on the Norman campus. Of those depa~t
ing, 81% found better career opportunities and 49% found better facilities. In 
tryi ng to hire new faculty,34.5% of the offers were refused . It is clear that 
both career opportunities ~nd faci l ities are major concerns. It is also apparent 
·that, although departures are practically balanced by new faculty, the relative 
number of Instructors and Assistant Profes~ors inc reased at the expense of the 

· Associate Professor and Professor ranks. The Provost's Office prepares an annual 
Summary of Faculty Loss and New Faculty. For 1978- 79 this summary indicates 76 
new faculty of all ranks. Excluding the rank of Instructor reduces this number to 
65 and further exclusion of "V i siting" ranks lowers it. to 48. Losses fo r the 
same year, exc l using Instructor and "Visiti ng" ranks , total 38 of which 11 \vere 
t enured . 

Respectfully ~ubmitted, 

Willi am F. Eick (HPER) 
Stan l ey C. Neely (Chemistry), Chair 



able 1: Withholding for Social Security 

Year Social Security 

base * amount 

70 $7,800 $374.44 

71 7,800 405.60 

72 9,000 468.00 

73 10,800 631 . 80 

74 13 ,200 772. 20 

75 14, 100 824.85 

76 15,300 895.05 

77 16.,500 965.25 

78 17,700 1,070.85 

79 22,900 1 ,403.77 

80 25,900 1,587.67 

Table 2: Faculty Turn-Over 1978-80 
(25 Departments Responding) 

Departures 

6/80-S ( Page 11) 

and for Teacher Retirement 

Teacher Retirement 

base amount 

$7,800 $390.00 

7,800 390.00 

7,800 390.00 

7,800 390.00 

8,900 li45.00 

9,500 475~00 

10,000 500 . 00 

10, 000 500.00 

10,000 500.00 

15,000 750.00 

I 

Ranks : 1-Instructor; 16- Assistant; 16-Associate; ti-Professors (16 tenured) 

Avg . Salary Increase (9 mo. base; on ly moves to other academic positions): 

$6300 ( s td . dev. $3800) 

Reasons: Better Facilities (18); Bet ter Location (16); Better Fringe Benefits (14); 
Better Career Opportunities (30) 

New Facul ty 

Offers: 4-Instructor; 39-Assistant; 7-Associate; 5-Professor 

Refusals : 0-Instructor; 15-Assistant; 3-Associate; 1-Professor 

Concerns Expressed : Facil ities (23); Fringe Benefits ( 8); Gedgraphic Location (19); 
Ca1cer Opportunity (28). 
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1980 Foll ow- up re.port of ad hoc Committee on Image of the University 

;---.. The foll owi ng report i s an at tempt to prov i de an updated version of the 
1978 and 1979 Faculty Senate Position Papers on the image of the Univers i ty. 

In order to assess t he facul tj' s current impression of the i mage of t he 
Uni ver si ty, a quest i on n~i re was developed and submitted.to all members of the 
Facu l ty Senate and othe r randomly chosen faculty members on t he Norman campus. 
The question~aire covered adequacy of facul ty salaries, effectiveness of the 
~dministration at Regental and University levels, the i mage of the University 
as both seen from within and as seen by Oklahomans, appropriateness of faculty 
wor k l oads, adequacy of t i me allotted for research and creative activity, and 
adequacy of communication between the University and the State Legi slature . Of 
t he one hundred questionnaires distributed, approximately seventy were returned. 
The Committee also attempted to assess the student~ perception of the University 
vi a a questionnaire pl aced in the Oklahoma Daily. Unfortunately, only ei ght 
questionnaires were returned, thus renderi ng the data inconclusive. 

Results of the compi l ed questionna i res appear to indicate an image of the 
Uni versity that is, at best , only slightly over the 1979 11 P_osition Papers." The 
effect i veness of administration at the Regental level tended to be somehwat below 
average for the Oklahoma Higher Regents and average for the University of Oklahoma 
Board of Regents. On the University level, the effectiveness of the President and 
the Provost received ratings that were well above average. The effectiveness of the 
Deans was rated as below average and the Directors/Chairs were cl assed as average. 

Internal items of specific concern to University faculty, including adequacy of 
salary, faculty wor k loads, ti me allotted for research and creativity,and University 
recogn i tion of community service, were all ra ted below average in this survey. It 
must be noted that . the Legislative fund i ng proces s which specifically affects 
University funding, inc l uding faculty pay increases, was in court arbitration at the 
time the questicinnaires were distributed . Had the projected pay increases not been 
in question, perhaps this area might have been viewed di fferent ly. 

In te rms of faculty perception of the University, those who had responded rated 
the self- image of the institution as below average. The external image (the 
Un i versity as seen by Oklahomans) was considered average . 

The adequacy of communicat ion between the University and the Legislature was 
rated below average. 

In summary, the areas that had received positive responses were the administration 
at the Presidential and Provost levels. Areas that need the greatest improvement 
include items of specific faculty concern, such as_ faculty sal aries, work load, 
ti me al l otted for research and creative activities, and University recognition of 
community service .. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David Etheridge (Music) , Chair 
Ned Hockman (Journalism) 
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PROPOSED UNIVERSITY COPYRIGHT POLICY 
Background information: During the academic years, 1973- 74 and 1976-77, the Facul ty 
Senate submitted to the Un i versity administrat i on separate proposals for a University 
copyright pol i cy. To date, no fi nal action has been taken by the administration 
on either proposal. -

Last year, ·the Facul ty Senate (Heal th Sciences Center) requested the reactivation 
of efforts to establish a University-wide copyright policy. On June 22, 1979, 
President Wi l liam S. Banowsky di rected the University Ch ief Legal Counsel to study 
thi s matter and prepare a draft proposa l for consideration of both Senates . Mr. 
Stan Ward, University Chief Legal Counsel, submitted a seven-page draft proposa l, 
with copies to both Faculty Senates, on August 3 , 1979 . 

The officers of the Norman Senate on August 27, 1979, referred that draft to the 
University Patent Advisory Committee for its review and recommendations . 

The Norman Senate on October 8, 1979, approved the Committee recorrmendation that 
t he policy draft be returned to the Chief Lega l Counsel for major revisions. On 
October 19, President William S. Banowsky acknowl edged th~ Senate action with the 
comment that the Chief Lega l Counsel would review the Committee 1 s recommendations 
and that a r~vised version would be fo rthcoming for that Committee's reconsideration. 
(See page 2 of the Senate Journal for November 12, 1979.) · 

On November 19, 1979, the officers of the Norman Senate appointed a seven-member. 
ad hoc Committ ee to study th i s entire question and, i n the process, consult wi th 
both the counterpart ad hoc Committee at the Health Sciences Center and the 
University Patent Advisory Committee. (See page 15 of the Senate Journal for 
October 8, 1979.) 

The Committee submitted its final report to the Senate late in Apri l . Cooies 
t hereof were distributed to Senate members on t he Norman campus, as well as to 
the office r s of the Health Sci ences Center Senate. 

On May 22, 1980, the Faculty Senate (Heal th Sciences Center) approved the final 
report of t hat Committee. 

Senate action: Professors Laura Gasaway and Michael Abraham, members of the ad hoc 
Cornni.ittee , were present at this meeting to answer questions . During the short 
discussion period, the following pd~nts were made: 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3) 

In r~sponse to the 1978 law passed by Congress, many universities are 
now in the process of developing their own copyright policies. Few 
i nstitutions have a copyright policy; most do have a patent policy . 
The proposal submi tted by University Chief Legal Counsel Stan Ward 
follows the Okiahoma State University policy very close1y. In recent 
discussions with Committee members , Mr . Ward i ndicated his continuing 
preference for using the OSU docume,1t as a model . , 
The copyright issue at this University has never been presented as an 
income question. The Committee's in ves ti gation of "alleged press ure" 
from the State Legislature failed to disclose any basis for those 
allegations. The suggestion was made fro~ th~ floor that copies of the 
proposed policy be forwarded to State Senator Lee Cate and State 
Representative Cleta Dethearage as an indication of faculty interest 
i n th i s matte r . 

Subsequently, Professor Saxon moved approval of tne proposed copyright policy. 
Without dissent, th2 Senate app rr!_~ed the moti on. The full text of the proposal 
fo 11 ows. 
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Final Report of the Senate ad hoc Commi ttee on University of Oklahoma Copy~i ght Policy 

----- (approved by the Faculty Senates, Health Sciences Center on May 22, 1980, 
and the Normari campus on June 16, 1980) 

Charqe and Recommendations 

The charge of this committee was to prepare a draft of a Proposed University 
Copyright Pol i cy acceptable to the faculty and staff of both campuses and to recom~end 
whether copyright matters should be handled by the University Patent Advi sory 
Committee or by an independent University commit tee. The attached "l>Jork i ng Draft 
Copyr i ght Policy (4-1-80) " is the result of work by the committee concerni ng our 
charge . 

Two features of the proposed poli cy should be highlighted. First, the main 
premise of the poli cy is, as a general rule , that all rights to copyrightable 
mater i als shoul d re s ide with their creator(s). Thi s contrasts sharply with t he 
policy drafted by the Universi ty Chief Legal Counsel which is based on the premise 
that,except i n certain specific cases , the copyright belongs t o the University . The 
committee believes there are ample lega l , traditional, and pract ical bases for its 
positi on . Second, the draft policy ca l ls for the establ is hment of a Un i versity 
Copyri ght Commi ttee independent of t he existing Univers i ty Patent Advi sory Committee. 
Although copyrights do have a superficial resembl anc1 to patents, they are treat ed 
separately by fede r al l aw and by academic tradition . 

Consequentl y, the committee recommends : 

· (1) That the Sena te adopt t he attached draft policy or one consistent with 
the work ing premise that copyri ght belongs to the creator . 

(2) That the Universi ty administration inves t i gate the need for a policy 
governing the University use of material al ready copyri ght ed. 

To expand on recommendat ion( ~), the committee examined the copyri ght pol ic i es of 
other universities and foun d that many of these were concerned with the use of 
copyrighted materi als by libraries and instructors. The committee feels tha~because 
uni versity employees might unknowingly i~volve the University in law su i ts , this 
cou l d po tentiall y be an i mportan t issue . Thi s committee would be happy to share its 
coll ec ti on of copyright policies that emphasize this aspect of copyright. 

Ac t ivities of the Committee 
In drafting the proposed policy, the committee performed a number of tasks including: 

(1) a review of the hi story of copyri ght pol icy activities at OU during the 1970 ' s; 
(2) several joint meetings with members of the HSC ad hoc Committee on Copyright and 
periodic contact with the committee's chair, Morri s Wizenberg ; (3) l egal searches and 
legal opinions gathered from leaders in copyright l aw (carried out by the commi ttee 's 
own copyri ght l aw specialist, Laura Gasaway); (4) an examination of university copyright. 
policies from documents and from a survey of AAU colleges and universities; (5) a 
revi ew of the draft policy by the Empl oyee Executive Council; (6) solicitations of 
comment by several professional groups, such as AAUP , the Autho~ • League, and ASCAP; 
and (7) contact with the University Chief Legal Counsei to sample his views . 

' Because of the recent history of copyri ght concerns at OU (resulting in the Co~y-
ri ght Policy drafted by the Legal Counsel) and because of formal and info r ma l contact 
between the Legal Counsel and vari ous members of the committee, we wi sh to outline 

r"'----------

1Arguments supoorting this viev, are incl uded in the 1974· Oklahoma Universi.ty cooy
right po1icy report . (See pages 8-10 of the Norman campus Senate Journal fo r 
May 6 , 19 7 4 . ) 
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· the batic issues associated with copyright ownership. The following di vi des the 
r°"1iscussfon i nto lega l, precedent, and practical and academic issues. 

Legal Issues 

There are two major l egal issues concerning copyright ownership and royalties 
which were considered by the committee. One is the "work for hire" provisi on of the 
federal copyright Jaw, and t he other invol ves the requirements of state law. · 

According to t he 1976 copyri ght l aw, a "work for hire; is a work prepared by an 
employee within t he scope of his or her employment or a work expressly agreed to be 
a v.JOrk for hire by contract . To determine the "scope of employment;' the committee 
researched the l ega l literature and contacted a number of copyri ght experts (including 
Melville Ni mmer, one of the country's leading experts in copyright law). The experts 
consis tently agree that, in the absence of an express contract for hire, copyright 
belongs to the creator unless he/she is required by employment to produce specific 
works. Factors that are considered i nclude whether the author's work was edited 
.by the employer and whether there was any control over the style and content of 
the work. According to Nimmer (in a telephone conversation with a member of the 
committee) , t he copyri ght law was never in tended to be applied in the manner suggested 
by the Legal Counsel's draft poli cy . 

I f the work is related to the empl oyee's job but not part of his or her specific 
duties , the work is considered outside the -scope of employment . For example, because 
the Un·i vers ity does no t specify how a professor is to meet the requirement of 
publishing research (i.e., spec i f i cally what research to do and how to do it), then 

. any resulting copyrightable material i s considered outside the scope of employment . 
Further, professors now have a copyright in their l ectures and~therefore, have t he 
exclusive r ight to publish and create derivative works based on them (e.g . , textbooks). 
Thi s view is upheld in a memorandum from the U.S. Copyright Office.I If existing 
contract requires the assignment of copyrights to others (e.g., i f a grant requires 
the assignment of copyrights), or if the- employee is hired to produce specific 

· copyri ghtable material as a condition of employment, the copyri ghts are assigned 
according to the contract . 

/"'""'. 

The issue involving sta te l aw is not concerned with copyright owners hi p so much 
as wi th the distribution of roya l ties and th~ use of publ i c resources to support t he 
development of copyrightable wor k. The 1 ega l l iterature was searc hed for a state law 
that requires state employees to pay for the use of publ ic resources when used to 
produce copyrightable mater ial. No such l aw was found. The state l aw does not directly 
concern i tself with copyright. An indirect reference to the use of state property can 
be found i n Article X, section 15 of the Oklahoma Constitution,which states: 

"The credit of the State shall not be given, pledged, or loaned tc 
any indivi dual, company , corporation, or association , munici pality, or 
political subdivision of the State ; nor shall the State become an owner 
or stockholder in , nor make any donat ion by gift , subscription t o stock, 
by tax, or otherwise, any company , association or corpora t ion." 
In searching legal opinions based on this quote, the committee was unable to 

find anything that governed the use of univers i ty resources (such as the li brary, 
l ab equipment, photoropy machines, or typewriters) to produce copyrightab le works . 

1A copy of thi s men:i_ · ,ndum is i n the committee's files. 
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The examples cited in legal sources are concerned with ·money or tangible items. 
,~ The use of the word 11 credit 11 is not synonymous with 11 resources. 11 Very cl early the 

Jniversity· cannot give an employee any funds or equipment without compensation, but 
this restriction does not appear to inc lude the use of University equipment or resources. 
The University, for example, can allow indivi dua~(both employees and non-employees) 
to use the library for the purpose of doing research for a copyrightable book with-
out requiring compensation for the use of lights, library furniture, and wear and 
tear on books. 

In the committee's opinion, the attached proposed policy is compatible with 
both federal and state laws. 

Precedent Issues 

To ascertain what other universities have as copyright policies , the Norman 
and HSC committees requested information from members of the Association of American 
Univers ities. In addition, the Legal Counsel provided the committee with a document 
entitled 11 Patent and Copyright Policies in Forty-Five Colleges and Universities . " 
Although several items of the information collected preceded the 1976 Copyright Act, 
the committee did not feel the new federal l aw differed from the old law in ways that 
invalidated the general approach taken by these policies. With few except ions, the 
approach to copyright taken by universities falls into three categories : (1) univers it ies 
with ~o stated copyright policy, (2) universities having a written copyright policy 
that is limited to matters concerning the Qse of material al ready copyrighted, and 
(3) universiti es having a written copyright policy that leaves t he copyright in the 
hands of the creator with specified exceptions. Ou~ proposed policy is si milar to 

- those of the third group. · 

The Oklahoma State University's copyright policy is based on the general premise 
that the copyright belongs to the Univers i ty except under specific circumstances. This 
policy is quite similar to the draft policy submitted by the Legal Counsel. To 
determine how the OSU Policy was administered, several members of the committee contacted 

-colleagues at OSU. Many of the OSU faculty contacted were unaware that OSU even had a 
copyright policy. In a conversatior, with a committee member, the Chair of the OSU 
Copyright Committee stated that his committee sees very few items and then only when 
there is significant conflict. Also the conflicts generally center around items 
defined as "works for hire"; i.e., i tems produced by faculty or staff on specific 
assignments. Further, the OSU faculty generally does not report items for copyright . 
Items actually reported constitute a very low percentage of copyrightable items produced 
by university personnel. OSU has had a copyright policy for a substantial length of 
time. The 1974 pol icy supplied to us is an update of a former policy. Their present 
policy is under review by OSU. 

In summary, the precedent is that universities that have copyri gh t policies con 
cerned with ownership generally allow the creator to maintain possessi on except i n 
obvious cases of "work for hire. "In the only case (OSU) we have been able to find where 
th is is not true, the copyright policy is, for all practical purposes , ignored. 

Practical and Academic Issues 

If the University reserves the rights to copyrightable materials produced by 
its employeesJt is likely to become embroil ed in a plethora of practical and academic 
problems that will waste vast amounts of administrative time and ene rgy and create 
negative tensions among various parts of the Unive rsity. In addi tion to t he bas ic 

,,.._:)roblem of enforcing such a policy, questions arise concerning who will negotiate wi th 
~ublishers and gr~ntirig agencie s and who will enforce copJrights by sui ng infringers. 
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,.......__')viously making the University a middleman between the creator and a publisher will 
create difficulti es that wi ll certainly discourage scholar ly act i vity. The loss of 
time resu l ting from negotiating with the University can disadvantage an individua l 
working in a competitive and fast-moving field. Adding extra steps i n the process 
of meeting deadlines can be discourag ing. Also, the loss of control over copyrightable 
material by the creator makes censorship of controversi al material a very real 
possibility. 

Perhaps the best method of summarizing these issJes i s t o quote from a l etter 
written to the Committee by E. L. MacCordy, Associate Vice Chancellor for Research 
at Washington University, St. Loui s, Missouri: 

"Over the years we have found it necessary ·to deal with a vari ety 
of copyright questions but have not seen the need nor value of having 
a published poiicy. Obviously this position reflects a de facto policy 
leaving such rights with authors etc. Thus, most often our in volvement 
is to assist the faculty in matters of concern to sponsoring agencies. 

"Our position on this matter refl ects four !)rimary points. First, 
recogniz i ng that copyright covers a multitude of forms from poetry, 
novels, textbooks, drawings, paintings, arch i tectural des i gns, photo
graphs, recordings, etc. we can't relish the idea of trying to 
develop a logical and cons i stent policy to effectively deal wit h the 
diverse situations attending these many forms. Second, we do not view 
the faculty as individuals "hired to write" fo r the university corpor
ation. The creati on of such materials is most often an ancillary 
activity to the primary functions of teaching and research. Third, the 
University has little to offer the creator of copyrightable materials 
i n the way of management, publishing or otherwise commercializing them 
and little assistance is needed by an individual in dealing-with publ ishers, 
etc . (as contrasted with the management of inventions). Finally , the 
university is uncomfortable with t he prospect of becoming t he ovmer of 
various controversial materi als (political, sexual, rac i al, etc.) of 
variabl e quality with the attendant responsibilities to the creator, t he 
institution, the public, etc." 
Although the Committee is sympathetic to the position of not having any copyright 

policy, we believe that the attitudes implicit in the Legal Counsel's draft policy , 
do not reflect a "de facto policy of leaving such rights with authors etc. 11 

Consequently, we feel the need for an approved policy such as the one attached . 
· The Committee would be pleased to discuss any of these i ssues more fu l ly . We 

would also be pleased to share the documents collected to support this report. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Michael R. Abraham (Chemistry), Chair 
Charles Bert (AMNE) 
Mark Elder (Office of Research Administration) 
Laura Gasaway (Law) 
Michael Hennagin (Music) 
Ronald Kantowski (Physics) 
Richard We lls (Political Science) 
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I. POLICY 
The University recognizes and encourages its faculty, staff, and student 

body to participate in creative and scholarly activities as an inherent part of 
the educational process . It is the broad policy of the Un iversity to promote 
creativity and scholarly activities and to expand the frontiers of human attainment 
in those areas to which the pursuits of the University are dedicated. 

II. BASIC OBJECTIVES 
Copyrights are _created by the Constitution and the laws of the 

to promote the progress of science and the useful arts by securing 
times to authors the exclusive rights to their works and writings. 
objectives of the University's policy concerning copyright include 

United States 
for limited 

The basic 
the follovJing: 

(A) To maintain the University's academic policy of encouraging 
research and scholarship as such without regard to potentia l 
gain from royalties or other income . 

· (B) To make copyrightable materials created pursuant to University 
objectives available in the public interest under conditions 
that will promote their effecti ve utilization. 

(C) To provide adequate incentive and recogni t i on to faculty and 
staff through proceeds der ived from their works . 

III. COPYRIGHT OWNERSHIP 
A. Under the Copyright Revision Act of 1976, 17 U.S .C.~101 et seq . (1976) , 

works of original authorship are protected by copyright from the time they 
are fixed in a tangible medium of expression, now known, or later developed. 

B. 

r 

D: 

E,, 

F. 

All University personne l , in accordance with the University 's policy and 
basic objectives of promoti ng creative and scholarly act i vities are free to 
develop, create, and pub l ish copyrightable works. 
Copyrighted works produced by University faculty and staff are the property 
of t he creator of that work . All rights afforded copyright owners under 

tl06 of the Act reside with the creator unless he or she has ass i gned or 
licensed any of the enumerated rights. Decisions relative to registering 
of these works with the Copyright Office are left to the individua l creator. 
Copyright in works specifically commissioned by the University under ~ Ol(c) 
of the Act shall belong to the University. As copyright owner, the Universi ty 
shall make decisions relat·ive to registering commiss ioned vwrks . 

Works produced under a specific contract or grant agreement between the 
University and a governmenta l or other agency or organization are subject 
to the terms of the gran t or contract for purposes of copyright . If copy
right ownerhsip is not specified, such rights shall reside in the creator . 

Wheie University service units (such as a Media Production Depart~ent) are 
involved with the production of a substantially comp leted copyrightable pro 
duct, royalties shall be distributed between the copyright owner, i.e., 
faculty or staff creator, and the University as provided for in a 1vrHten 
agreement concluded pr"ior to v✓0rk being done. The relative contr ·ibution of 
the creator and the unit shall be considered in allocation of royalties. 
If the involved pa rti es are unable to reach such an agreement , the matter 
shall be referred to the Un iversity Copyright Commi ttee. 
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r-·v. UN IVERSITY COPYRIGHT COMMITTEE 

A. The University Copyright Committee shal l consider disputes arising 
among the University, its co ll eges, departments, and other academic 
uni ts , facu l ty, and staff as to copyright ownership of commiss ioned 
works and shall recommend appropriate solut i ons to the President. 

B. Disputes arising over the distribut ion of roya l ties for University 
produced works (see section III. F.) may be referred to the University 
Copyri ght Committee by either party . In such instances, the Commi ttee 
shal l make appropriate recommendations to the Pres ident regarding the 
distribution of royalties between the copyright owner and the University. 

C. The University Copyright Co~nittee shall have as its members : one 
member appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the President, two 
appointments made by the President from at leas t four nominations made by 
the Employee Executive Council, and four members appointed by the 
President from at least eight nominations made by the Faculty Senate. 
The four appointed from the Faculty Senate nominations shall serve 
four-year terms, one member's term expiring each year and their initial 
terms to be determined by the President. The two appointed from Employee 
Executive Counc il nominations shall serve two-year terms with one member's 
term exp iring each year. As members retire, the appropri ate group .sha 11 
send at l east two nominations for each vacancy for the President's 
consideration. Each member of the Committee shal l have one vote . The 
Committee shall keep its own records, determine its own procedures, and 
elect its chair who shall report to the President. The Comn1ittee may also 
review this Policy from time to time and may recommend changes to the 
President. 

V. ROYALTIES FOR UN IVERSITY COMMISSIONED WORKS 

A. Royal ties for University commissioned copyrighted works may be shared 
by the University and the creator(s) of the work . 

B. The terms of any grant or contract relative to royalties shall take pre
cedence ove~ this policy should there be a conflict between them. 

C. Disputes arising over royalty sharing for University commissioned works 
shall be referred to the Univers ity Copyright Committee. 

UNIVERSITY COUNCIL AND COMMITTEE STRUCTURE 

Background information: At the "small group" study sess"ions of Senate mem-
bers last fa ll, a need was repeatedly expressed for a review of the current 
structure of University councils and committees. According ly, Senate officers 
appointed an ad hoc Committee to study this question and submit an approp riate 
report to the Senate . (See page 2 of the Senate Journal for December 10, 1979.) 

The final report of that Committee was submitted to the Senate ea rly in May. 
Cop i es were distributed to all Senate members in advance of this meeting . 

Senate act ion: Professor Whitmore moved acceptance of the Committee report. 
Without further discussion and without dissent , the Senate approved the motion . 
The complete text of the Comm'itt ee report foll ov,s. 



The Faculty Senate ad hoc Commi ttee to Review t he University Counci l and 
Committee Struct ure hereby submits i ts r~port to the Facu·1 ty. Senate . 

The Commi ttee defi ned its task as follows: (1) to sol icit opinion on the 
operat i on of each Uni ve rsity Council and Committee ; (2) to i dentify problem areas 
in the operation of the Council and Committee sys t em; (3) to suggest reforms 
where appropri ate; (4) to suggest further study where appropri ate . The Committee 
used as its primary vehicl e an open-ended ques tio~naire distributed to all 
persons who have se r ved on Un i versity Councils or Committees· in the past five 
years. Of 390 questionnaires dist r ibuted , we rece i ved 112 respons es , a response 
rate of 29%. Appended is a l ist of responses by council and committee. These 
responses establ i shed that there i s no genera l di ssat i sfaction with the operati on 
of the council and committee system and that the concept of fa cu l ty governance 
through these agenc i es i s wide ly suppor ted . In the case of indivi dual committees 
some questions have been raised relative to proposed changes in procedure, struc
ture , or function . We address these committees and the problems invo l ved below. 
One general concern that has been expressed relates to the lack of appropriate 
i ncentive for participation in the system of University governance. Evidently 
some departments do not weigh such participation in evaluating performance for 
merit sal ary increases ; or at l east, i t is perceived that some departments do 
not weigh it sufficiently. The ad hoc ,Commi ttee recommends that t he Senate 
cons i der th i s probl em careful ly and make an appropriate recommendation to academic 
di vi sions and units . Listed below are the specific issues that the ad hoc 
Commi ttee determined to be of most signifi cance . In each case, relevant admini 
strators and faculty membe rs 1-1ere questJ oned. In some cases, the ad hoc Comm"ittee 
has made specific recommendations. In other cases, we have merely suggested 
further study. 
(1) Campus Tenure Committee 

The Campus Tenure Committee has requested that -the recom~endations of Deans 
be forwarded to that committee for its in format ion as a part of its process of 
~eview . Currently, departmenta l units forward their recommendations separately 
t o their- respect i ve deans and to the Campus Tenure Committee ; the deans and the 
Tenure Committee, in turn , forward their recommendations separately to the Provost. 
Unlike the Academic Personnel Council, the explicit charge of the Campus Tenure 

· Committee is to revi ew departmental recommendations to determine if they are in 
accordance with established cri teri a ; it is not explicitly charged with reviewing 
disputed cases . However, because the deans are presumably bound by the approved 
departmental criteria, i n cases where the dean and the department disagree , the 
Tenure Committee must inevitably side with one or the other . It does so, however 
wi thout knowing why the dean and the department disagreed , because it does not have 
access to the dean 1 s recommendations (except in cases where the dean is also the 
departmental chair) . 

In response to this proposed change in procedure, the deans are divided; 
most do not oppose this change , but two deans point out that this change , in effect, 
puts the Campus Tenure Committee in a position to rev i ew directly the decis i on of 
the deans, contrary tu its charge; that is, to rev i ew the decisions of the 
departments. The Provost sees merit in the proposed change, because, when the 
recommendations of the deans and t he Tenure Committee reach his desk , ne ither 
i s informed by a knowledge of the reasoni ng behind that of the other; the Provost 
then has to sort it out . 

The ad hoc Committee sees merit in the proposed change and 1;✓0u l d recommend 
that, if adopted , it be accornpa n•ied by a clarifi cation of the charge: of t he Tenure 
Committee to make it clear that it is to serve as a third-party review of the 
dean 1 s and department 1 s recommenda tions. 
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r (2) Faculty Appea l s Board 

The Facul ty Appeals Board currently r~ports directly to the President. Its 
char ge and procedures were establ ished prior to the recent admin i strative reorgan i 
zati on that enlarged the scope of the Provost ' s authority . We have recei ved a 
suggestion that the grievance procedure be changed to a two- track system dis t in
gu i shing between minor grievances to be settled by the Provost including routine 
sal ary i ssues, as well as major grievances to be reported to the President and the 
Regents and including cases of severe sanctions such as abrogation of tenure. 
We be l ieve that it would not be possible to establish with sufficient clari ty the 
dist i nction in question. As an alternative, it has been suggested that the 
deci sions of the Faculty Appeals Board be forwarded to the Provost; if he approves 
t he recommendation of the Board,the case stops there; if he disapproves, the 
recommendation of the case goes on to the President and the Regents. This proposal 
has the merit o1 providing a procedural method of distinguishing between cases 
that are to go and cases that are not to go. This is a complex matter, however, 
and the ad hJc Committee recommends that it be taken up by a special committee 
charged to look into this matter only. 

(3) Budget Council 
The Budget Council i s beset by three problems. First , i t is sometimes presented 

with decisions that have already, in effect, been made. Second, i t is often given 
i nsuffici ent lead time to assess budget decisions before they must be made . Thi rd , 
it is not able to deal wi th long-range planning because it is preoccupied with the 
current fiscal year's budget. All persons involved in the process seem to recognize 
that the Budget Council operates under certain constraints that are systemi c in 
nature. Often the process itself allows too little time for considerat i on by 
the administration and the Budget Council alike. The Council has found the current 
administration forthcoming and cooperative, with some exceptions, and the .acL.1:to..c 
Committee encourages all administrators to recognize that the success of the 
Budget Council depends importantly upon the willingness of those involved to ma ke 
i t work . This appli es al so to the faculty leadership of the Council ; the varia
bility in the success of the Budget Council is as much dependent upon its 01-m 
l eadership as it is upon the good will of the administration . 

One important area in which the Budget Council has had li ttle impact is in 
the area of long- range p·lanning. The Budget Council, as mentioned above, does not 
have the time to devote to this problem . Given the variability of University 
f unding, there are i ntrins ic limitations upon its abi li ty to plan for the long run. 
Insofar as the administration i s comt emplating either the development of new and 
permanent programs, the discontinuance of old programs, or other maj or and enduring 
allocations of its capital resources, however, there ought to be a vehicle for 
fatulty input . Perhaps a sub-committee of the Budget Counc il could devote i tself 
exclusively to this purpose . 

The ad hoc Committee would remind all persons involved in the process that 
there is no substitute for cooperation and a mutua l commitment to consultation among 
parti cipants . In this connect ion, the Faculty Senate is again reminded of the 
i nordinate amount of time that conscientious participation by members of the 
faculty takes (especially on the Budget Council) and the i mportance of see ing to 
it that such time is adequately considered in the process of merit evaluation . 
(4) Administrative . and Physical Resources Council 

There appears t o be li ttl e relationship between the two aspects of the mission 
of this Council . Those who are attracted to service on i t ··~cause they find one of 
the areas (admini stration or physical resources) of intere~. ofte n do not find 
the other area of interest. While the Council has had a c · f icant ro l e to pl~y 
in recent ex~ansion deci sions , its role in the recent admi· rative restructuring 
of the University v1as less pronounced. 
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,,-..._ The .a.d floe Committee considered three alternat i ves; (1) to leave this 
Counc il · as it is; (2) _to transfer its· administrative functions to the Budget 
Counc i l; (3) to establ i sh a new commi ttee on administration . . None of the 
alter natives is without flaw . The first is undesirabl e for the reason above 
menti oned; the second adds to the burdens of an already overloaded Budget Counci l; 
t he third adds a new committee where we already have too many . It is pointed out 
that the need for administrative review arises only infrequently. Thi s is not 
doubted, and one may add further that when the need does arise the consul tatio~ 
seems not to automatically take place. The ad hoc Committee would suggest that the 
Facul ty Senate appoint a committee to examine this matter or refer it to the 
Admini strative and Physical Resources Council and the Budget Committee for 
consideration. · 

(5 ) Libraries Committee 

The Dean of the Library now serves as the Chair of the Librartes Committee 
There is a consensus on the committee that the Dean no longer serve as chair, and 
t hat the chair be elected from the Committee membership . We would confirm t his 
change and add that the chair should be elected from the faculty members of the 
committee. In this connecti on, we would suggest that the Faculty Senate consider 
t he appropriatene ss of having administrators serve as the chairs of any of these 
councils and committees. 

(6) Proposed Salary Review Board 

We have a proposal to establish a Salary Re~iew Board t he function of which 
would be to make recommendati ons on genera l salary policies and to deal with 
systemic inequities. This i s a huge issue, and the ad hoc Committee can only 
suggest that it would require a study committee devoted to that sole purpose. 
(7) Student participation 

This is a particularly thorny problem. The student pos itions on councils and 
committees often either go unfilled , are fil led too late in the year to be of much 
use, or are filled but ignored by the appointees. The President of the UOSA has 
iecently signed a bill that provides a three-week deadline for the Student Congress 
to act upon his nominations, but much of the delay has in the past been in the 
office of the Presi dent of the UOSA. We recommend the following plan and suggest 

· that a joint faculty-student committee be appointed to review it and make recommenda
tions - (a) The process of appointments should begin with the solicitation of 
nomin~tions in the spring semester . This will eliminate freshmen consideration but 
will advance the process rad i cally. (b) That the President of the UOSA be required 
to present his slate of nominees to the Student Congress at its first meeting in 
the fall. The Congress may fill any vacancies in the list as presented by the 
President . (c) That the Congress have three weeks to upon the Pres ident 's nominations 
at which ti~e , the list goes forward as he/she had presented i t . (d) That.should th2 
Congress and the President together fail to present a complete list, either the 
President of the University appoint such persons as he pleases to student positions 
or that such positions remain unfilled and be deleted from the quorums of said 
committees. The Comm-i ttee a 1 so recommends that two-year appointments be 
considered for major committees. 

The Committee is cognizant of the fact that the President of the UOSA operates 
under diffi cult circumstances in filling these appointments. It is receptive to 
some reduction in th~ number of nominations that he/she must submit. Furthermore, 
the Committee sees no reason why the same timetable muit be followed fo r all 
committee appointments. As against the vie\'✓ that any deadlines are arbitrary and 
ignore the complexities of t he process, however, the Committee asserts t he contrary 
view that li fe is full of deadlines and that deadlines are the only su r mea ns o. 
getting th i ngs done . The Committee has al so considered the merits 0 ! ', i ny s01ne 
of these appointments pure patronage appointments . ~-Jhii e H does n.· _ · ' 3S the 
merits of such a proposa 1 in specific cases, the Committee sees no re t: 1vhy this 



may not be appropriate in some cases. 
process of appointment considerably. 

Respectfull y 

Doyle Bi shop (Management) 
Lane Coulter ~Art) 
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This would, we assum~, faci l itate the 

submitted , 

Robert Lehr (Regional and City Planning) 
Ron Peters (Political Sci ence) , Chair 
Robert Welch (Naval Sc i ence) 

Appendix 

Academi c Personnel Counci l-1/4,25% 
Academic Program Council-4/17,23% 
Academic Regu l at ions Committee-7/13, 53% 
Administrative and Phys i cal Resources 
Council-4/ 14 ,28% 

Athletics Counci l-2/7,28% 
Bass Memori al Schol arship Fund 
Committee-3/4,75% 

Budget Council - 1/13,7% 
Campus Tenure Committee- 12/20,60% 
Class Schedule Committee-5/11,45% 
Commencement Commi ttee- 3/11.27% 
Committee on Discrimi nation-3/16,18% 
Computer Advisory Commi ttee -4/14 ,28% 
Danforth Foundation Scholarship 

Commi ttee-0/10,0% 
Employment Benefits Comnittee-3/6,50% 
Energy Conservation Committee- 0/5,0% 
Equal Opportunity Committee-Of 5 ,0% 
Faculty Adviso'ry Committee to 
the Presi dent-5/22 , 22% 

Faculty Appeals Board- 11/58,18% 
Film Review Committee- 2/4,50% 
Goddard Health Center Admi ni strat ive 
Review Board-1/1,100% 

Intramural Committee-0/5 ,0% 
Lott inville Prize Committee-6/17,35% 
Par king Violation Appeals Committee-7/14 ,50% 
Patent Advisory Committee-2/6,33% 
Publications Board-0/4,0% 
Research Council - 6/13,46% 
Rhodes Scholarship Committee- 3/8, 37% 
Scholarshi p and Financ i al Aids 
Committee-5/12,41% 

Speakers Bureau-0/4,0% 
Staff Committee on Discriminati on-0/0,0% 
Student Discrimination Grievance 
Committee - 1/1,100% 

University Book Exchange Ove rsight 
Committee-1/5,20% 

University Judicial Tribunal-2/7,28% 
Unive rsity Libraries Committee- 3/14 , 21% 
Will Rogers Scholarship Committee-2/7 ,28% 

_____________________ ___ ___ Total:_112/390_:_~~~- ------------- - - - --------·--------- ---

FACULTY-PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FORM 
Background i'nformation: At the March 17 Senate meeting, the School of Mus ic 
presented its objections to t he recent di stribution with in the Coll ege of Fine 
Arts of a "work i ng draft" of a proposed campus -wide Annua l Faculty Profes s iona ·1 
Activities and Evaluation Record prepared by a Deans' Council commi ttee . The 
Senate agreed to have a Senate ad hoc Committee study this question . (See page 
11 of the Senate Journal for March 17 , 1980. ) 

Professor Teree Foster was appo~nted Chafr of the ad hoc Committee . (See page 2 
of the Senate Journal for April 14, 1980.) T!1e final report of that Committee 
was distributed to Senate members in advance of this meeting . 

~na_t~ action: Professor Teree Foster reported on the: Co:r.mi t tee ' s meet i r,g v.Ji th 
As soc1ate Provost Joseph Ray to present (1) faculty conce rns in this mat t er and 
(2) suggestions for remedying depa.rtmer,ta l deficienci es . 

Committee consensus is that some type of qualitative, narrative evaluative report 
r"' rather than a numerical one~ should be made to the Provost-' s Office . 

Mr. Ray co1nmu,ted tnat , in his opir. 1 on , the most positive element in the prnposa l 
is the provi sion for sharing the evaluation with the fa cu lty me~ber being eva luated 
on the basis of criteri2 known to both part i es . 

Professor Saxon moved acceptance of the report and approval of recommendation (6) t hat 
a committee be appointed to prepate tLe eva , uat ion form . ~li tilout dissent, the 
Senate ~pro~~.9 the moti on . 
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Final report of the Senate ad hoc Committee on Evaluation Forms 

(approved by the Faculty Senate, Norman campus, on June 16, 1980) 

The ad hoc Committee on Evaluat1on Forms appointed by the Faculty Senate has 
discussed the acceptabil ity of the proposal of Frovost J, R. Morris that a type of 
summary faculty performance evaluation and reporting form be adopted and implemented 
on a compus-wide basis. The Committee appreciates Provost Morris' concern for the 
preservation of individuality at both the personal and departmental levels in the 
evaluation process. The Committee is cognizant that some departments have no articulate 
policies or procedures for conducting the evaluat ion process. while others make little 
effort to inform the faculty with respect to departmental performance eva luation and 
criteria, either before or after the fact. In and of itself, the lack of acceptable 
articulated faculty evaluation policies in any department is cause for concern . 
Moreover, the pressure of external forces mandates improvement not only in t he proce
dures employed in the evaluation process in some academic departments but al so in the 
nature of the documentation co l lected to support comparative evaluations . 

Sincere concerns, vigorous ly articul ated by faculty members, impel the Committee, 
·in the strongest possible terms, to urge , however, that a standard summary form combining 
both the evaluation and reporting functions not be implemented. Rather, if a standard 
summary form is to be employed on a campus-wide basis, it should be no more than a 
report of the results of performance evaluation. This report should be accomplished 
by some system of narrative,qualitative assessment. Reporting should not encompass the 
use of numbers in any manner . 

The concerns regarding use of a standard summary form which both evaluates perfor
·mance and reports that evaluation in a uniform fashion are as follows: 

. I'""""\ 

1. A standard evaluation and reporting form, al beit on utilizing both 
narrative and numerical measures of performance, is too readily 
susceptible to reduction to a numerical digit that cou1d be easily 
fed into a campus-wide computer program and used as the sole · , 
expression of an evaluation of faculty performance . 

2. A standard summary evaluation and reporting form would tend to 
concretize the relationship employed by a particular academic unit 
among the evaluative bases: teachi ng , research, and service. The 
manner· in which these bases are weighted should remain flexible, if 
the department so desires, and may vary from year to year, from depart
ment to department, and from individual to individual . 

3. Faculty performance can be descriptively measured bu_t cannot be reduced 
to a digit or collection of digits with any degree of accuracy. 

4. The computerization of standardized comparative numerical evaluative 
performance scores for each faculty member renders i nevi table the use 
of these scores for purposes of interdepartmental comparisons. The 
broad variances in academic responsibili ties among the many departmen tal 
units, as well as the divergence in quality among academic units, makes 
the potential for such interdepartmental comparisons ill advised. 

5. The evaluation process should primarily focus on constructive assessment 
of performance and should be an important too l in aiding the professional 
development of each fac ulty member. While some form of comparative 
ranking may be desirable within the individual dep~rtments i n order to 
assign salaries and constructively assess performance, any standardized 
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use of numerical indexing potentially results in the counter-
r'\_ productive process of interdepartmental ranking. Furthermore, if 

professional development is the foremost goal of the evaluation 
process, there is little utility in assigning· each faculty member 
of a department to a quadrant. 

6. Al though a summary evaluation and reporting form is intended to 
impinge as little as possible upon existing departmental procedures 
and criteria, the very existence of a standard summary evaluation and 
reporting summary form will tend to standardize evaluative criteria 
for understandable reasons of administrative convenience. Such 
standardization is intolerable in an academic community which prides 
itself on diversity . 

The Committee firmly believes that any concerns with respect to ful fil lment of 
requirements imposed by externa l groups can be accomplished efficiently without 
adoption and utilization of a standard form which reduces evaluation of faculty and 
reporting of performance to a compendium of digits. It must be recognized that, if 
no interdepartmental comparison of academic performance is to be made, uniform 
eval uat ion and reporting procedures involving numerical evaluations are superfluous. 
The problem to be addressed is the adoption of evaluation procedures and criteria 
that are both clear and acceptable by each academic unit.and the articulation of those 
criteria and procedures to the administration and to the faculty. The Committee's 
recommendations with respect to measures intended to correct this problem are as 
follows: 

1. Where abuse of (or apathy toward) clear and comprehensible articulation 
of evaluation procedures and criteria exists in a particular academic 
unit, it is the responsibil i ty of the Provost to require that standards 
be formulated, adopted, and communicated. So long as each department has 
formula ted and is implementing fair procedures and acceptable criteria 
and communicates such in writing to the administrati on and to its faculty, 
it is absolutely unnecessary that any uniformity in evalL1ation, even in 
terms of sunm1ary eva 1 uati on , exist. 

2. Monitoring of the salary progress of individuals (~., members of par-:·: 
ticular minority groups) can be accomplished by mere ly checking the percen
tage increases afforded these individuals in a given year or over a period 
of years. If the percentage is incongruent with others in the depart
ment, further checking should be done. The suggested one-page form 
could be consulted, and any further questions could be resol ved by re
quiring supporting documentation from the department. 

3. The burden of articulation of evaluation procedures and criteria, of 
implementation of these procedures, and of collection and preservation 
of sufficient data to support individual evaluative judgments must be 
placed squarely on the departments. So l ong as each department fulfi lls 
these respons ibilities, any required monitoring can be accomplished with
out standard numerical evaluation. 

4. In order to aid in the formation and the implementation of procedures and 
criteria , Committee "A" workshops should be conducted for vo l untary partic i
pants by experienced Committee "A" members at the outset of each academic 
year. 

5. In order to assure that the evaluation process is~ construct i ve aid to 
profess ional development, a statement explaining the broad purposes of 
faculty performance evaluation should be inserted in the Facul ty Handbook. 



6. 
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Also, orientation sessions for new faculty should be held in each 
department at the outset of each academic year to explain what the 
evaluation process is, what it attempts to accomplish, and what is 
generally expected of a faculty member . · 

A committee should be appointed to explore the possibility of con
structing a one-page form for reporting purposes. This committee 
would be composed of faculty or of a combination of faculty and membe rs 
of the Deans' Council. Several recommendations concerning the composi
tion of the form could be considered. 

For example, a one-page reporting form might assign an individual faculty 
member's performance a descriptive evaluation such as: special merit; merit; 
good; needs improvement; and unsatisfactory. These designations would be 
uniformly defined, and such defin"itions wou ld appear on t he fo rm. This de
scriptive evaluation would be iccompani ed by a supporting narrative statement. 
Alternatively, a reporting form could require that Committee "A" and t he 
departmental dean or director detail, for each facul ty member, performance 
strengths, any special cons i derati ans bearing on performance (~. , new course 
developed, heavy teaching load assigned, special research projects , time
consuming service commitments), and areas in which further development would 
be desirable. Other reporting forms would be acceptable, so long as t he focus 
remains upon qualitative and narrative assessment, rather than on digi ts . 
Regardless of the design of any reporting form ultimately adopted for campus
wide use, all performance evaluation or reporting information must be made 
available to each individual faculty membe r upon request. 

Adoption of this type of standard form would fulfil l the goa l of separating the 
evaluation from the reporting process, and thus preserve distinct departmenta l evalua
tive procedures and criteria . It further provides an efficient, uncomplicated reporting 
statement for use by the central administrat ion or external groups. 

The Committee is aware that seeking an alternative to a standard summary evaluat ion 
and reporting form such as that suggested by the _Provost will ent~il a greater expen
diture of effort on the part of academic units and the Provost's office in formu l ating , 
implementing, and interpreting eva l uation procedures and standards . However, the 
seriousness of the aforestated faculty concerns clearly mandates that such efforts be 
made in attempting to improve the evaluation process. 

Faculty membership on the Committee on Evaluation Forms included : 
Sid Brown (History) 
Dave Etheridge (Music) 
Marilyn Flowers (Economics) 
Deirdre Hardy (Envi ronmen t al Design) 
Dave Huettner (Economics) 
Beverly Joyce (University Libraries), 
Greg Kunesh (Drama) 
Tom Love (Eng i neering) 
Teree E. Foster (Law), Chair 

ADJOU RNMENT 

~he Faculty Senate adjourned at 3:55 p. m. The next special session of the Senate 
will be held at 3:00 p. m., on Monda_1-1._~uly 21 , 1980, i n Monnet Hal l 101. 

. Respectfully submitted, C~~~M tU :z;~ 
Anthonv at'L i s 
Profes~or of Business Communication 
Secretary, Faculty Se nate 


