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MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING OF THE FACULTY SATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, October 27, 195B Room 101, Law Building

The Faculty Senate convened in special session at 3:40 P.M. on Monday,
October 27, 1958, in Room 101 of the Law Building. Thirty-three members were
present with Vice President Nugent presiding.

Present: Andersen, Bateman, Bogart, Brewer, Canson, Forrester,
Gegenheimer, Hausenbauer, Howard, Hull, Humphrey, Irwin,
Kernmerer, Little, Lynn, Lyons, Marcoux, Martin, Mees,
Merritt, Myers, Nugent, Patrick, Paylore, Picard, Rhodes,
Roy, Slonaker, Tucker, Vavich, Waliraff, Windsor, Zapotocky.

Absent: Casaday, Crowell, Enke, Garretson, Hudson, Livermore,
Mead, Murphy, Pistor, Powell, Harvill.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of October 6, 1958 were approved
as distributed to members.

NEW MER&RS OF SENATE, WELCOME TO: Dr. Nugent welcomed as new members of the Senate
Andreas Axdersen, representing the College of Fine Arts; Charles Hausenbauer,
representing the College of Engineering; and Quentin Mees, Senator-at-large.

STUDY OF PLAN "A" AND PLAN "B" TRANTS, RORT RE: Dr. Nugent asked Dr. Merritt
to review for the Senate the study of Plan A and Plan B entrants to the University
of Arizona which he had recently completed under the sponsorship of the Office of
the Vice President for Academic Affairs and for the Regents' Committee on Ad-
missions. Copies of the study had been distributed to Senate members in advance
of the meeting.

Dr. Merritt pointed out that his study was not intended to be anything
other than a fact-finding one No particular conclusions were to be drawn.

The study was based on the entire entering Freshman class of 1953, a
group totalling 1,321 students - 772 men and 549 women. Dr. Merritt reviewed the
study in detail, referring to the findings as to how Plan A and Plan B entrants
to the University compared on a large number of personal and intellectual
characteristics, as well as on various criteria of academic progress at the Uni-
versity. These characteristics and criteria included the following: Quartile
of high school graduating class; sex and marital status; residence status (Arizona
or out-of-state); decile on ACE Psychological examination; decile on Cooperative
English J,a; grade earned in English X; whether or not student had been placed on
academic probation or given academic disqualification; number of semesters com-
pleted at the University; whether or not the student dropped out of the University;
whether or not the student had changed University college; cumulative grade average
finally attained.
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The study also included a comparison of Plan A and Plan B entrants,
matched on the basis of cooperative English test decile, on the basis of freshman
year grade averages; a comparison of Plan A and Plan B entrants, matched on the
basis of Scholastic Aptitude test, on the basis of freshman year grade averages;
and a grade average comparison of Plan A and Plan B entrants matched on the basis
of scholastic aptitude and English ability. The study also included an expectancy
grid showing the relationship between students' standings in their high school
graduating classes (quartiles) and the grade averages earnd in the freshman year
at the University. (This last item was without regard to Plan A or Plan B dif-
ferentiation.)

Dr. Merritt's study concluded with the following summary:

It may be stated that the group of students who entered the
University of Arizona under Plan A, as compared with those who
entered under Plan B:

stood relatively higher in their high school graduating classes
included relatively more women than nn
included relatively fewer married students
included relatively more out-of-state students
ranked relatively higher on the American Council on Education
Psychological Examination, a test of scholastic aptitude
ranked relatively higher on the Cooperative English Test
tended to enter some colleges to a greater extent than others

) had relatively fewer students covered by one or another of the
several bills offering benefits to veterans
earned relatively higher grade averages
earned relatively higher grades in English la.
earned relatively higher grades in English X (those who took it)
went on probation somewhat less frequently
persisted to the point of graduation more frequently, and
conversely, dropped out of the university less frequently
changed college slightly less frequently
contained relatively more students who had graduation grade
averages of 2.0 or better

In summarizing the comparisons where an attempt was made to
equate sub-groups of Plan A and Plan B students on various bases,
it may be said that the differences found were in favor of the
Plan A group. The differences were minor among the better students
but increased toward the low end of the grade distributions.

One of the striking findings was the great amount of overlap
between Plan A and Plan B students on practically every characteris-
tic. There were group differences, practically all of which were in
favor of the Plan A students. However, the overlap was so great that
it seems safe to conclude that while Plan B studénts, as a group,
have more academic difficulties than do Plan A students, a large
number of good students also enter the university under Plan B.



Dr. Merritt answered questions from the Senators concerning the study,
explaining in detail how the study was conducted. It was explained that the study
had originally been made, at Dr. Patrick's request, to provide information for the
Regents' Special Conmittee on Admissions. It was felt that the findings of this
study would be of real help to that committee, Dr. Patrick stated. He asked if the
study gave strength to the statement frequently made by some educators that there
is no advantage to a particular grouping of high school subjects, in preparing for
college, when students of equal ability are concerned. Dr. Merritt said that his
findings did not tend to support such a statement.

Dr. Patrick reminded the Senate that although many students having pre-
pared for the University under Plan B did not do as well at the University as did
many students having prepared under Plan A, still a sufficiently large number of
students having prepared under Plan B did do well in the University and made it
obvious that in any change in subject-matter entrance requirements, care must be
taken not to risk adopting a plan whereby these superior students would not be
eligible to enter the University. He reminded the group that the tentative sug-
gestion already proposed by the Regents' Committee was that an "alternative plan",
perhaps similar to the present Plan B, be retained, but students preparing for the
University under this plan would be eligible for full admission only if they ranked
in the upper three-fourths of their graduating class (or in the upper three-fourths
of students taking a state-wide aptitude test.) Students in the bottom quartile
could perhaps be admitted on probation.

Upon motion by Dean Nyers, with a second by Dr. ¿allraff, the Senate
went on record as expressing appreciation to Dr. Merritt for making available to
this group the results of this significant study which he had prepared for the
Regents' Committee on Admissions.

USING CUMULATIVE GRADE AV] AGE AS BASIS FOR SCHOLARSHIP PROBATION AND DISQUALIFICA-
TION RATHikt THAN PERCENTAG] OF UNITS FAILh:D, APPROVAL OF: To open discussion
concerning a proposal made at the October 6th meeting, Dr. Gegenheimer moved that
effective at the opening of the next biennium a student's cumulative grade average
be used as the basis for scholarship probation rather than the percentage of units
failed.' This matter had, in fact, been carried over to the fall from the meeting
of the Senate of May 5,l95 when Dr. Merritt's special committee on Delinquent
Scholarship Report trocedures had presented a possible plan for using cumulative
grade averages as a basis for determining probation status (for details see minutes
of April 21 and May 5, l95 meetings.) Dr.Martin seconded Lr. Gegenheinier's

motion.

The Senate members then discussed whether the motion shoilti not also
indicate that the averages should be used as the basis for disqualification as
well as for probation.

Dr. Merritt reminded the group that under the plan proposed by his
committee, probation would mean something different from what it means now. At

present "probation" results from unsatisfactory work in a given semester. In the

future, probation would reult from unsatisfactory progress toward an end goal.
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At this point, Dr. Patrick asked Mr. Windsor whether or not it would be
possible for the Registrar's office to provide end-of-semester cumulative grade
averages in the near future. Mr. Windsor explained that a new IBM computer had
recently been obtained by the Department of the Registrar. Moreover, during the
summer of l95 cumulative averages of all students in residence in l957-5 had been
computed; therefore, the Registrar's department was now able to provide cumulative
grade averages very promptly at the close of each semester. Nr. Grant had indicated
he felt that a report of ail student's cumulative grade averages could be available
within one week after the close of the semester.

At this point, Vice President Nugent left to attend another meeting, and
Vice President Patrick assumed the chair.

Dr. Merritt reminded the Senate that the suggested grade averages for the
various year levels had been based on data which had been available on a selected
portion of the student body, that is, the male students enrolled. Before a scale of
grade levels was fixed, possibly more information should be obtained, he said.

Dr. Gegeriheimer pointed out that the proposed system would remedy the
situation which often exists at present where a student is permitted to continue in
the University inck'initely with a cumulative grade average far below that needed to
graduate, because he does not in any one semester fail as much as 40% of his work.

Dr. Zapotocky stated he felt that the grade average determining probation
status should not be lower than the grade average required for graduation.

Dr. Tucker and Dr. Humphrey endorsed the proposal but stated they felt
that in addition consideration should be given to a student's performance in any
given semester as weil as to his cumulative grade average. Otherwise a student could
make a very poor record in any one semester and still not be liable to probation
status because his cumulative average was above the required level.

Dr. Patrick asked if it was known how many universities use a cumulative
grade average as a basis for probation and disqualification. Mr. Windsor stated
he had not made a study of the matter but he was of the opinion that such a basis
for determining probation and/or disqualification was common.

Dr. Merritt pointed out that this proposal would present a problem as
to how to prepare the mid-semester scholarship report since it was realized it
would not be desirable to assign every student a mid-semester grade in each course.
The committee had, therefore, suggested that the present basis for probation and/or
disqualification (freshmen must be passing 50 of work, other students must be
passing 60%) be retained so far as the mid-semester report was concerned.
Dr. Gegenheimer explained that his motion referred only toation to be taken at
the end of a semester.

Dean Rhodes stated that he would like to see the motion reworded so
that the cumulative grade average would be the basis for disqualification as well
as for probation.

Dr. Gegenheimer, with the approval of his second, then re-stated his -

motion as follows: The basis for determining probation status and disqualification --



-43O-

shall be a graduated set of fixed grade averages and a consideration of the grade
average of the previous semester.

Dr. Merritt questioned the approprit of including disqualification
in the motion. There was general disagreement as to whether or not the motion
should include procedure for disqualification. It was emphasized that there was
no intent to suggest that disqualification would be automatic. Students failing
to meet any established requirement would still not be dropped from the University
until their cases were reviewed by faculty committees.

It was agreed that a special Senate committee should be appointed, if
the motion passed, to work out details to implement the proposed procedure, then
report to the Senate.

The question being called for, Dr. Gegenheimer's motion carried without
a dissenting vote.

Dr. Gegenheimer then moved that the President be asked to appoint a com-
mittee to bring to the Senate recommendations to implement the motion just passed.
This motion was seconded by Dean Roy and carried without a dissenting vote.

CONTINUANCE OF PRACTICE OF FORGIVING FAlLING GRADES RECEIVED DURING FRESHMAN AND
SOPHOMORE YEAR5 HEN THE COURSES HAVE LATEk. BN REATED IN RESIDENCE AND PASSED,
DISCUSSION RE: The Senate turned its attention to a proposal to discontinue the
present practice of forgiving failing grades received during the freshman and
sophomore years when the course has been later repeated in residence and passed.

The Senate was reminded that of the several proposals made in the spring
of 1958 by Dr. Merritt's special committee, the only recommendation rejected by the
Senate was one that the present practice of forgiving failing grades be discontinued.

Iir. indsor pointed out that the question of forgiving 5's was not
relevant to the question of using cumulative grade averages for probation and dis-.
qualification status but was relevant to the matter of the graduation requirement.
At present failing grades are not forgiven in cumulative grade averages for any
purpose within the University except for determining graduation grade average.

Dr. Patrick asked if the committee to be appointed by the President to
study the motion passed earlier could also give attention to the matter of whether
or not grades of 5 aild be forgiven in computing the graduation grade average.

Dr. Gegenheimer stated he felt that action by the Senate in this matter
would be helpful to the special committee in determining what grade averages
siDid be established as a basis for probation and/or disqualification.

Dr. Tucker then moved that the present practice of forgiving failing
grades received during the freshman and sophomore years when courses have later
been repeated in residence and passed, be discontinued. The motion was seconded
by Dr. Martin. It was understood that this proposal, if adopted, was intended to
be efective at the opening of the new biennum.
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It was explained that this change would eliminate the situation which
exists at present whereby students having difficulty in a course ask the instructor
to give them a failing grade rather than a low passing grade of 4. It was further
pointed out that if 5's are not forgiven, the graduation grade average again would
become a true average of the student's University record. Students would be able
to improve their grade averages by repeating a failed course but the failing grade
would be included in the average along with the passing grade, rather than be dis-
rgarded completely.

Mr. Bogart reminded the Senate that in the spring of l95 this body had
defeated a proposal to discontinue the present practice of forgiving 5's. Dr. Tucker
2nd Dr. Gegenheimer explained that the proposal had failed becuse the ction had been
coupled with another, and the Senate had not had an opportunity to take a clear
vote on the matter alone of forgiving 5's.

Dr. Humphrey suggested that this question be referred to the special
committee to hA appointed by the President. Dean Rhodes remined the Senate that
Dr. Merritt's committee had given the matter careful consideration last year, before
proposing that the forgiving of 5's be discontinued.

Professor Marcoux said he felt Dr. Tucker's motion was inappropriate,
or at least unnecessary, because cumulative grade averages if adopted as the basis
for probation or disqualification, would take into account the grades for all work
attempted, including all failing grades, and would automatically eliminate the
problem.

Mr. indsor pointed out, however, that the new proposal was not intended
to make disqualification an automatic procedure. Some students still would eventually
complete their University work having been retained in the University on probation,
ad it then would become necessary in computing their graduation grade average to
know whether or not repeated S's should be included in the computation.

Dr. Tucker defended his motion, explaining that the question of for-
gLving 5's in computing graduation grade averages was distinct from the matter of
using cumulative grade averages for determining probation status or disqualifica.ion.

The chair moved the motion was in order arid the question being called for,
the motion carried without dissenting vote.

RAISING GRADUATION GRADE AVERAGJ REQUIR]4ENT FROM 3.2 TO 3.0, DEFERYIT OF: The
last item on the agenda, the question of whether the required graduation grade
average should be raised from 3.2 to 3,0, was postponed until a report had been
heard from the special committee which would submit recommendations governing the
practice of using cumulative grade averages for determining probation or disqualification.

Mr. Ñindsor informed the Senators that in their study of distribution
of graduation grade averages recently furnished the membership for the classes of
1956, 1957 and l95, the decimal point in the percentage columns should be moved
to the right two places. This error had occurred in the typing of the report.

The meeting adjourned at 5:20 P.M.

David L. Windsor, Secretary




