
~CULlY SENATE STAr£ UNIOU&ITT CDLLCCC AT CCNCSCO. N.Y. 

January 25, 1974 

NOTE: Chancellor Boyer's 11Draft" statement on Tenure appears on 
pages-rsY-159 fn thfs fssue. 

* * * * * * * * 

NOTE CHANGE: Next meeting of the Faculty Senate w111 be held on 
February 19, 1974, at 4:00 1n Newton 214. 

* * * * * * * * 

The Faculty Senate contains pages 154-159. 
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The meeting was called to order at 1:05 p.m. by Chatnnan Scholes. Those present 
were: C. R. Bailey, K. Beck, T. Calahan, W. Edgar, D. Innis, J. Halbig, E. Ritter 
and G. Smith. 

Acting President Calahan reported: that the issue of the Compass on Friday 
will have an explanation of the energy problems that could effect the College; that 
the deficiency budget recently passed by the Legislature included funds to take care 
of the increase in fuel costs; there is an expectation of 291 new students enrolling 
this Spring; the Chancellor has spoken to Gov. Wilson and members of the Legislature 
concerning a salary settlement for faculty and NTP's. 

Chairman Scholes indicated hts desire to explore a number of issues during the 
coming semester: faculty morale, consul tat1on between faculty and the President and 
survival of the College. He noted receipt of: Time shortened degree programs; a 
proposal to share science periodicals with Brockport; the scholarship report; 
resolutions from Cortland and Buffalo regarding settlement of salary question; 
President ~,acV1ttie's acknowledgement of receipt of Senate resolutions; a request for 
nomination of four names for the Grievance Committee of the Campus Community Council 
and the memo indicating the "chain of conrnand" in the event Acting President Colahan 
were to be absent from the camp~s. 

Chairman Scholes summarized his impressions of the Chancellor's meeting. The 
Chancellor believes the University has re-established itself in the minds of the 
public and the Legislators; we are better off with a tenure system than without one; 
there should not be a tenure quota, tenure should be granted but with care; each 
campus needs to work out ways of evaluating the perfonnance of administrators; faculty 
is a central concern. The Chancellor will have another meeting in March. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 
Undergraduate Academic Affairs - The Committee has made a recommendation 

regarding the minimum number of hours a transfer student would need to complete at 
Geneseo to be eligible for honors. 

Graduate Academic Affairs - No report except that the revised MA Programs in 
Math and History are now "registered" by the State Education Qepartment. 

Faculty Affairs - No report. 

Student Affairs - The Committee is stud~fng: 1) Revisions of the Student Affairs ' 
Handbook; 2) The question of cheating; and 3} Revisions to the Constitution as to 
the function of the Committee. 

Budget - Mr. Smith explained the equalization system that is being proposed to 
replace Scholar Incentive. · 

OLD BUSINESS 
Mr. Innis will prepare a report on existing policies for the next meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2 p.m. 
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The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Bailey at 4:20 p.m. Those 
present were: R. F. Smith, F. Bright, K. Hughes, R. Lougeay, T. Browne, F. Scholfield, 
P. Stein and W. Wright. 

The minutes of the November 27, 1973, meeting were approved as printed. 

CHAIRMAN'S REPORT 
1) The Committee received a formal reply from Dr. David Martin, Chairman of 

the Economics Department, declining to submit a written proposal to the Committee. 

2) A memo to Dr. Calahan from J. Reber regarding possible areas of conserva· 
tfon of energy other than shorter library hours was mentioned by the Chairman. 

3) Some correspondence with the Chairperson of a University Senate Committee, 
involving possibility of sanctions against faculty members with tenure who are 
failing to perform their duties adequately, has been received by the Chairperson. 
He is willing to share this with any interested person. 

4) Executive Committee 
a) Dr. Scholes stated that the proposals of the Faculty Affairs Committee 

on the selection of department chairman and the definition of the chairman's 
responsibilities which were proposed by the Faculty Senate have been "received" 
by President MacV1tt1e but there have been no responses. 

b) Chairman Scholes reported on a meeting with the Chancellor of the State 
University where the Chancellor took the position that local faculties should 
consult with local administrators on continuing appointments and new appoint
ments of administrators. 

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS 
1) The committee on special emoluments for department beads recommended to the 

full Committee that the matter be dropped from the agenda. Moved, seconded and 
passed unanimously. 

There were no other subcommittee reports. 

There was a general discussion of future agenda items. 

The next meeting will be called by the Chairperson. The meeting adjourned at 
4:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Frank Scholfield, Acting Secretary 
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TENURE STATEMENT 

SUNY Cha.nc.elloJt BoyeJt hill> Jte.que..6.te.d .tM.t .the. 6o.Uowing :f:t6.t ..sta.te.me.n.t on 
.tenU/Le be .6haJr.ed wU:h the. 6a.c.uU:.y. · YoWL op..i.n..ion..s and c.omme. Jtega.Jtd.ing ~ 
tenta.Uve .statement Me welcomed; appaJtentty the Cha.nc.e.U.oJt would Uke. to ha.ve 
tlt~e Jr.~pon.6u channeled .thJtou.gh Utt.<.vw.Uy Se.na.tou who wiU be paJr-tiupa.tbtg .<.n 
tlte SUNY Sena.te cU..6c.U6..s.i.on..s next month. You. ca.n .6end IJOWL6 ~helL to PJto6u~cJt 
RobeJtt SeW a..t GJteene Ha.U. oiL .to the Fa.c.uU:.y Cha.Utma.n'..s 066ic.e .<.n Bf.a.k.e A. 06 
c.c~e. .£6 you. pJr.eoeJt, you. c.an WJL.Ue dVc.ec.tl.,y .to .the Cho.nc.e.UoJt. 

JBS 

The 1972 Master Plan of State University of New York called for a re-evaluation 
of the existing tenure system. 11 It seems clear,U the plan said, 11 that the matter of 
faculty tenure is evolving as a major issue which cannot and should not be ignored. 
We propose a careful reexamination of the present tenure system. The major aim of 
this review should be to retain and enhance the basic goals of tenure, while 
developing safeguards against its possible abuse ... 

Since the plan was issued, many groups within the University have given careful 
and thoughtful attention to the question of tenure. It seems timely and appropriate 
that I comment now. indicating the direction of my own thinking about this crucial 
issue. 

The history of faculty tenure is well known. It emerged early in this century 
as a safeguard to protect professional, capable faculty members against dismissal 
for expressing unpopular or provocative views. 

Over the years tenure has contributed enormously to the stability and strength 
of the teaching profession and to institutional excellence as well. The tradition 
of tenure has persisted over the years with only an occasional criticism from those 
who feel the abuses may outdistance the virtues of the process. 

In recent years, however, the tenure debate has intensified both in the 
profession and beyond. The exchange has become especially heated as the growth of 
higher education has begun to level off. So long as the Nation's colleges and 
universities were rapidly expanding, they were able to preserve a fairly balanced 
relationship between tenured and non-tenured faculty. However, the plateauing of 
enrollment and the resultant slowdown in~fao~1ty growth has introduced the very real 
possibility that in many academic departments most of the faculty will in time be 
tenured. This rapid increase in the percentage of tenured faculty will, it is 
argued, restrict the institutions ability to respond during a time of rapid change. 
Some argue that because of continuing shifts both in the content and the methodology 
of education, it is essential that younger faculty continue to be added in order to 
keep the program vital. It has also been suggested that larger numbers of women and 
minority group members are becoming available for employment and, if future employ
ment opportunities are restricted, these groups will continue to be unusually 
disadvantaged. 

In searching for a University response to these issues, the needs of the 
institutions as well as individuals have been carefully weighed. It is clear that 
as State University's enrollment stabilizes, we, too, may have an ever increasing 
percentage of our faculty on tenure if the present growth rate of 4 percent a year 
persists. Further, it is also true that since State University has a younger facultY 
on the average, than many other institutions, the prospect of very limited faculty 

t . 
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turnover may persist for years to come. Given these considerations, what should be 
our response? The following nine considerations are proposed. 

First, the State University of New York should, I am convinced, reaffirm 
its commitment to the principles of tenure. This tradition has added 
enormously to the stability and strength to our profession and while there 
are problems and occasional abuses in its execot1on, the principle is sound 
and the policy should be preserved. 

Second, it also seems clear that no specific and absolute quota ceiling 
should be placed on the number of tenured faculty permitted in the system. 
While I agree that a high percentage of tenured faculty in a given depart
ment or on a campus may be educationally harmful, it also seems clear 
that an artificially selected percentage cannot be defended and it also 
seems obvious that it may discriminate against unusually gifted younger 
faculty. 

Third, if we reject a quota system, we then must stress still more vigorously 
the process of tenure review to assure that continuing appointment in the 
University is extended only to those who have demonstrated great competence 
and whose future performance can be reasonably expected to be professionally 
excellent. 

Fourth, to achieve this central goal of a rigorously professional review 
of each prospective candidate, the criteria and procedure for tenure on 
all campuses should be clearly set forth and the standards should reflect 
both professional competence and institutional requirements as well. 

Fifth, each college should also prepare an analysis of its current and 
projected level of faculty staffing and estimate the relationship 
between tenured and non-tenured faculty during the six year period 
1974-1980. Strategies for maintaining a healthy tenure--non-tenure ratio 
with and among departments should be developed. 

Sixth, in a related move, the present seven-year rule should be continued 
as a requirement for tenure in the ranks of instructor, assistant 
professor, assistant librarian, and associate librarian. However, the 
present "prior service credit policy" should be made more flexible and 
negotiable on a case by case basis perhaps at the time of appointment. 
It would still be possible to count up to three years prior service 
credit, but campus presidents would be authorized to negotiate this with 
each newly appointed member of the college faculty. 

Seventh, while preserving the possibility of an initial appointment on 
tenure at the senior ranks, the time period after which tenure is 
mandatory should be extended from three to four years at those ranks. 

Eighth, a program of retraining members of the faculty to equip them to 
serve 1n other, though not necessarily unrelated, fields and for 
honorable reassignment to interdisciplinary teaching and research should 
be developed. Through the use of sabbatical leave for retraining or 
through special study leaves, most faculty members who find themselves 
in departments where enrollments have permanently declined could be 
restored to full productivity. 
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Ninth, a final facet of thfs issue relates to the matter of retirement in 
the University. We may wish to consider the possible reduction of the 
present mandatory age for retirement of faculty from 70 to 65. In addition, 
we may wish to give serious consideration to the development of an early 
retirement plan which would make attractive withdrawal from State University 
employment as early as age 55 or 60. 

These moves, taken together should enable the University to maintain a vital and 
creative faculty, the central ingredient in the educational process. 

However, this is an area in which we cannot be complacent. I am concerned that 
we continue to examine, from time to time, the University tenure arrangements and 
procedures to assure that they remain effective. In conjunction with this review, 
we should continue to look for ways through which the effectiveness, creativity, and 
professional development of faculty members can be professionally reassessed for 
non-tenured faculty as well as for those on continuing appointment. 

Finally, I believe we must remain sensitive to the human equation in all of 
this. Our talk about quotas and percentages and enrollment trends should not 
obscure the fact that we are not only talking about the well-being of an institution; 
we are also talking about the careers of weil-trained people. Here, as in all other 
areas of University concern, we must be sensitive to the individual faculty member 
even as broader institutional interests are also served. As these twin concerns 
are kept in proper balance, I am convinced the appropriate policies will be developed 
and sustained. 

· I 111 be grateful for your review of these proposed considerations. and shall 
appreciate your comments. 

Ernest L. Boyer 

CONSULTATIVE ROLE OF UNIVERSITY FACULTY 

The following resolution adopted by the University Senate in April, 1973, has 
been called to the attention of all Campus Presidents in SUNY by Vice Chancellor 
Bruce Dearing in a recent memorandum. The resolution is reprinted here for your 
infonnat1on. 

"BE IT RESOLVED THAT 
1. The Senate recommend that no curricular proposal (course. program, etc.) be 

put into effect without consultation with a campus curriculum committee and a campus 
budget committee, such committees to include faculty members elected by the campus 
faculty. 

2. This recommendation be understood to apply to all courses, programs, etc., 
whether they originate from academic departments or from other agencies such as 
1nterdfsc1p11nary committees or offices, Continuing Education, etc. 

BE IT RESOLVED FURTHER THAT this resolution not be construed in any way as a 
deterrent to educational innovation. The Senate goes on record as supporting both 
regular and innovative curriculum which has been well planned in terms of educational 
va 1 ue and budgetary feas 1 bi11 ty." 


