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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, February 14, 1955 Room 101, Law Building.

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:40 P.M. on Monday,
February 14, 1955, in Room 101 of the Law building. Thirty members were present
with President Harvill presiding.

The minutes of the special meeting of February 1, 1955 were approved as
distributed to members.

Catalogue material, report re: Mr. Lesher reported that all additional catalogue
items had been suthiitted to the members of the Senate under dates of February 8
and February 11 in connection with the announcement of this meeting. No objection
was voiced to any of the proposals.

Committee on Faculty Membership, report of: President Harvill asked Dr. Gaibraith,
Chairman of the Committee on Faculty Membership, to suthit the report of that coin-
mittee, which included Mr. Baker, Dr. Bateman, Dean Canson and Dr. Solve.

Dr. Galbraith reminded the Senate that copies of the committee report had been
in the hands of members of the Senate since the third of January and, doubtless, it
had been studied in the meantime. The committee was guided in its thinking by what
appeared to be the intent of the committee which reported in 1951; that is, that
with certain exceptions those persons holding the positions listed in the University
catalogue under the title of "University Staff's make up what we might call the
"Faculty of the University of Arizona." The present report aims to carry out that
original intent and, perhaps, to make it somewhat more specific.

In response to question by Dr. Roberts, Dr. Gaibraith stated that the list
does not include "Fellows" President Harvill then explained that, in general, the
list includes those with rank of instructor or higher in the teaching categories,
and corresponding ranks in the research categories, including research associates,
but not ones below this classification, Research assistants and teaching assistants
are not included. However, such a rank as Assistant Horticulturist or Assistant
Pathologist is included.

In response to a question regarding the voting privilege exercised by County
and Home Demonstration Agents, Dr. Galbralth reported that no definite information
is available, but it would appear that the franchise is not exercised extensively
in the Extension group.

President Harvill indicated that the faculty relationship is important to
people even though they may not exercise the voting privilege. It is desirable to
have University people who serve in other parts of the State feel that they are a
definite part of the Uhiversity organization.

Dr. Haury asked regarding the status of certain positions in the Musemi and
if, when a new position is created, the question of faculty status would be subject
to vote, or if it would be automatically determined and, if so, by what procedure.
Dr. Gaibraith replied that the situation is not entirely clear, but it s the
thought of the committee that this would be a matter of administrative consideration.
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When positions fall into a certain classification already determined as carrying
faculty status, new additions would be made automatically. The President stated
that some new organizations had been created after the 1951 report. An effort is
made to include all new posItions in existing categories. He suggested that it
would be helpful to have a general statement to govern the classification of
various positions.

In this connection Dr. Houghton asked if it would not be feasible to list
positions in such classification as might be indicated by the President. The
President replied that this could be done were it possible to decide upon some
generalization regarding original classifications. He added that in connection with
Museum appointments it would be better to keep teaching, research and museum
assistants in the non-faculty category, since to include these positions as faculty
would mean that other general assistantships shou]4 also be included. Miss Paylore
added that, insofar as the library staff is concerned, the positions listed in the
report would cover the full professional staff of the library.

Dr. Humphrey raised the question as to whether classification might not be
determined both on the basis of education and salary, or by either of these, uñder
the jurisdiction of the President's office. Dr. Haury explained it was very often
difficult to interpret the training required for museum work in terms of a degree.
Dr. Gaibraith said in connection with questions such as these the indication of the
professional status as related to faculty listings presumably would be based upon
the recommendation of the head of the museum or division or department, subject to
the approval of the President. Dr. Humphrey suggested a minimum requirement be that
of instructor or its equivalent rank, the equivalency to be interpreted by the
President. President Harvill then asked if such a generalization would be agreeable
to the Senate.

In reply to a iestion by Dr. Carpenter, Dr. Galbraith indicated that insofar
as the Institute of Atmospheric Physics fe concerned, this group would be listed
under the provisions of Section A of the Committee report, which requires residence
in the State of Arizona and an official appointment to the University staff. The
President pointed out that in the Institute group there are some persons who would
qualify as faculty members, and others who would not. It was Dr. Gaibraith's under-
standing that such a group would be added as number 17 of the list of groups in the
report. Similarly, such a group as that of Head Residents of Women's Uormitories
would be listed as number l. He also explained that the lecturers in the Extension
Division are not considered as members of the faculty. The list changes frequently,
and if it were desirable to publish it, it could be included under a general reference
to the Extension Division rather than with the University Faculty group. The President
pointed out that there would be some advantage in mentioning the Extension lecturers
since accrediting agencies would presumably expect to find somewhere in the catalogue
a listing of all persons who teach.

The President asked if the Committee recommended any separate list to designate
those members of the faculty who have the privilege of voting upon degrees.
Dr. Gaibraith explained that this was not proposed by the committee.

Dr. Houghton suggested that the Senate adopt a statement to the effect that in
harmony with the principles which are evidenced in the report, the administration was
expected to designate such new positions as should have faculty status and the Pres-
ident indicated that he would be willing to do this.

Dr. Carpenter took exception to the report, explaining that he found it dif fi-
cult to accept that all employees of the University above a certain category have the
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right, with equal propriety, to vote upon the granting of degrees. He saw no objection
to having such members of the faculty as Purchasing Agent, the Graduate anager of
Student Activities, or the Director of the Student Union, and others in this category,
vote upon all questions to be considered by the faculty with the exception of that of
voting for degrees.

Dr. Solve, a member of the committee, said that when the matter was first
reviewed the Committee was impressed by the point of view expressed by Dr. Carpenter.
He explained, however, that the question of awarding degrees was already definitely
settled before it caine to final vote of the general faculty and since there were
virtually no negative votes in connection with degree candidacies, it seemed unneces-
sary to make a distinction. It was Dr. Gaibraith's opinion that it is the general
faculty as such and not just the teaching staff which grants the student his degree.
ll members of the faculty, whether they teach or have administrative responsibilities,

are interested in degree candidates. Dr. Gegenheimer pointed out that librarians do
much in preparing candidates for degrees, and to say this group should not have the
privilege of voting on degrees rather negates the purpose of the library itself.
Dr. Houghton referred to other members of the general staff, such as certain categories
in the department of the Registrar. These groups had been studied carefully by the
Committee, Dr. Gaibraith said, and the Committee was less firm in Sits conclusions on
this point than on some others. It is difficult to draw the line, he pointed out,
between clerical positions and true administrative positions, although all may be
regarded as having important functions. It was the thought of the Committee to simplify
the designation of faculty membership as much as possible and at the same time to be
fair to all.

Dr. Gegenheimer asked if the position of Managing Editor of the Arizona Quarterly
had been considered. It was explained that this position is included in the list with
faculty status; as a matter of fact, it is already listed in the catalogue. Some con-
fusion had resulted from a change in the title of this position.

Dean Chapman moved that the report of the Committee be accepted, and the motion
was seconded by Dean Garretson. Dean Chapman then went on to explain that his motion
was based on the understanding that such professional positions as may be added in the
future will be included in the faculty list when these are recommended by the division
head or department head and approved by the President, the minimum requirement being
that of instructor or its equivalent rank, the equivalency to be interpreted by the
President.

When the question was called for and the vote taken, the motion passed.

The report of the Couìrnittee as adopted reads as follows:

Report of the Committee on Membership
in the University Faculty

At the request of the University Jenate at the meeting of December 6, 1954,
the undersigned committee was appointed by President Harvill to study the
matter of membership in the University Faculty and to make recommendations to
the Senate for consideration. The recommendations of the committee are as
follows.

A. That membership in the University Faculty, which includes the
privilege of voting in faculty elections, shall include those
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members qí the Univ'sity staff listed in the catalogue under the

(followin&
divisiongÇ who are in residence in the State of Arizona

and who hold an official appointment to the general faculty of
the University of Arizona, except that members on leave from the
University shall be eligible to vote during the term of such leave.

1. Administration
2. Teaching and Research

3. Agricultural Experiment Station
4. Agricultural Extension Service
5. County Agricultural and Home Demonstration Agents

6. Arizona Bureau of Mines
7. arizona State Museum

a. That those persons holding the following positions who
are not now listed in the catalogue, be included in the
membership of the faculty and be added to the catalogue.

Curator
Preparator
Museum Assistant

8. Bureau of Business Research
9. Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research
10. Steward Observatory
li. Bureau of Ethnic Research
12. Co-operative Wildlife Research Unit

13. Carbon14 Age Determination Laboratory
14. Library Staff

a. That those persons holding the following positions, and

not now listed in the catalogue, be included in the
membership of the faculty and added to the catalogue.

Acquisitions Librarian
Reference Librarian
Documents Librarian
Catalogue Librarian
Circulation Librarian

15. University Extension Division
16. Experimental Farm Superintendents
17. See Section "B" below
18. See Section "B" below

Note: In adopting this report, the Senate based the stipulation of
faculty status upon the following general policy;
That the minimum requirement be that of instructor or its
equivalent rank, the equivalency to be interpreted by the President.

That membership in the University Faculty shall also include Head
Residents of Women's Dormitories (to become #18 under Section "A" above)

and members of the Institute of Atmospheric Physics (to become #17 under
Section "A" above), and that these be added to the catalogue.

Membership in the University Faculty is not recommended for those
holding the following positions in the office of the Registrar, as it is
the opinion of the committee that these are essentially clerical
positions, although perhaps entailing a higher degree of responsi-
bility than most other clerical positions.

Statistician
Office Assistant (Certification of Degrees)
Office Assistant (Evaluation of Credits)
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D. As membership in the University Faculty will include all those

persons listed in the catalogue under the University Staff who

fulfill the residence and appointment requirement (see Section A)

with the exception of those listed under Lecturers in Extension

Instruction, it is recommended that this division be deleted f rn

the University-Staff section and listed elsewhere, perhaps at the

end of the catalogue under the University Extension Division.

E. The question of a separate voting list made up of those members

of the faculty who should have the privilege of voting upon the

award of degrees was carefully considered.

While it seems reasonable that those who are directly concerned

with the preparation of candidates for degrees should vote upon

their fitness for those degrees, it is the view of the committee

that in an institution graduating nearly a thousand students and

with a faculty of 450, responsibility must in large measure be

delegated to officers of administration and committees. Responsi-

bility for certification rests upon

The instructor's grades
The summary of academic accomplishments upon the Application

of Candidacy for Degree, which requires the signature of the

Department Head and Academic Dean.
Certification by the Registrar's Office, which has presimably

made a careful check to see that all requirements have been

met.
Vote of approval by the faculty of the college.

The voting upon candidates by the general faculty represente the

approval of the University as a whole, which is the degree granting

body and is a necessary recommendation to the Board of Regents.

Although this approval is not regarded as a rubberstainping of the

recommendations from the colleges, it is in effect an approval of

the actions of all those concerned in the four steps listed above.

It seems unlikely that the carefully considered process set up for

the approval of degree, candidates could be upset by the thin margin

of those members of the University faculty or staff engaged in non-

teaching duties.

The committee, therefore, does not recommend the authorization of

this second and restricted voting list upon degrees.

H. R. Baker
Herman Bateman
Karen L. Carlson
M. T. Solve
F. W. Galbraith (Chairman).

Catalogue items1 consideration of additional material: Dr. Roberts raised a question

regarding the disposition of a proposed catalogue change subnitted by the Registrar.

This had reference to a recommendation changing the present scholarship requirement

for the Bachelor's Degree. President Harvill explained that the proposal had been
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disapproved by the Advisory Council but that it would be in order to discuss

the matter if the Senate wished to do so. Dr. Roberts then asked the Registrar

to explain the proposal.

Mr. Lesher explained that because of the Council's disapproval of the

proposal, he had not mentioned it in the Senate and that he had reported the

action of the Council to the Sonate with notice of a previous meeting (see

notice dated January 12, 19.55 for meeting held January 17, 1955). The proposed

change, he stated, was a recommendation in connection with the computation of

senior averages and was to the effect that the provision to ignore failing

grades of Freshman and Sophomore years when repeated and established for credit

be rescinded, and that the catalogue provide that in the case of failures, the

original grade remain on the student's record and be included in his general

scholarship average. He explained that four years ago the Senate, through a

desire tb raise the standard required for the Bachelor's Degree, did away with

the old eighty-per cent-above-four rule and adopted as the minimum scholarship

requirement for. a degree a general average for all work undertaken in residence

of 3.2000. This placed a definite floor on attainment. However, two years

ago this standard was adjusted by including the present catalogue provision of

waiving failing grades of the Freshman and Sophomore years in the computation

of the student's average when such grades have been repeated for credit. This

change, he explained, was made because of the Senate's desire to allow some

adjustment for the beginning student or for the veteran returning after several

years in the service. The policy, however, nullifies the purpose sought by
the Senate in the adoption of a general average as 4iinimum degree requirement.

In this connection, he pointed to his report to the Senate which lists the

adjusted averages for twenty-two students who were included in the class of

1954. These adjtsted averages were in no case less than 3.2000. The true

average of these saine students, however, runs from 3.2077 to 3.5270. Never-

theless, all but four of this group would graduate if the requirement were

lowered to 3.2999. The adoption cf the proposal would, in his opinion, meet
the need for a minimum scholarship requirement in terms of a general average,

and at the same time allow, in all but a few cases, for the adjustment of

failures in the first and second years.

The proposal was discussed at some length, particularly as related to
the practice of allowing adjustment for failures in the Freshman and Sophomore

years. Some emphasis was placed upon the desirability of considering the
final attainment of the student in a particular case rather than on the fact

that he might have failed a course in his first attempt.

Dr. Roberts explained that he had voted for the present policy but that

he was now definitely opposed to it. He regarded it as a lowering of standards

and that it put a premium on failing grades. He stated that students will
deliberately seek a grade of 5 in order to avoid a barely passing grade of 4,
which must be included in the general average. It was his feeling, too, that
the policy of "forgiving" a. grade should not be limited to failures only, but

should be extended to any gradé.. He much preferred to follow a standard whi.c h
required a grade average of 3.2999 or better for all work undertaken in resi-

dence; but if this is not done, he statéd, he saw no logical basis in '!orgiving"
a15 and not "forgiving" another grade such as a 4.

Dr. Roberts then moved that whenever a student repeats any course within
the first two years, the second grade should he substituted for the first one.
There followed a leñgthy discussion as to the proper interpretation of the

"first two years." t was Dr. Roberts' feeling that the privilege of peating
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a course should not be extended, to a -student who had been in residence for more
than four semesters. It was pointed out that courses in which a failing grade was
awarded in the Sophomore year, if repeated at all, must necessarily be repeated in
subsequent years. The present policy does not place any restriction upon the time
in which the course may be repeated.

Dr. Hudson then seconded the motion. The motion did not appear to be clear to
some members of the Senate and it was revised by Dr. Roberts to read "that a student
during his first four semesters in residence, upon repeating any course for credit,
be permitted to substitute the second grade for the first grade and not have the
first grade counted in the grade average." He explained that the repetition referred
to all grades and not just to the first 4 or the failing grade of 5. This interpre-
tation was approved by Dr. Hudson.

Further discussion following regarding the interpretation of the period during
which grades awarded would be subject to repetition for credit and waived in the
graduation re qui rement.

Dean Chapman moved that the motion be tabled until the next meeting of the Senate.
This motion was seconded by Dr. Barnes. When the vote was taken, however, the motion
lost by a vote of 11 to 12.

The President then asked if the Senate wished to consider further the question
of Dr. Roberts' motion. In response to a question, Mr. Lesher explained that his pro-
posal was not related to the question at hand since his proposal would re-establish
the practice of including all courses undertaken in the University in the cputation
of the stuient's average. He asked if Dr. Roberts' proposal was not simply a re-
statement of our present practice, and suggested that the Senate agree in the inter-
pretation of the present regulation, that during the time a student is classified as
Freshman or Sophomore, such grades as he may receive may be changed by subsequent
repetition of the course, no further restriction being placed upon the period in which
grades are established or during which they may be repeated.

When the question was called for the motion lost by a vote of 9 to 16.

Dr. Roberts then- moved that a committee be appointed to study this matter and
bring a report to the next meeting. The motion was seconded by Dr. Humphrey. When
the motion was called for, the motion passed.

Dr. Roberts then moved that the Senate hold a special meeting on February 28
for further consideration of this matter. There was no second to the motion.

President Harvill indicated that two other reports are ready for consideration
of the Senate and that Dr. Rhodes had attended this meeting for the purpose of dis-
cussing one of them. However, due to lack of time, the President explained that it
would be necessary to postpone the hearing of the report of Dr. Rhodes'-cornmittee on
Salaries. -

The President then referred to the recent faculty action regarding a retirement
plan. (Note: The minutes of the General Faculty meeting of February 3,-1955 report
the adoption of the following proposal: That the faculty and staff of the University
of Arizona go on record as approving the proposed amendments to the state employees'
retirement system which will be subuitted to the 1955 session of the legislature,
and, further, that it is the desire of the faculty that, with the concurrence of
the faculties of the two state colleges, the Board of Regents of the University and
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state colleges proceed to establish a Teachers' Insurance and Annuity Association
retirement progran for the three institutions.) He had reported the action to the

Regents. It appeared that the faculties of the other two institutions had not acted

on the proposal and that the Presidents of those institutions were not certain just

what was being done. Because numerous matters are facing the Regents in connection
with the present legislative assembly, it did not seem appropriate to push the mat-

ter at this time. No expression was heard as to the reaction to the proposal, and
consideration of it was deferred until a later date.

The Senato adjourned at 5:40 P.M.

er Lesher, .ecreta




