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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, December 3, 1979 Riva, Room 211 College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:00 p.m. on Monday,
December 3, 1979, in the Riva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Seventy-

one members were present with Vice President Weaver presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Altschul, Antinoro, A. Armstrong, J. Armstrong, Atwater,
Barefield, B. Barrett, W. Barrett, Briggs, Brubaker,
Butler, Campbell, Cassady, R. Clark, Coxon, Crowder,
Cunningham, DeArrno.nd, Dickinson, Dresher, Edwards,
Ferrell, Fleming, Flick, Goodwin, Gourley, Green,
Hasan, Hazzard, Henderson, Hinton, Hull, Hummel, Jones,
Jorgensen, Kassander, Kellogg, Kennedy, Krutzsch, LaBan,
May, Meredith, Metcalfe, Munsinger, Nelson, Pergrin,
G. Peterson, R. Peterson, Pickens, Ramsay, Rehm, Ridge,
Roby, Rollins, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt, Shanfield, Sigworth,
Sorensen, Steelink, Stubblefield, Sumner, Svob, Thomas,
Thompson, Tindall, von Teuber, A. Weaver, Windsor, Witte,
and Zukoski. Dr. Robert Sankey was present as Parlia-
mentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: K. Clark, Cole, Gaines, Gallagher, Garcia, Gibbs, Hartsell,
Kettel, Laird, Longman, Mautner, Odishaw, Paulsen, Remers,
Roubicek, Schaefer, Snyder, Tomizuka, D. Weaver, Wilson,
and Younggren.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Dr. Weaver called for approval of the minutes of the meeting

of November 5, 1979.

Dr. Zukoski asked if on page 29, in the third full paragraph, in reporting
Dean Rosenblatt's comment about Liberal Arts committees' studying teaching programs
in certain disciplines, the remark about the committees having been at work a year
and a half was correct. Dean Rosenblatt answered that the reference in the minutes
was correct.

Dean Rosenblatt said that in the second full paragraph on page 29 in the
second sentence the number for the average size of Freshman English classes
should be 24.2, not 30. Later information has shown this to be the correct
figure, he said.

With that one change, the minutes were approved as distributed.

ANNOUNCEMENT RE JANUARY MEETING: The Secretary informed the Senate that the
Executive Committee had determîned that the time of the January Senate meeting
would be the third Monday, that is, January 21, 1980. Since the Riva will not
be available as the meeting place on that date another room will be scheduled.
Senate members will receive written notification of the change of time and
place for the January meeting.
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REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Sigworth said he wished the Senate
to be aware that he together with the two most recent previous Faculty Chairmen,
Dr. Cornelius Steelink and Dr. Don Myers, had studied the Conditions of Faculty
Service as developed by representatives of the Arizona universities and the
Regents' staff and which are now under review by the faculties of the universities.
The three of them had agreed on five areas in the document which in their judgment
need improvement. These were:

The role of the Arizona university faculties and faculty senates
in faculty governance is nowhere explicitly defined.

The document does not specify a maximum probation period for
untenured faculty members.

Although the document includes a long section on procedure to
be followed in cases of financial emergency, there is no
provision for faculty consultation in cases where reduction
of programs and staffing is felt to be necessary.

Hearing procedures for tenured faculty members are in some
respects deficient in adequate specificity.

Nowhere in the document is there the acknowledgment that we
are ultimately part of the national and international
community which has over the years developed statements
regarding academic freedom and due process.

Dr. Sigworth next referred to Dean Rosenblatt's changing the November
minutes in their reference to the average size of Freshman English classes
from 30 to 24.2. He said the revised figure was based on computer registration
figures obtained from the RegiEtrar's Office, but these figures omitted 403
students. (Comment by Secretary: The number omitted in fact was 304.) These
students originally had been enrolled in 20 sections of Freshman English that
were subsequently cancelled because of the lack of staffing. The students
were later assigned to other sections but were not reflected in the average
size figure of 24.2. The average class size in English 101 this fall was 27,
in English 102, 25.7, and in English 103, 18.5. However, English 101, in its
27 sections, had 23 sections with enrollments of 25 or more and while the
average was 27, the mode (the enrollment size occurring most frequently)
was 29. In English 103 with 19 sections the average was 18 and the mode was
18. These figures, he explained, came from the instructors' actual class lists.

REPORT FROM THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: ASUA President May reminded Senate members
that the Associated Students were sponsoring a concert on the evening of December
8 by Arlo Guthríe.

Student leaders continue to be interested in providing study rooms
in campus buildings during the evening hours inasmuch as the libraries are quite
crowded, he said. It Is hoped that a pilot program of this activity can be
conducted during the spring semester. Mr. May expressed his appreciation to
Registrar Butler and to Placement Director Hummel for their assistance in this
activity.
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Mr. May next called the Senate's attention to a resolution recently
unanimously adopted by the Associated Students legislature concurring with the
recommendations of the Committee of Eleven Report on Undergraduate Writing. A
copy of the resolution had been furnished each member of the Faculty Senate at
today's meeting.

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PROCEDURES: Dr. Rehm, Chairman of the
Faculty Senate's standing Committee on Academic Procedures, informed the Senate
that the review by University of Arizona personnel of the Conditions of Faculty
Service document was proceeding. He had met with and discussed the document with
such groups as the Agricultural Extension Service staff, the staff of the
University Library, the Committee of Eleven, faculty members of the College of
Medicine, the University Advisory Council, and the University of Arizona chapter
of the American Association of University Professors. He had also received
approximately 25 written responses from faculty members concerning the document.
He said an open meeting for all members of the faculty called to discuss the
document would be held on Wednesday, December 5, from 4:00 to 5:30 p.m. in
Social Sciences 206. Faculty members were urged to attend this meeting, ask
questions, and discuss the document.

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING: Dr. Steelink, Chairman of the
Committee on University Planning, said the committee was continuing to hold
meetings with individuals and groups on the campus to determine how communication
operates on this campus between faculty and staff and the administration. The
committee was meeting with both faculty and staff groups and administrators.

The committee had met with the U of A Employee Benefits Committee to
discuss the recently announced large increase in health insurance premiums to
take effect January 1. During that meeting word came that a decision of the
State Personnel Commission had been reached which would affect the premium increase
slated to take place. Dr. Steelink understood Vice President Peterson would make
comment about this situation a bit later.

Dr. Steelink informed the Senate that the committee is developing a
policy statement to cover procedures to be followed in cases of serious financial
exigency at the University. It is intended that this statement supplement
Section 9 of the Conditions of Faculty Service document now under study.

Dr. Zukoski referred to the Senate's adoption of a recommendation the
previous spring at the time the Committee of Eleven Report on Intercollegiate
Athletics was under consideration which provided that the University Planning
Committee should evaluate and make recommendations to the President of the Uni-
versity concerning future proposals for constructing athletic facilities. He
asked Dr. Steelink if President Schaefer had consulted with the University
Planning Committee on planning for the new track and field facilities. Dr.
Steelink answered No. Dr. Zukoski asked if anyone present knew why the President
had not consulted with the Planning Committee. Dr. Weaver said that was a
question which should be directed to President Schaefer.

Vice President Peterson said that he would like to report to the Senate
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on the health insurance premium matter referred to by Dr. Steelink. He said
he had been informed orally, although written communication had not yet been
received, that on November 30 the State Personnel Commission had taken action
whereby effective January 1 the deductible feature of the group health insurance
program for state employees provided by the Metropolitan Insurance Company would
be restored to the previous $100 per individual per year in place of $50.
Mr. Peterson pointed out that this situation had no relevance for persons under
Pima Care coverage. The change in Metropolitan premiums then would be as follows:

PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED PREMIUM REVISED PREMIUM RATE CURRENT
RATE JANUARY 1, 1980 JANUARY 1, 1980 RATE

As additional information becomes available, it will be shared with the
faculty and staff, Mr. Peterson said. Meanwhile, he announced that effective
that day through December 14 the University was conducting an open enrollment for
individuals wishing to change their health insurance coverage to or from the
Metropolitan Insurance Company.

APPROVAL OF CATALOG MATERIAL AS REPORTED IN "CURRICULUM" BULLETIN: The Senate
approved catalog material furnished Senate members in "Curriculum" bulletin
Vol. 8, No. 7 (November 28, 1979).

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS RESPONSE TO COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN REPORT ON UNDERGRADUATE
WRITING: Dean Rosenblatt spoke to the Senate as follows:

appreciate very much this opportunity to respond to the Senate on
the Committee of Eleven Report. In speaking on the Committee's document
at the November meeting, I referred to this document as valuable but
naive. The value is evident in its concerns for freshman writing- and for
literacy. Its naivete is to be found in its conceptualization and in the
nature and looseness of its recommendations.

"I have discussed the Committee's report with the Department Heads
of the College, with the Committee on Transitional Studies, with the
Curriculum Committee of the College, with the Head of the Department of
English and with a considerable number of faculty.

"Part I of the report ('Review of the Problem') contains some serious
flaws in its analysis of the perceived decline in writing ability. I

have discussed this analysis in some detail with Professor Adrian Akmajian,
Head of the Department of Linguistics, and I am in Professor Akmajian's
debt for some of my analysis as to what follows, without attribution to
footnotes and quotations. I might say that we were in general agreement
on all points, and this may be a first where a Professor of Linguistics
and a Professor of English can talk calmly about and agree upon matters
of language and the relationship between language and writing.

Single Person $ 5.02 $ 2.90 $ .35

Family Coverage $27.54 $22.09 $14.35
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"The Committee of Eleven's report is, in essence, a white, middle class
document because its attentions and recommendations rest on the standard
of white, middle class oral English. Among the reasons the Committee lists
for the decline in writing ability are (in original numbering):

3. Society in general, and our schools In particular are more
tolerant of non-standard English and allow and sometimes
encourage its use and

5. The popular models of English usage young people are exposed
to today are largely non-standard models--NFL running backs,
TV tough guys, and semi-literate rock stars. It is 'cool'

to sound illiterate.

"The Committee is in fact fostering a number of serious misconceptions
about language and language and writing. The Committee has confused a
dialect issue with the issue of writing. It fears the contamination of
our 'pure' language and suggests unwittingly in its approach the mainte-
nance of a prescriptive grammatical heritage from 18th Century England.

"The report is naive about the social phenomenon of language. I wish

I had time to explore this phenomenon with you. I fear that this grammatical
heritage may be what the Committee of Eleven has in mind for a solution
to the writing problems at the University, given the references to 'non-
standard' English.

"Speakers of so-called non-standard dialects, often the members of
minority groups, learn at too early a stage in their education the virtue
of silence. Too often teachers of writing have not realized that it is
quite possible for speakers of so-called non-standard dialects to write in
these dialects: one does not need to speak standard English to express
one's feelings, opinions, and Ideas clearly and forcefully. So-called

'errors' in a student's essay could well be an appropriate linguistic form
in the dialect of the student. But the student, as I say, learns the

virtue of silence. If the student ever had the sense of fluency, of joy
and spontaneity in saying the word on paper, the red ink of dangling
modifiers, comma splices, semicolons, of diction will soon disabuse the
student of all errant pleasure.

"I do not wish to be misunderstood. All of us must learn to speak

and write standard English, our universal dialect. That I am saying is
that in the process of attempting to get the student to this point, we
have made freshman English, in institution after institution, a traumatic
experience, an experience that is every bit as traumatic for many students
as that of learning mathematics.

"American English is enriched in extraordinary ways by the dialectical
variations that go into the making of it. Some day when neighborhoods
are truly integrated and we do all live together, I think great lively
changes will take place more forcefully in our standard dialect and what
was so-called 'wrong' today by our prescriptive grammarians will be 'right'

tomorrow.



- 46 -

"I was disturbed in the November meeting at the seeming ease with
which the Senate was prepared to vote on a document which was fraught
with implications, suggestions and premises which require serious debate
and professional expertise.

"Having reviewed the problem briefly, I will now proceed more swiftly
to a number of propositions to amend by substitution the Committee of
Eleven' s recommendations.

"There is no evidence that formal grammar improves writing ability.
I move that the faculty of the Department of English undertake a
revaluation of the methodology, the substance and quality of the
freshman writing program. I would hope that a revaluation will either
confirm or lead to a program of study that appeals to the imagination of
our students, that challenges their intellect, that leads them in their
striving for expression to the use of standard English without destroying
the beauty of their labor and the sense of their love for expression.

"I move that a tutorial workshop be established under the direction
of the Department of English where students, free of the pressures of
A, B, C, D, and E may avail themselves of a tutor. I would suggest that
there be some tutors in the workshop who are bilingual or, at the least,
who are sensitive to bilingual concerns. Given the excellent Master's
program in English as a Second Language, I think that qualified people
will be available.

"I believe that all members of this Senate accept the idea that
language and writing is the responsibility not of one department alone,
but the responsibility of each and every one of us. I also recognize
that learning to use one's language effectively is a process that continues
throughout the undergraduate years--and beyond. This institutional
responsibility cannot be satisfied by creating a structure here and an
administrative unit there. A member of the Committee on Transitional
Studies suggested that if the faculty were truly concerned about the
writing of our students, why not, if there is about a 22-1 faculty-student
ratio, assign 22 entering students to each faculty member? This faculty
member would be responsible for the writing of that student for four years.
The writing may well be in the form of book reports or reviews, one per
semester for each of eight semesters, thereby extending the education of
our students and, not incidentally, the education of our faculty.

"To return from this flight of fancy to the floor of this Senate, I
would suggest that every department in this University engage this issue
of writing in serious discussion. Inspired by the Committee of Eleven
report, I have discussed this issue with the department heads in Liberal
Arts and I have asked the Heads to devote to this issue the labor of the
faculty members of their respective departments. I have asked that this
devotion be directed to the interests of the particular courses and general
curriculum of the department and the aspirations departments have for their
students.
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"I now move to my third recommendation that there be established
an Intercollegiate Committee on Writing which will consist of the
Head of the Department of English, a representative from the Department
of Linguistics, and one representative from each College. This Committee

will be charged with the concern for the improvement of student writing
in all departments and colleges of this University. The Committee will

be chaired by the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts.

"My fourth and last recommendation is directly related to our
problems of literacy and involves a host of disciplines. This recom-

mendation is to encourage high schools to raise their standards. I

move that the Faculty Senate urge the Board of Regents to institute,
at the three universities in Arizona, subject matter entrance requirements
that specify appropriate levels of competency in English, mathematics,
foreign languages, and the natural and social sciences.

"In support of this motion, I will not argue at length as to how
the secondary schools affect our curriculum in the University and at
what financial cost. I will not argue at length about the moral
influence universities should exert upon secondary schools and the
curriculum of secondary schools. Instead, I offer a letter by my
counterpart at the University of New Mexico, Dean Nathaniel Wollman.
This letter is unsolicited and dated November 2, 1979. I have tele-
phoned Dean Woliman to request his permission to incorporate his letter
within the discussion of this motion. He has granted permission.

I quote:

'November 2, 1979

'Dear Paul:

'I've recently read that the University of Arizona has
eliminated high school subject matter requirements for
admission. Apparently, however, you have retained minimum
scores on SAT or ACT.

'UNM eliminated high school subject matter requirements
in 1970 and restored them about two years ago. We never

did, and do not now have, a minimum test score admission
requirement.

'After we abandoned entrance subject matter requirements
the quality of our entering freshman classes dropped sharply,
measured by ACT scores. Since restoring them scores have
stabilized and even have risen slightly.

'The Albuquerque Public Schools have since told us that
our elimination of entrance requirements was a serious
shock to their programs. One member of the school board said
the effect was disastrous. A couple of years ago, when we
debated the restoration of requirements, at one faculty
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meeting a two-year foreign language requirement was approved.
APS immediately prepared to hire 30 teachers of foreign
languages. About six weeks later the faculty reversed its
action on foreign languages; APS cancelled the contracts of
these teachers. These activities were going on in the early
Spring.

'So much for local anecdotes, I hope that all is well

with you.

Sincerely,

Nathaniel Woliman'

"I have no further comments at this time on this matter of rela-
tionships between the University and the secondary school.

"To summarize, I recommend, if this proposal is in order, four
amendments to substitute for the Committee of Eleven recommendations.
These motions have received the approval of the ad hoc Committee on
Transitional Studies and the unanimous approval of the standing
Committee on Curriculum in the Liberal Arts College and the approval
of the Head of the Department of English:

That the Department of English undertake a revaluation of the
methodology, the substance and quality of the freshman writing program

That there be established under the direction of the Department
of English a tutorial workshop for all students

That there be established an Intercollegiate Committee on
Writing, chaired by the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts, the
Committee's representation consisting of the Head of the Department
of English, a representative from the Department of Linguistics and
one representative from each College of the University.

That the Faculty Senate urge the Board of Regents to institute,
at the three universities in Arizona, subject matter entrance require-
ments that specify appropriate levels of competency in English,
mathematics, foreign languages and the natural and social s:éiences.

"Dr. Weaver, I respectfully request that the full text of my

remarks be included in the minutes of the meeting."

Dr. Rosenblatt then moved that his four recommendations be considered
a substitute motion for the motion to adopt the Committee of Eleven report which
was before the Senate.

In answer to several questions from the floor, Parliamentarian Sankey
said the Senate would be voting on which set of recommendations to consider,
Dean Rosenblatt's or the Committee of Eleven's.
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Dr. Witte wondered what would happen to the expression of support
for the Committee of Eleven report passed by the students if the Senate voted
to consider Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations.

Dr. Steelink asked if the recommendations could be considered separately.
Dr. Sankey responded that they could ultimately, once it had been decided which
package of recommendations was being considered. He emphasized that Dean
Rosenblatt's motion was to substitute his set of four recommendations for the
Committee of Eleven's set of five.

Dr. Sigworth said he was happy to see that Dean Rosenblatt had
implicitly accepted so many of the points of the Committee of Eleven in his
recommendations, though his remarks in his prepared statement had not related
particularly to the Committee of Eleven report. However he thought the ref er-
ences to nonstandard English and the opinion of the head of the Department of
Linguistics were"throwing sand in the eyes" of the Senate. Our graduates still
are expecting, most of them, to follow careers in the business and professional
world or to enter graduate schools, all of which require facility in standard
English. He also wondered why Dean Rosenblatt did not call for an examination
of English skills at the junior year. A test in English facility at the point of
an undergraduate's career somewhere between the completion of fifty and ninety
units and a formal process whereby his or her writing skill could be improved if
need be are central to the concept developed by the Committee of Eleven, he said.

Dr. Sigworth said that Dean Rosenblatt's tutorial workshop, he thought,
was very similar to the University Writing Center proposed by the Committee of
Eleven. Also, the Intercollegiate Committee on Writing seemed to him to be very
much like the University Writing Board proposed by the Committee of Eleven.
However he felt there was some difference in emphasis between the two reports.
The Committee of Eleven report called for a University-wide commitment to improving
student writing. He felt the thrust of Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations was not
quite the same.

Dr. Sigworth said he felt very supportive of Dean Rosenblatt's recom-
mendation to urge the Regents to institute subject matter entrance requirements
specifying appropriate levels of competency in various disciplines, but he thought
it should be dealt with separately from the rest of Dean Rosenblatt's proposal.
He then moved that that recommendation be separated for consideration from Dr.
Rosenblatt's other three proposals. Several seconds to the motion were heard.

Ms. Kellogg said she would like to concur with Dr. Sigworth's remarks.
As one of the authors of the Committee of Eleven report, she said, she felt very
comfortable absorbing Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations into the Committee of
Eleven's report. Dean Rosenblatt's first recommendtion regarding revaluation of
the freshman writing program she thought was an excellent idea. The Committee of

Eleven had assumed that that would be done. She pointed out that much of the sense
of Dean Rosenblatt's fourth recommendation was already under review by the
University Undergraduate Council, upon the direction of the Senate.

So far as Dean Rosenblatt's Intercollegiate Committee on Writing was
concerned, she thought it would require too large a group, possibly 35 members,
and would be unwieldy. She assumed that Dean Rosenblatt's Tutorial Workshop
proposed under Recommendation 2 would not be a single workshop but an ongoing

activity. She said she really had no particular objections to Dean Rosenblatt's
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proposal. The Committee of Eleven's recommendations were more loose. It had
been assumed that structure would be developed later, and the committee had
not spelled out specifics.

At this point Dr. Sankey said it would be awkward if Dr. Sigworth's
motion to separate Dean Rosenblatt's Recommendation 4 was approved. It would
be better simply for him to indicate he intended to add that recommendation to
the Committee of Eleven's recommendations later, if the motion to approve Dean
Rosenblatt's substitute motion was rejected. Dr. Sigworth then withdrew his
motion with the approval of his seconds.

Dr. Peterson said he wished to speak in opposition to the idea of
directly substituting Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations for those of the
Committee of Eleven. He saw some merit in Dean Rosenblatt's proposals but he
thought each item in each proposal should be considered one by one.

He said he, too, would like to propose that Recommendation 4 not be
taken up at this time because the whole matter is before the Undergraduate Council,
at the direction of the Senate. He said he felt the Committee of Eleven's
recommendations should be considered one by one.

At this point Dean Rosenblatt said he withdrew his 4th recommendation
at the present time. He went ahead to say that he hoped no one concluded that
in his earlier remarks he had been making a case for nonstandard English. 0f

course he was not, but the English Composition program does need revaluation, he
said. He said he saw much of merit in the Committee of Eleven report. In fact

he had provided some of the input to it, but he felt the Committee of Eleven's
recommendations would in some ways invade areas that were the proper responsibility
of others.

As for the Intercollegiate Committee on Writing, this certainly would
not have 35 members, he assured Ms. I(ellogg. It would be a manageable committee.

He felt his report was somewhat different from that of the Committee of
Eleven. Perhaps the two are not far apart but the differences are significant.

Dr. Tindall said he saw merit in both reports and it would be a pity to
pit one set of recommendations against the other. How could we consider them item
by item? Dean Rosenblatt said he would be willing to have his recommendations
considered one by one.

Ms. Thomas suggested that the way to proceed would be to defeat Dean
Rosenblatt's motion so that the original recommendations could be taken up.

Dean Henderson said that if you drop Dean Rosenblatt's 4th recom-
mendation, the other three he felt were fairly comparable to the first three
Committee of Eleven recommendations. The last 2 recommendations of the Committee
of Eleven were separable; they pertain to the Department of English itself. The
remaining three recommendations of each report seem to consider simply differences
of bd, within or outside the College of Liberal Arts. He said certain points
should not be overlooked. Implementation of certain features of the Committee of



- 51 -

Eleven's recommendations would be difficult because of the funds required.
If additional money is not forthcoming, then the only way additional English
staffing could be financed would be to drop positions in other areas, for
example, in the College of Medicine, he said to Dr. Zukoski. Why is it so

hard to teach college English? The same reason that it is so hard to teach

it in high school. No one wants to teach English anymore. The responsibility

for teaching English belongs in the English Department, he said.

He said the Committee of Eleven Report, reflecting much long, hard
labor, ended as is the case with so many university committee reports,
recommending something dramatic. He regretted the fact that university
committees seem to have a compulsion always to come up with something new
or different; otherwise people are going to say the committee didn't do

anything.

Dean Henderson said that what should be emphasized is that all faculty
members regardless of discipline must agree that they are going to grade on the
basis of the student's English facility in addition to the substance of the
discipline in every course they teach. He said he himself was guilty of doing
otherwise but when faculty members do this they are not living up to the
responsibility of being faculty members of the University.

Meanwhile, any effort to coordinate or stimulate improvement in the
teaching of English on this campus should be supervised by the Department of
English. Otherwise we are just creating another bureaucracy, he said, which
would siphon off support from other departments on the campus.

Dr. Weaver commented it was clear that unless new money were made
available through the regular budgeting process, new enterprises could be
supported only by transferring funds from other elements of the University with
the result that other programs would have to be reduced. Any brand new program
would have to be recommended to the Board of Regents to gain additional funding

approval. Certain activities,on the other hand, might be done within present
structures such as an existing college or department, for instance the Department
of English, and could proceed right now.

Dr. Witte said that it was necessary to discuss all the recommendations
to determine their respective merits. However, out of respect to the Committee

of Eleven she felt its recommendations should be discussed first. She urged

voting down the substitute motion.

Professor Green said he was a supporter of university units which cut

across divisional lines. These are more efficient, he felt. Therefore he was

supportive of any idea that would bring about something like an "institute of

communication". But this should not be concerned just with writing, he said,
but all communication including speech. He said he did wonder about the proposal
that the chairman of the Intercollegiate Committee on Writing be the dean of the

College of Liberal Arts. While the present Liberal Arts dean indeed has the
qualifications for this responsibility, this might not necessarily be the case
when another Liberal Arts dean might have a background different from Dean

Ros enblatt's.
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Dr. Thompson said he thought the Senate had two reports here each
coming out vigorously for "motherhood", yet somewhat in opposition to each
other. He said the Committee of 11leven recommendations were expressed in very
broad terms, yet in the discussion of implementing the recommendations the
Committee of Eleven made some very specific proposals. Dean Rosenblatt had
presented another set of broad recommendations, in many ways similar to the
Committee of Eleven's, yet in the discussion of implementation the intent seemed
to be somewhat different. Most objections he had heard to the Committee of
Eleven report had been to how the recommendations would be implemented. He
thought people were not objecting to one set of recommendations or the other,
but to one suggested plan of implementation or the other.

Dr. Witte asked Dr. Thompson if he had been speaking for or against
the motion. Dr. Thompson said that he was trying to point out similarities
between the two reports to avoid polarization within the Senate if possible. He
said he preferred Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations. He was trying to set the
tone for reasonable consideration.

Mr. May said he felt the Senate was getting perilously close to
getting caught up in Robert's Rules of Order. He wanted to know how to move
the Senate toward a vote. Dr. Sankey said a motion to close debate could be
made and he pointed out that a two-thirds vote was necessary for such a motion to
pass. Mr. May then moved to close debate. Several seconds were heard and this
motion carried 54 to 10.

Mr. May called for voting by ballot. There was no objection and
ballots were distributed. Several Senators asked Dr. Sankey once again to
explain what one's vote would mean. Dr. Sankey said that a Yes vote would
mean that Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations were under consideration and a
No vote would mean that the Committee of Eleven's recommendations were under
consideration.

Mr. Butler and Dr. Sankey served as tellers. The ballots were
counted and Dr. Rosenblatt's motion carried 38 to 31.

Dr. Zukoski said he thought it was regrettable the Senate was
discussing a proposal that had only today been received, without opportunity
to study it in advance. He also said he wished to call Dr. Rosenblatt's
attention to an error in Recommendation 1, that the Departmetof English
undertake a "revaluation" of the methodology, the substance and quality
of the freshman writing program. Dr. Rosenblatt responded that the word
"revaluation" indeed was correct. One could say "revaluation" or "re-evaluation".

Dr. Zukoski asked how long Dr. Rosenblatt believed it would take the
Department of English to re-evaluate the freshman writing program. Dean
Rosenblatt said the question was an appropriate one but he felt the answer
should come from the head of that department. Dr. Edgar Dryden, Head of the
Department of English, was in the gallery and he was asked to respond. Dr.

Dryden hesitated a moment and then said he felt revaluation could be done in
one semester. Dr. Zukoski said he believed the Senate would be entitled to
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periodic progress reports from Dean Rosenblatt as to the implementation of
his recommendations if adopted.

Dr. Steelink said he thought the Committee of Eleven would feel that
Recommendation 1 was rather irrelevant inasmuch as it was assumed re-evaluation
was going on all the time anyway. He then moved Senate approval of Recommendation 1.

Dr. Steelink asked if the recommendations were to be acted upon in series.
The answer was that this had not yet been agreed upon. Dr. Steelink then said
the Committee of Eleven was concerned with writing University-wide, not just in
freshman composition. The Senate should not lose sight of the broader concern,
he said. Dr. Rosenblatt said that Recommendation 3 was intended to take into
account the University-wide concern about student writing.

Dean Henderson said he agreed with Dr. Zukoski that a report back to
the Senate should be called for. He then moved that a new item 4 be added to
the recommendations, asking that Dean Rosenblatt bring a progress report back to
the Senate as soon as possible.

Dr. Peterson wondered how the Senate could ask that a report be brought
back on implementing the recommendations when it was not known yet if the
recommendations were going to be adopted. However with the parliamentarian's
advice the chair ruled that Dean Henderson's proposed motion would be in order.
Dean Henderson then moved to add a new Recommendation 4, providing that Dr.
Rosenblatt should report back to the Senate at the March 1980 meeting on the progress
of the implementation of the first three recommendations, and sooner if possible.
Several seconds to this motion were heard and it carried by voice vote.

Dr. Peterson then moved that the recommendations be considered in series.

Several seconds to that motion were heard. Dean Henderson said he would prefer
that all three of the recommendations, plus the fourth recently added, be
considered as a package. Part of the package adopted should provide that there
is a mandate for Dean Rosenblatt to report back to the Senate, he felt.

Professor Peterson said Recommendation 1 could not do any harm and it

might be helpful. Recommendation 2, he felt, was entirely too vague.

Dean Henderson again urged that the recommendations be considered as a
package and that the English Department be asked to show the Senate what it

could do.

Dr. Rosenberg saw a serious omission from the package of recommendations
submitted by Dean Rosenblatt and that was the requirement that competency be
maintained after students had finished their freshman English classes. Dean
Rosenblatt's recommendations did not provide for a competency exam. This was

necessary to provide a control of the entire procedure, Dr. Rosenberg felt.

Dean Rosenblatt said he had discussed with Dr. Lawrence Aleamoni,
University Director of Instructional Research and Development, the value of

proficiency exams. Dr. Aleamoni felt that proficiency exams at a given point
should have been preceded by an examination at entrance so that comparisons
could be made. Dr. Rosenblatt said the Department of English had to look at

students' proficiency all the time. Returning to a point made earlier, Dr.
Rosenblatt said he would like to emphasize that his reference to nonstandard
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English was indeed not "sand throwing". It is a fact that English skills are
sensitively related frequently to ethnic backgrounds. He referred to the
remark in the Committee of Eleven's report that "the popular models of English
usage young people are exposed to today are largely nonstandard models--NFL
runningbacks, TV tough guys, and semiliterate rock stars". Runningbacks in the

NFL are for the most part blacks. Quarterbacks usually are white. He had
made his point simply to emphasize that the whole approach to the teaching of
English shoùld be looked at, Dean Rosenblatt said.

Ms. Armstrong called for a vote on the motion to consider the
recommendations in series. The vote on this motion carried 37 to 27.

The Senate then turned to taking up Dr. Rosenblatt's recommendations
one at a time. Dr. Kassander on a point of order asked if the other recom-
mendations could be discussed as they related to Recommendation 1, for instance.
Dr. Weaver ruled that they could be. The point was simply that the recom-
mendations were to be voted upon one at a time. Parliamentarian Sankey
concurred, saying that other recommendations could be discussed in relation to
one being considered so long as the discussion was germane. Dean Nelson then
moved that Recommendation i be approved, that the Department of English undertake
a revaluation of the methodology, the substance and quality of the freshman
writing program. Many seconds were heard and the motion carried with no
dissenting vote heard.

The Senate next turned its attention to Recommendation 2, that there
be established under the direction of the Department of English a tutorial
workshop for all students. Dr. Zukoski said it was necessary to evaluate
students as they progress. Certainly tests should be provided for, and a
tutorial workshop could do this. He then moved that the Department of English
evaluate students both at their entry level and again at a point between their
fiftieth and ninetieth unit of baccalaureate degree work, such testing procedures
to be under the supervision of the tutorial workshop. He said he considered his
proposal to be an amendment to Recommendation 2.

The question was asked how Dr. Zukoski could amend a motion before such
motion was before the house. Dr. Sankey explained that when recommendations
were being considered in series and when Recommendation i had been adopted,
consideration of Recommendation 2 was automatically before the house. Dr.
Zukoski's proposed amendment was therefore ìn order. Seconds to Dr. Zukoski's
motion were heard.

Dean Rosenblatt said he felt that a tutorial was a tutorial, that
students should be urged to go there but on a voluntary basis. Dr. Zukoski
said that from what he had heard he would conclude that Dr. Rosenblatt's
tutorial workshop would not have real substance because there would be no
compulsion that students must go there. Dr. Rosenbiatt said there was indeed
evidence that students would go to such a facility if lt were available. Dr.
Zukoski noted that it would still be on a voluntary basis.

Dr. Peterson said that the dialog was showing that there were indeed
differences between the recommendations of Dr. Rosenblatt and the recommendations



of the Committee of Eleven. Dr. Rosenblatt's recommendations were lacking

in details. He noted the hour was growing late and he therefore moved to
table further consideration of Recommendation 2 and of Dr. Zukoski's amendment

with the request that at the next meeting of the Senate Dr. Rosenblatt bring
further proposals that would "flesh out the bones" of his recommendations.
Several seconds were heard and the motion carried.

Several motions to adjourn were the. eard, seconds followed, .nd the

Senate voted to adjourn at 4:58 p.m.
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David Butler, Assistant Secretary

MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF DECEMBER 3, 1979:

Approval of minutes of meeting of November 5, 1979.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletin, Vol. 8, No. 7, issue date of November 28, 1979.

Approval of motion to close debate of Dean Rosenblatt's motion to consider
his set of recommendations concernflg student writing at the U of A in place
of the recommendations included in the Committee of Eleven Report on
Undergraduate Writing.

Approval of Dean Rosenblatt's motion to consider his set of recommendations
concerning student writing at the U of A In place of the recommendations
included in the Committee of Eleven Report on Undergraduate Writing.

Approval of motion to add an additional recommendation to those submitted
by Dean Rosenblatt providing that Dr. Rosenblatt report back to the Senate
at the March 1980 meeting on the progress of the implementation of his
other recommendations, if adopted.

Approval of motion to consider Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations in series.

Approval of Dean Rosenblatt's first recommendation, that the Department
of English undertake the revaluation of the methodology, the substance
and quality of the freshman writing program.

Approval of motion (1) to table consideration of Dean Rosenblatt's second
recommendation, that there be established under the direction of the Department
of English a writing tutorial workshop for all students, (2) to table Dr.
Zukoski's proposed amendment to that recommendation (that the Department of
English evaluate students both at the entry level and at a point between
the fiftieth and ninetieth unit of baccalaureate degree work, such testing
procedure to be under the supervIsìon of the tutorial workshop), and (3)
to request Dean Rosenblatt to bring to the next Senate meeting further
proposals to "flesh out the bones" of his recommendations.

Approval of motion to adjourn.



- 56 -

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

Further consideration of Dean Rosenblatt's recommendations concerning
student writing at the University of Arizona.

Report from ad hoc committee to study whether groups not member agencies
of the United Way should be authorized to conduct fund drives amoung U of A
personnel.




