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The University of Arizona
Proceedings of the Faculty Senate

Meeting of Monday March 2, 1970

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:40 p.m. on Monday,
March 2, 1970, in the Modern Languages Building auditorium (Room 350). Fifty-
one members were present with Vice President McMillan presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PIESENT: Anthony, Ares, Armstrong, Bannister, Blecha, Blitzer,
Bok, Brewer, Burton, Davis, Dewhirst, Dutt, DuVal,
Forrester, Goodwin, Gould, Green, Herber, Hetrick, Higley,
Houston, Johnson, Kassander, Kenimerer, Krebs, Krutzsch,
Massengale, Mautner, McMíllan, Mees, Miller, H. Myers,
L. Myers, Nigh, Paylore, Resnick, Richard, Robson,
Saarinen, Schaefer, Siegel, Sigworth, Skinner, Sorensen,
Spicer, Svob, Tomizuka, W. Voris, Windsor, Wise, and
Zwolinski. Student representatives attending were Mark
Ginsberg, Bill White, and Alex Kelter.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Barnes, Bartlett, Bingham, Canson, Christopherson,
Delaplane, Fahey, Gaines, Gegenheimer, Harvill, Hull,
Little, Lowe, Lytle, Murphy, Paulsen, Rhodes, Selke,
N. Voris, Yoshino, and Younggren.

CATALOG MATERIAL: The following catalog material was accepted:

New Courses

Agricultural Biochemistry 304, Steroid Chemistry and Biochemistry (3) II Fee,
$10 Kircher

Agricultural Education 297, Workshop (l-2) I, II Staff

Curriculum Development
Occupational Experience Program
Youth Leadership Development
Continuing Education in Agriculture
Program Planning and Evaluation
Developments in Teaching Agricultural Mechanization
Teaching Agriculture Business Management

Agricultural Engineering 297, Workshop in Mechanization (l-2) I, II Fee, $3 per
unit Staff
Power
Machinery

C. Irrigation
Electrical Energy
Construction and Maintenance
Structures and Environment

Astronomy 202, Introductory Astronomical Instrumentation and Technique (3) Staff
Educational Psychology 210, Psychology of the Educational Process (3) I, II Staff
English 131, Shakespearean Drama (3) I, II Staff
English 255i, Poetry in Schools Workshop (1) I, II
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CATALOG MATERIAL: (continued) New

English 397, Workshop (l-3) I, II Staff
English 397a, Teaching Contemporary World Literature (3) Summer (Identical with

Secondary Education 397a)
English 397b, Teaching Language & Literature (3) Summer (Identical with Secondary

Education 397b)
Geological Engineering 208, Introduction to Ocean Engineering (3) I Lacy
Geological Engineering 209, Reservoir Engineering (3) II Lacy

The Faculty Senate approved the establishing of a teaching major in
German beginning in September 1970.

Government 234, Quantitative Analysis of Political Problems (3) I Staff
Government 283, Minority Groups and American Politics (3) i Crow
History 204, The New Nation, 1790-1825 (3) Staff

The Faculty Senate approved the establishing of the Master of Arts
degree with a major in Journalism beginning in September 1971.

Journalism 301, Communications Research (3) I Staff
Journalism 338, Freedom of Expression (3) II Ridge
Journalism 399, Seminar (3) I, II Staff

History of Mass Media
International Communications

e. Reporting governmental affairs
Magazines
Electronic media
Community Journalism
Journalism education
Latin-American press

Mathematics 2l7i, SSMCIS Mathematics III (4) Summer Ferguson
Music 250s, Techniques and Style in Choral Music (2) Summer Bloom
Office Administration & Business Education 77, Computations with Business Machines (2)

Fee, $3 I, II Staff
Optical Sciences 322, Partial Coherence and Polarization (3) II 1970-71 Harathay
Oriental Studies 278, Revolution in Chinese History (3) II 1971-72 Hedtke

(Identical with History 278)
Oriental Studies 321, Japanese Historical and Social Texts (3) I Staff
Oriental Studies 322, Japanese Literary Texts (3) II Staff
Physical Education for Women 6213as-6213bs, Workshop: Folk Dance for Secondary

Teachers (3) Summer Garner (Identical with Health, Physical Education,
and Recreation 62l3as-62l3bs)

Physical Education for Women 297, Workshop: Folk Dance for Elementary Teachers (2)11
1969-70 Garner (Identical with Health, Physical Education, and Recreation 297)

The Americas
European Countries

e. Asia, Pacific Islands, Africa
Speech 90, Public Address in Western Civilization (3) II Anderson-Floyd
Speech 420, Dissertation (l-9) I, II Staff
Systems Engineering 7373, Computer Operating Systems (3) II
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CATALOG MATERIAL: (continued) Changes

Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering 398, Special Topics (3) I, II change to (l-3)
Astronomy 200a-200b, Practical Astronomy (4-4) Yr. Fee, $5 each semester change to

Astrometry and Practical Astronomy (4) I 1971-72 Fee, $5 and
Photographic Astronomy (3) I 1970-71 Fee, $5

Astronomy 211, Stellar Dynamics (3) I 1969-70 change to 310
Astronomy 222, Binary and Intrinsic Variable Stars (3) I 1970-71 change to 313
Astronomy 302a-302b, Photoelectric Photometry (3-3) Yr. 1969-70 change to

302 (3) I 1970-71
Astronomy 322a-322b, Astronomical Spectroscopy (3-3) 322a I 1970-71; 322b II 1969-70

change to 322 (3) II 1971-72
Astronomy 375a-375b, High Energy Astrophysics and Cosmology (3-3) Yr. 1970-71

change to 375 (3) I 1970-71
Astronomy 385a, Radio Astronomy (3) I 1969-70 change to 285 II 1970-71
Astronomy 385b, Radio Astronomy (3) II 1969-70 change to 385, Radio Astrophysics

I 1971-72
Civil Engineering 262, Bituminous Materials (2) II change to (3)
Civil Engineering 379, Environmental Air Pollution (3) 1969-70 change to 279
Civil Engineering 377, Environmental Health (3) On Demand change to 277
History 215a-2l5b, The Great American West (3-3) Yr. change to The American Westward

Movement
Journalism 113, Reporting Public Affairs (3) II change to 213
Journalism 180, The Press and Society (3) I change to 280
Mathematics 8269i, Computer Mathematics (3) I change to 269i (4) SS
Office Administration and Business Education 177, Introduction to Data Processing (3)

I, II Fee, $8.50 change to 170 Fee, $7.50
Optical Sciences 321, Interference, Coherence and Diffraction (3) I 1970-71 change to

223, Interference and Diffraction

ELECTION OF FACULTY SENATE REPRESENTATIVES TO STUDENT SENATE: The secretary
reported that in the recent mail ballot conducted among Senate members, Dr. Edward
Nigh was elected Faculty Senate representative to the Student Senate. Dr. Paul
Skinner was elected alternate representative.

DAY 0F EXAMINATION. DISCUSSION RE: Mr. Ginsberg announced to the Senate that
the Associated Students were planning a Day of Examination to be held on the
campus Tuesday, March 17. On that day it was hoped the entire University
community would closely examine the institution's structure, conscience and future.
He said it was the students' hope that, unlike what has happened on other campuses,
such an examination would occur now rather than after a major disturbance, the
hope of course further being that the examination would be adequate to prevent a
major disturbance at the University of Arizona. "At this point in our history,"
he continued, "we feel this concept is a most appropriate and timely one."

Mr. Ginsberg explained that the following features were being con-
sidered as parts of the Day of Examination: A keynote assembly in the auditorium
with administration, faculty, and student leaders present; a forum where people
could present constructive ideas; a thorough massive poli to determine attitudes on
campus; a prayer or hope breakfast; department seminars on improving education;
large open air forums on major topics. Nr. Ginsberg said other ideas would be
welcome also. He said that Associated Students has been charged as not represent-
ing students of the University. Also ASUA has been charged as not being open to
reason. He said he challenged both these statements. He said he thought the
Faculty Senate should take a stand on certain issues and he said he was requesting
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full co-sponsorship of the Day of Examination by the Faculty Senate, or at least an
endorsement of the activity. t?The battle of conscience is the Facultyts responsi-
bility also,tt he said.

Dean Brewer said he felt the proposal had merit but said he hesitated
to support anything that would encroach further on class time. He wondered if
such an activity could not be held in the evenings or on Saturday. Mr. Ginsberg
said it was not planned that any classes be missed in connection with the Day of
Examination. Rather, all students participating in the program would work around

their class schedule. Dr. Burton asked what the outcome of similar Days of
Examinations had been on other campuses. Nr. Ginsberg said his research was not
complete but he knew that such an activity at Columbia University had resulted in
the development of a new all-university government. Dr. Skinner asked how this
activity would differ from the two All-University Conferences held earlier this
year. Mr. Ginsberg said the stress here would be on the University as a whole,
examining the institution on every level. The program would provide an opportunity
to give further reflection on campus problems. Mr. Ginsberg said the students
felt that a day was needed where all elements of the campus would together examine

the institution.

Dr. Robson said it was difficult for the Faculty Senate to "do" things.
He wondered if the Senate appropriately could "sponsor" the activity. He then
moved that the Faculty Senate encourage ASUA in its plans for a Day of Examination
and that the Senate encourage faculty participation in the activity. Dr. Saarinen

seconded the motion. Dean Ares said he felt that such a Day of Examination could
be useful but he was concerned about how much planning could take place between
March 2 and March 17. On the "Day" would there be just further talk? If all
levels of University activity are to be examined, much thought and planning are
necessary in advance. What specifically will be discussed? Who will be the

discussants? What will the format be? How does one get all levels of participation?
Adequate planning cannot be done in two weeks. He said he felt the Senate should

not just blithely say "Go ahead." While the idea is an excellent one, it needs

systematic planning. If the arrangements are made hurriedly or in a haphazard manner,

the results will be failure. Dr. Saarinen said the date was indeed too close and
thought a much better program could be planned for a later date. Dr. Robson said
if an active faculty organization existed on this campus it could be approached

to work with ASUA on this activity. However there is no such group. He said he
hoped the Faculty Senate would not do anything to discourage the students in this

effort. He saw no harm in their trying to develop a good program by March 17.

Nr. Ginsberg said that the ASUA officers were open to suggestions.
He said he felt that a good program could be put together by March 17 although

if more time were available events might be planned more thoroughly. What
disturbed him was the idea that Faculty Senate members felt they could not join
with the students in a mutual effort "to examine ourselves as a University."
Why must students always proceed alone in such projects? That the faculty is

not interested he felt remarkable. Why can't other groups support the students

in such a worthy effort? Why can't the faculty break tradition and strike out

on something new, he said, and be active, participating members in sponsorship

of such an activity?
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Professor Green asked if the students did not realize that the Faculty
are evaluating the institution and activities within it constantly. He said he
does not like to be scolded for not doing something he is in fact doing all the
time. He said reference had been made to successful programs on other campuses
but what is successful at a small institution of 3,000 students will not necessarily
be successful at an institution of 24,000. He thought that a "Day of Confrontation"
might be a better phrase than "Day of Examination" in describing this effort. He
wondered if the students did not desire a confrontation. He said that a confronta-
tion can be an aesthetic experience.

Dr. Bok pointed out that a University is a very complex institution. He

said if he came to such a meeting his primary concern might be in an area of interest
very different from someone else's. He personally would be most interested in the
future of research on this campus and in the future of graduate education. Other
persons might have quite different concerns. Re felt therefore that the scope of
matters to be considered should be limited--for examples, the future of under-
graduate education on this campus or the future of the study of law or of medicine
or of astronomy in Arizona. It seemed to him that an enterprise of this sort
cannot be successful if the subject matter is too diffused. A limited approach
is needed. Otherwise participants don't know where to start or where to end.

Mr. I(elter said he was uncomfortable to believe that an All-University
Conference or any activity of the Student Senate or any other officially spon-
sored student activity would be interpreted by anyone as an excuse for confronta-
tion. The previous All-University Conferences have not produced many concrete
answers but at each conference the participants have come away knowing the
other participants better and knowing better how other groups on the campus feel
certain problems should be attacked. Students have understood faculty and
administrators better. Faculty and administrators have understood students better.

Dr. Blitzer said he was not opposed to the idea proposed by Mr. Ginsberg,
only the timing. He wondered if the Faculty Senate's representatives to the Student
Senate could not assist in cooperative planning for this activity.

Dean Myers said he could not accept the idea that examination is not
going on all the time. He referred to two committees within the College of
Agriculture that do this sort of thing continually. He wondered if results
would not be effective if ASUA promoted the activity as one for students in
an effort to get as many students out as possible. Mr. Ginsberg said that
what is sought is more contact among faculty, administration, and students so
that a joint approach to problems could be developed. Faculty-student exchange
is needed. Students alone cannot accomplish what is desired. He said that
announcement would be made shortly of a series of breakfasts sponsored by ASUA

where faculty members would be invited to participate with students in exchanges

of ideas to develop better communication. He said he would like to emphasize

again one of his basic beliefs, a sort of credo. He said he believed we should
combine the wisdom of age with the enthusiasm of youth. This should bring

balance. The knowledge of the past passed on to the students keeps the students

on even keel. He said he realized the faculty are always examining themselves
but here would be an opportunity for faculty, administrators, and students to-
gether to discuss improving this University. He said such discussions can bring

forth fine results. He referred to a discussion at a Speaker's Corner last year
as a result of which Dr. Conrad Joyner presented a list of excellent proposals. He

said he felt more such proposals could come from a faculty-student Day of Examination.
If it proved only to be a start it would be worthwhile.
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The question was called for and Dr. RobsoiYs motion that the Faculty
Senate encourage ASUA in this effort and that faculty participation in the Day
of Examination be encouraged passed by a large majority.

Dr. Burton asked if the Senate's action included establishing the date
of March 17. It was understood that the Senate's action did not refer to the
specific date but rather the activity whenever it might be scheduled.

DISCUSSION OF THE HAPPENINGS OF TUE NIGHT OF JANUARY 8 AND RELATED TOPICS:
Mr. NcNillan reminded the Senate that at its last meeting a discussion of the
happenings of the night of January 8 and related topics had been placed on the
agenda of this meeting with the specific provision that the Senate would like to
hear from Mr. Ginsberg, Mr. White, Mr. Houston, and Mr. Johnson concerning
activïties of that evening. He said he wondered if these four persons were now
able to discuss the matter. Each of the four individuals in turn explained that
because of instruction either from the judge of the preliminary hearing or from
his legal counsel he could not discuss matters relating to the evening of
January 8.

Mr. McMillan then asked what the pleasure of the Senate was in regard
to this agenda item. Dr. Forrester moved that that item not be considered at
this meeting. Dr. Nigh seconded the motion.

Dr. Burton pointed out that the minutes of the Senate meeting in
question later provided that there should be discussion of related topics
and he saw no reason why matters leading up to the night of January 8 might
not be discussed. Dr. Robson said that if Dr. Forrester's motion was defeated
he would next request that the Senate invite two student representatives into
the meeting who were prepared to discuss the night of January 8 inasmuch as
Mr. Ginsberg and Mr. White could not speak. Both persons were present at the
incident in question. Dr. Saarinen pointed out that Mr. Brani Goldman was
present and he as a faculty member was willing to speak as a witness present
at the incident.

Dr. Dutt said he was one of those voting at the last meeting to hear
at this meeting the comments of the four persons concerned. In view of the trial
schedule he now felt that the Senate could not properly discuss the matter at
this meeting.

Dr. Siegel said he thought the Senate could discuss whatever it
wanted to discuss. Dr. Saarinen pointed out that at a recent General Faculty
meeting when discussion of the night of January 8 was proposed, discussion
was deferred on the grounds that the matter was going to be reviewed by the
Faculty Senate.

Several members of the Senate were now calling for the question and
Dr. Forrester's motion not to consider this item of the agenda at this meeting
carried by a vote of 24 to 20.

At this point Dr. Blitzer said he would like to make a statement to
the Senate. He said he was not making his remarks in order to propose any action
by the body. Rather he wished his feelings about a particular issue to be a
matter of record. He then read to the Senate the following statement:
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"Members of the Senate: In order that none of my remarks be in any
way misinterpreted, I want first to make it clear that I am, and have
always been, unequivocally opposed to campus violence and disruption.

"It is our good fortune that the University has traditionally been
a sanctuary from political and other vicissitudes. Were interference
through intimidation or violence, from within or without, allowed to go
unchallenged we would surely suffer the fate of Universities in totalitarian
states. Hence, I can only endorse President Harvill's efforts to guard the
rights of faculty and students from interference or intimidation, as well as
his desire for orderly and rational discussion. It is well to recall his
sustained and unequivocal support of the right of professors to speak out
for unpopular causes and his rejection of outside pressures that threaten
academic freedom. In student relations Vice-President Johnson deserves
special commendation for displaying reasonableness, fair-mindedness and
patience, at times in the face of provocation that most of us would find
intolerable.

"As a member of the UA community, I was distressed on learning of the
incident outside 'Bear DoWnt gym on January 8. I was even more distressed
the following day on reading that a number of students were arrested on
felony charges of rioting and inciting to riot, and that the University
administration was behind these charges.

"At a recent meeting of the general faculty two members from the
College of Law presented a chilling recital of the possible penalties for
felony conviction: Loss of civil rights, long prison terms, fines, etc.
It is the kind of severe punishment usually reserved for hardened
incorrigible criminals and for the most heinous crimes. Although one is
presumed innocent until found guilty, a felony charge constitutes a stigma
that none of us would like to bear. Without discounting the seriousness
of the incident, let us recognize that the disturbance was brief, no one was
seriously injured, property damage amounted to a broken glass in one door,
and only through freshly-minted legal terms can it even be remotely related
to a genuine riot.

"There is also the special case of Mark Ginsberg, Bill White, and
Chuck Mabry, who apparently were present at the affair for the expressed
purpose of insuring a peaceful demonstration. Because two of them are
the highest elected officers of the student body and enjoy, by our
invitation, the floor of the Senate, the charges against them in a way
implicate us all. There is considerable evidence that these individuals
have been a strong influence for reason and moderation, and that they had
previously calmed other tense situations on campus. Consistent with this is
the testimony of faculty witnesses that they were indeed trying to get the
others to back away from the doors of the gym. Caught up in a human tide
they could not control, they now, ironically, find themselves charged with
the very crimes they were attempting to prevent.

"The charges that have been filed against the students have forcefully
pointed up the administration's determination not to tolerate violence and
disruption on campus. Although its message is clear and consonant with my
own views on violence, the means of delivery - namely felony warrants - only
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turns the accusing finger: Would not misdemeanor charges carry the same
message? Is it necessary to invoke the help of Mars, together with Phobos
and Deimos, in retaliation for a relatively minor incident? What useful
purpose is served by seeking to break these students and wrecking their
careers? Since I cannot assign such motives, I wonder whether - like some
of the students inadvertently enmeshed - the University now finds itself in
an analogous tangled situation; for it seems wholly unworthy of any element
of this University to be associ2ted with the prosecution of these felony
charges.

"It has been stated, and it is true, that the University administration
cannot revise or eliminate the charges filed as a result of the January 8
incident. Only the County Attorney can do this. However, the County
Attorney will surely give a sympathetic ear to the important voice of the
University adminis trat ion.

"In the name of justice, reason, moderation, conciliation, compassion
or call it what you will, I appeal to President Harvill to use his good
influence to have the charges reduced or, particularly in the case of those
whose intent was to prevent violence, dropped. I urge all of my colleagues
to do likewise. Only enemies of the University will gloat over any trial
which pits various elements of the University against each other in and out
of Court, and which, regardless of the outcome, will haunt us for years
to come."

The chair next recognized Dr. Kemnierer who said that at two recent
Cenerai Faculty meetings a polarization of the faculty had developed or
threatened to develop. He said he wished to prevent further polarization of

the faculty. He then moved that the chairman of today's Senate meeting,
Mr. McMillan, appoint a committee of five senators to draw up a statement
incorporating the sentiments of Dr. Blitzer's statement, for consideration by
the Faculty Senate at its next meeting. Dr. Robson seconded this motion.
Dr. Massengale asked if he understood correctly that the intent here would be to
request the President of the University to use his influence to gain a
reduction of the charges against the six students concerned. He was answered

in the affirmative.

Dr. Siegel then made a substitute motion that the Senate adopt Dr.
statement as an expression of the sentiment of the Faculty Senate.

Dr. Mautner seconded this motion.

Dean Forrester said that the Senate was now discussing the happenings
of the night of January 8 when the assembly had voted not to discuss them.
Dr. Sigworth disagreed. He said, "We are not talking about what happened at the

so-called riot. We are talking about action the University administration might
take relating to the results of that evening's activity. Many people feel that
if efforts are not made to check extreme reaction to what happened the night of
January 8, the future will be filled with danger for all concerned." He said
that activity which was simply written off as the result of high spirits when a
door to a sorority house was rammed open with a telephone pole and the housemother's

arm broken, was not considered riotous activity. Why not? Because there were

no political implications. Breaking down a sorority house door is not considered

a very serious offense. Expressing political sentiments, however, is felonious

and must be stopped. He felt that the Senate must act on this issue.
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Dean Myers said that the Senate had voted not to consider a particular
matter and now the body was considering it. He then moved to adjourn the meeting
and several seconds were heard. The motion to adjourn lost on voice vote.

The question was then called for on Dr. Siegel's substitute motion,
that is, that the Senate adopt Dr. Blitzer's statement as an expression of the
sentiment of this body. This motion was defeated. Voting on Dr. Kemmerer's
original motion was then called for and it resulted in a tie vote, 24-24. The
chair then voted in the negative and Dr. Kemmerer's motion was defeated.

CHANGE IN POLICY GOVERNING TELEVISION COURSES: Vice President Johnson pointed
out that the Faculty Senate establishes the guidelines governing University
policy for the implementation of television courses. The Television Policy Committee
now wished to propose a revision in that part of the policy statement on television
courses governing compensation for faculty members involved in the production of a
television course. He pointed out that under the present policy 2O7 of rental or
sales income goes to the faculty member.

The full proposal of the proposed revision was as follows:

8. The University of Arizona shall have the option of making
available the use of recorded instructional television materials
to other institutions. The tapes shall remain the property of the
University of Arizona and will not be sold to any other organization
or released without the approval of the instructor. Recorded
instructional material shall be considered to include video tape,
films, kinescopes and/or other associated material which may come
from instructional television or film production activities. Such
material may be made available by sale or rental from the University
or from such commercial distributors as shall be designated by the
University, subject to the following conditions:

Distribution arrangements or agreements should be negotiated
on an individual program or series basis. Such arrangements
may or may not require the distributor to pay an initial, one-
time production cost to the University. Should an agreement
include this provision, however, the production cost should
be considered the actual cost for preparation of the master
(or original) material.

In the event that video tape masters (for kinescope or dubbing
purposes) are involved in the distribution arrangements, the
handling of such material should normally be coordinated and/or
directly supervised by the Radio-TV Bureau.

In the event that recorded material is made available by the
University to any other institution, the University shall have
the responsibility of establishing copyright. The cost of
copyright clearance, however, may be a negotiated factor in an
agreement with a commercial distribution agency. The general
policy for distribution of the rental or sales income above
actual duplication costs shall be as follows:
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40% Paid to faculty member(s) and producer and/or
director involved in the production

207e Paid to the Radio-TV Bureau

40% Paid to the University

Duplication costs shall include those actual expenses incurred by
the Radio-TV Bureau in making copies of the University of Arizona
Master Tapes for rental or sales agreements.

The fraction of the royalty to be allocated to the faculty member(s)
and/or producer and/or director shall be determined by mutual
agreement on the basis of relative contributions to the content
and quality of the production. The agreement shall be determined
and specified in writing prior to the beginning of any distribution
negotiations. Further, the Director of the Radio-TV Bureau shall
have authority to determine when, and under what circumstances,
Bureau staff personnel may be included in royalty arrangements.

Mr. Johnson moved that the proposal be adopted and the motion was
seconded by Dean Forrester.

Dr. Wise stated that his office administers the University patent
policy. He had studied this proposed change in the television course policy
and felt that if this were adopted University policy would be somewhat more
generous with persons developing a television course than with University
personnel who invented something. There then followed discussion about the
institution's patent policy and this policy, the point being made by several
speakers including Dr. Rod O'Connor who teaches the University's freshman course
in chemistry by television, that the disparity between the two procedures would
not be as much as it would seem. He emphasized that the 40% sharing by the
faculty member would come only after all duplication costs had been paid.
Dr. Robson pointed out that developing a television course was not the same as
inventing something and he did not think it was appropriate to compare the patent
policy with this proposal. Developing a course has some similarity to authoring
a book, and when a University professor writes a book while at the University,
the University receives nothing from the effort.

Dr. Siegel asked if there was any provision here to cover a television
course developed under the sponsorship of a government agency, for instance,
under a grant. Dr. O'Connor explained that the policy proposed here was to
provide for instances where a course was not developed under federal grant.
If a federal grant was involved, federal regulations and procedures would, of
course, govern the situation. Dr. Kassander said he certainly was a great
believer in research and wanted an inventor to receive all the benefit he could.
However, he felt that the case of the inventor is not comparable to that of someone
who has developed a television course.

Mr. Frank Barreca, Director of the University's Radio and Television
Bureau, was also present and pointed out that the proposed policy was patterned
after the national trend for such arrangements. The question was then called
for and the Senate voted to adopt the revised television course policy with no
dissenting vote heard.
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RE1'ORT OF AD HOC FACULTY SENATE CONNITTEE ON ADJUDICATION OF DISPUTES RELATED TO
NONACADEMIC ACTIVITIES OF STUDENTS: STANDARDS OF CONDUCT EXPECTED OF STUDENTS:
Mr. Johnson as chairman of the Senate Committee. on Adjudication of Disputes
Related to Nonacademic Activities of Students referred to a statement on
Standards of Conduct Expected of Students which had been distributed to members
of the Senate. The report of the committee on this topic was as follows:

The present report is the second in a series of recommendations
intended to implement the policies and procedures to protect the
rights and freedoms of students. Item VI-A. of the basic document on
student rights (approved by the Faculty Senate on February 3, 1969)
is entitled Standards of Conduct Expected of Students. It states in
part:

"The University of Arizona has an obligation
to clarify those standards of behavior which
it considers essential to its educational
mission and its community life. The general
behavioral expectations - - - should represent
a reasonable regulation of student conduct."

It is to these standards of behavior and general behavioral expecta-
tions that the present report relates.

The student, in common with all members of the campus community,
is a citizen and as such is entitled to all benefits of existing
laws, national or state. As such a citizen, he likewise is subject
to all the obligations and restrictions that are created or imposed
by such laws.

The student is a member of a unique and relatively privileged
community and in consequence is subject to those rules and
regulations which are peculiar or necessary for the maintenance
and administration of that community.

A student enrolling in the University of Arizona assumes an
obligation to conduct himself in a manner compatible with the
University's function as an educational institution. Misconduct
for which students are subject to discipline falls into the
following categories:

Any conduct, active or passive, designed or likely
to obstruct, disrupt, or in any way interfere with
teaching, research, administration, disciplinary
procedures, or any other activity sponsored or
approved by the University, including the University's
public service functions, on property belonging to or
controlled by the University;

Physical or verbal abuse or threat of harm to or
detention of any person on University owned or
controlled property or at University sponsored
or supervised functions, or conduct which
endangers the health or safety of any person;
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Threat of or damage to property of the University
regardless of the location or property of a
member of the University community or a visitor
to the University when such property is located
on University controlled premises;

Forceful or unauthorized entry to or use of
University facilities, including both buildings
and grounds;

Dishonesty such as academic cheating, knowingly
furnishing false information to the University,
forgery, and alteration or misuse of University
documents, records, or identification;

Use, possession, distribution, or sale of narcotic
or illegal drugs except as expressly permitted by law;

Disorderly conduct or lewd, indecent, or obscene
conduct or expression on University owned or
controlled property or at University sponsored
or approved functions;

Failure to comply with the directions of University
officials or of University security officers or
any other law enforcement officers acting in
performance of their duties, and failure to identify
one's self to such officials or officers when
requested to do so;

Violation of University established rules and
regulations;

Conduct which is clearly incompatible with
membership in the academic community.

Persons who violate these standards and regulations may be
removed from property owned or controlled by the University. In
the case of conduct which might constitute violations of the
criminal laws, the violator would be subject to prosecution through
the conventional enforcement channels of that law. The fact that
conduct might constitute a crime as well as a violation of these
standards and regulations would not prevent institutional procedures,
disciplinary procedures or sanctions. Students in violation of these
standards and regulations may be suspended or expelled from the
University, may be placed on probation, reprimanded, or warned, or
may receive such lesser penalties as are traditional and customary
upon the campus.

Dr. Siegel said he found much in the report that was objectionable.
He said he thought some of the material was even unconstitutional. For example,
in the listing of categories of misconduct, he asked the following questions:
In the first item, what is "passive conduct" and who defines "likely to obstruct,
etc."? In point two, who decides what is "verbal abuse"? Under item three who
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decides what is "threat of" property? Under point four, in referring to
"unauthorized," who initially does authorize entry? Under point seven, who
is to say what is "disorderly, lewd, indecent, or obscene"? 1hat is obscene to
one person may not be to another. He said he did not understand what was meant in
paragraph eight by "failure to comply with." In point ten, he thought considerably
more definition was needed. "Is growing a beard incompatible with membership in
the academic community?" he asked.

Dr. John Robson then moved amendment of the statement as follows:

"I move that changes be made to the report of the Ad Hoc Faculty
Senate Committee on Adjudication of Disputes Related to Nonacademic
Activities of Students, in particular as it deals with Item VI-A of the
basic document on student rights, as follows:

In the second sentence of the first paragraph, strike
'As such a citizen,' and begin the sentence with 'He';

In the second paragraph, strike 'unique and' and 'peculiar or';

In paragraph three, delete numbered item one;

In numbered item 2 of paragraph three, delete 'or verbal,'
'or threat of harm to or detention,' and ', or conduct which
endangers the health or safety of any person';

In numbered item 3 of paragraph three, delete 'Threat of
and start the sentence immediately thereafter;

In numbered item 3 of paragraph three, delete 'regardless of
the location';

Delete numbered item 4 of paragraph three;

In item 6 of paragraph three, delete 'narcotic or';

Delete numbered item 7 of paragraph three;

In item 8 of paragraph three, delete 'University
officials or of University security officers or any
other' and 'officiais or';

Modify item 9 of paragraph three so as to read 'Violations
of clearly formulated and publicized University rules and
regulations';

1. Delete item 10 of paragraph three;

m. The remaining items of paragraph three be renumbered accordingly."

Dr. Siegel seconded Dr. motion.
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Dr. Kassander said he felt that at least some of Dr. Robson's amendments
might be very much in order but he said he would have to have a copy of them
before he could intelligently consider them.

Dean Ares commented that probably no one present had had time to
examine the proposed statement adequately. Further, he said he very much
needed a copy of the proposed amendments before he could properly consider
theme He said he felt the senators were handicapped in considering the proposal
itself if they could not know the rationale behind the various provisions.

Dr. Robson then went through his proposed changes item by item. He
said certain of the statements were vague and undefined. He said he felt some
of the proposals could be counted on definitely to stimulate protest and
disturbance and cause real difficulty for the University. Some of the others
were 'catchall" provisions to the point of being meaningless.

Dr. Dewhirst said he was a member of the committee that had prepared
the report. He said the couìmittee knew that there would be questions in the
Senate about some of the proposed points but he said he would like to point out
that this committee had included student representatives and the report as
finally submitted to the Senate carried the unanimous approval of members of
the committee including the students. He said Dr. Robson's sarcasm about some
of the proposals left him cold. He said the committee had worked many, many
hours developing the statement and the Senate should be aware that the conimittee's
effort had always been to be as constructive as possible.

Mr. Johnson pointed out that five members of the committee were present
at this Senate meeting. In addition to Senate members Quentin Mees, Dr. Dewhirst,
and himself, Mary Roby and Dr. Royal Tinsley were present. The student members
could not be present at this meeting.

Professor Green said he could appreciate the fact that the committee
had agonized over developing this statement. However he was now being asked
to vote on specific points. He said he was not yet qualified to vote, but he
said it seemed to him that the statement still was not coping with the realities
of the time. He said he questioned why a number of the points are still
included if the University is truly trying to remove itself from in loco parentis.
He said he for one needed to know the philosophy behind a number of the items
presented. Dr. Mautner asked if the committee had really given thought to the
vagueness of sonic of the statements.

Nr. Johnson pointed out that the committee had reviewed its report
with legal advisors and were assured that it was indeed on firm legal ground.
He asked the Senate not to forget that this particular report was only one
part of a total document. The original document on matters related to non-
academic activities of students had been approved by the Senate, and then the
committee had been charged to go back to work and define a number of areas
referred to in the basic document. This report is simply one of these reports,
he said, and its effort is to provide a useful tool for this campus defining
standards of conduct. He said he would hope that by this time the committee has
generated the confidence of the Senate in its work. 'e are trying to set up
specific policies when at present there exists only a very vague and general
catalog statement," he said. This is an effort to narrow down what conduct on or
off the campus, in any activity sponsored by the University, should be, and
define what should be considered violation of such rules.
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The guidelines of other institutions have been helpful, Mr. Johnson
said, particularly those of institutions who have been through the experience
the University of Arizona is now going through. 'e are trying to show our
students what the rules on this campus are in a more precise way," he emphasized.
As to who would interpret the rules, they would be interpreted by the same
persons who interpret them now, that is, the personnel deans and other university
agencies. "No one's feelings will be hurt if this report is attacked," Nr.
Johnson said, but he felt it should be known that the report was the best
that the committee could come up with after many, many hours of struggle.

Dr. Tomizuka asked which institutions had been particularly studied
in regard to their codes of conduct. Dr. Tinsley replied that these included
the University of California, the University of Kentucky, the State University
of New York, the University of Wisconsin, Arizona State University, and the
University of Southern California.

Dr. Tomizuka said he understood one intent of the standards of conduct
statement was to protect the rights and freedom of students. He asked how these
standards would do that. Mr. Johnson responded that the committee was concerned
about the rights and freedom of the total student body. It seemed important to
indicate that when a person violates the rights and freedom of other students
he is guilty of misconduct. Dr. Tomizuka asked for an example of "passive
conduct." One example given was the situation where students passively sit in a
classroom refusing to leave at the end of a class thus making it impossible for
students to enter the room for another class the next hour.

Dr. Siegel said this did not explain to him what sort of conduct was
"likely to" disrupt or interfere with teaching, research, etc.

Dr. Tomizuka asked what due process would cover areas of misconduct.
Mr. Johnson explained that the due process procedure for persons charged with
misconduct would be the same as already established elsewhere.

Dean Ares said he was not criticizing the committee's work. He
realized the group had made a sincere effort to come to grips with some very
basic problems although he was not sure that it had been successful in all instances.
However he said he felt the Senate members would be helped if they could receive
information about the philosophy underlying the various proposals made. He said
if the committee was trying to narrow things down to specific provisions, point
ten certainly was not specific.

He then moved that the question be tabled, to be on the agenda of the
next meeting of the Senate with as high an order of priority as possible. Many
seconds to the motion were heard and it carried unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m.

David L. Windsor, Secretary




