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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Tuesday, Nay 8, 1962 Room 111, BPA Building

The Faculty Senate convened in session (postponed from May 7), at
3:40 P.M. on Tuesday, May 8, 1962, in Room 111 of the College of Business and
Public Administration. Thirty-three members were present with President Harvill
presiding.

PRESENT: Blitzer, Brewer, Delaplane, Forrester, Gegenheimer, Gilimor, Gustavson,
Harvill, Hausenbauer, Hudson, Irwin, Kemmerer, Livermore, Lynn, Lyons,
McDonald, McMillan, Martin, Moore, Muir, Murphy, L.Myers, Nugent, Patrick,
Paylore, Powell, Quinn, J.M.Rhodes, Roy, Slonaker, Vavich, Windsor,
Zapotocky. Dr. Darrel Metcalfe also attended the meeting.

ABSENT: Bateman, Canson, Conley, Ewing, Gaines, Haury, Hillman, Hunt, Hurlbutt,
Kassander, Kurtz, Little, H.Myers, H.Rhodes, Rosaldo, Wallraf f.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of April 2 were approved as published
and distributed, one correction being made therein - changing seventh paragraph on
page 3 (the statement by Dean Forrester), inserting word "under" following the word
"numbered" so the line will read "numbered under 200, the College of Mines considers
off-campus course".

CATALOGUE MATERIAL: The following catalogue changes were accepted: New Courses:
Government 291, European Unity (2) 1st SS 1962, 1,11 Reg.Sess.; Microbiology and
Medical Technology ll7aR-ll7bR, Lectures in General Bacteriology (2-2) Yr.;
Microbiology and Medical Technology, 3l7aR-3l7bR, Lectures in Bacterial Physiology (2-2)
Yr.; Physics 250, Introductory Nuclear Physics (3) I.

REPORT ON PETITIONS, ACCEPTANCE OF: The annual report on petitions prepared by the
Office of the Registrar, which had been mailed to members of the Senate prior to
the meeting, was presented. The report summarized, by a variety of categories,
and by colleges, petitions approved and denied during the academic year. President
Harvill asked for comments concerning the report. There were no comments and it
was, therefore, considered accepted by consent.

PROPOSAL BY COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN RE CHANGES IN DEFINITION OF CERTAIN PROCEDURES AT
THE UNIVERSITY 0F ARIZONA, DISCUSSION RE: The Senate discussed a proposal from the
Committee of Eleven to amend By-law 12 of the University of Arizona Faculty. A
complete statement of the proposal is attached to these minutes.

President Harvill pointed out that the Committee of Eleven had spent a considerable
amount of time during the year preparing this proposal which was intended to re-define
certain procedures at the University of Arizona with respect to tenure, academic free-
dom, etc. The proposed change in the By-laws was the result of the Committee of
Eleven's deliberations. The President commented he felt it would be desirable for
the University's policies in this matter to be formally specified in such a document
as the By-laws of the Faculty.

Dr. Harvill then called on Dr. Vavich, Chairman of the Committee of Eleven, to
comment. Dr. Vavich pointed out that the most important feature of the proposal was
the establishment of a new committee, a Committee on Conciliation. He pointed out,
further, that the present Senate Committee on Faculty Grievances was, under this
proposal, being renamed the Committee on Academic Privilege and Tenure. Dr. Vavich
explained that the proposal provided that the Committee on Conciliation must consider
problems before they are carried to the Committee on Academic Privilege and Tenure.
He further commented that under l2,b,iii,(d), there is reference to the 1940 statement
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of academic freedom formulated by the Association of American Colleges and the
American Association of University Professors. This statement, Dr. Vavich
emphasized, has been endorsed by many educational organizations in the United
States. Dr. Vavich then moved that the proposed amendment by By-law 12 be
adopted. This motîon was seconded by Dr. Cegenheimer.

Professor L. Myers asked how the "importance" of a problem (see 12,a,ii) was
to be determined. Several members of the Senate remarked that the Committee on
Conciliation would probably have to serve as a screening group in this regard and
it was believed that the committee would not accept responsibility in a case
which was trivial.

President Harvill then called on Dr. Gustavson, who described the manner in
which a Committee on Conciliation had functioned at another institution with
which he was well acquainted, illustrating how very invaluable having such a
group could be in averting important problems' becoming major issues on a campus.
Dr. Gustavson pointed out that the proposal provided that Deans should not be
eligible for election to the anciliation committee because experience has been
on other campuses that Deans prefer not to be asked to serve on such a committee.
It is conceivable that in a given sLation a dean might be expected to pass
judgment on another dean, if deans could sit on this committee.

Dean Roy asked Dr. Gustavson how commonly problems were referred to the Com-
mittee on Conciliation on other campuses where Dr. Gustavson had observed the
workings of such a group. Dr. Gustavson replied that matters were referred to
the Committee on Conciliation only rarely.

Dean Roy then remarked that it seemed to him that under l2,b,iii,(b)
reference to "temporary" appointments under "1" referred to a sort of situation
somewhat different from that under "3". In any event, he pointed out, for one
reason or another the University sometimes does not wish to award "continuing"
appoíntments to individuals although there is not any "sense of dissatisfaction."
As an example, he pointed out that in a given year a department might have several
young instructors who have completed their doctoral work and who are doing a satis-
factöry job of teaching but whom the University simply cannot encourage to remain
with any expectation of promotion or advancement. These men normally would not be
interested in continuing at the University at an instructor's salary level. The

services of a large number of these men is not needed in the more advanced courses
which are taught by faculty members who have been promoted to higher ranks.
Dr. Gegenheimer commented that it is impossible to have hard and fast rules about
how long a man may be continued in a particular rank, etc.

Dr. Muir and Dr. Patrick felt that Dean Roy's points were well taken and
Dr. Patrick then suggested that paragraph 3, under l2,b,iii,(b) be divided into
two parts. Paragraph 3 would end with the close of its second sentence. A new
paragraph, paragraph 4, would begin with the words "Department heads and other
administrative officials." Paragraph 4 that follows in the proposed statement
would then become paragraph 5.

Dean Forrester asked why Assistant Professors were not included in the state-
ment of paragraph 4 (changed to paragraph 5). Several members of the Senate
pointed out that although the language apparently did not specifically eliminate
the possibility of assistant professors on continuing appointment being considered
as having the privilege of tenure, the matter could be questioned. Dr. Gegenheimer
replied that he felt there was feeling, at least on the part of some members of the
committee, that an assistant professor although on a continuing appointment in a
sense was more or less "on trial", while associate and full professors should be
considered as holding tenure. On the other hand, he said, he saw no objection to
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changing the wording of the paragraph to read "faculty members on continuing
appointmentt'.

Dean Lyons asked how common the practice is of giving temporary appointments
the first year of employment to individuals brought to the University with associate
or full professor rank. He pointed out that he had experienced difficulty in obtain-
ing teaching personnel in some instances when he wished to bring in as an associate
or full professor an individual who had an excellent record of experience and who
had enjoyed tenure at his last institution, and who was dismayed to discover that
although coming to the University of Arizona as an associate or full professor, his
appointment was to be marked "temporary". Dr. Harvill pointed out that it is customary
for the University to makr every initial appointment "temporary" regardless of the rank.
This is simply a policy of the institution and the President said he hoped misunder-
standings could be avoided in this regard by the employing officer's interpreting the
policy to prospective faculty members in order to avoid misunderstanding.

Dr. Vavich pointed out that institutions commonly required an individual to
complete a certain number of years of work before granting tenure. He pointed out
that the AAUP recommends a rather long period of seven years of teaching before
tenure is granted, and as much as four years in instances involving an established
professor who is changing institutions.

Dr. Quinn said it seemed to him from reading the proposal that three categories
existed: 1 - temporary, 2 - continuing, and 3 - continuing with tenure. He said he
doubted, however, that three categories were what the Committee of Eleven had in mind.

Dean Roy asked if perhaps the language of paragraph 5 read as it did because the
statement had been simply lifted from another school's statement.

Dr. Nugent suggested that paragraph 5 be changed to read "associate professors and
professors on continuing appointment, and assistant professors who have served three
years, are understood to enjoy the privileges of tenure."

Dr. Gegenheimer then referred to Dr. Nugent's questions, asking what a continuing
appointment did mean if it cid not imply tenure?

Several members of the Senate commented that perhaps paragraph 5 could be reworded.
Several said they felt it should be possible to discharge faculty members, at lease
those ranking below the rank of associate professor, on grounds less serious than
"gross moral turpitude or other grievous reasons". In fact, several members felt that

a third intermediate category was desirable.

Dr. McDonald asked if there was a clear distinction between "continuing status"
and "tenure". Most members of the Senate seemed to feel the two were synonymous.
Dr. Nugent emphasized again that he felt that there should be some position between
that of temporary and that where a faculty member can be released only for gross moral
turpitude or othér grievous reasons.

Dr. Hudson commented that he thought new faculty members have been upset at
receiving an appointment that is marked "temporary", particularly if the University
policy concerning this matter has not been carefully explained in advance.

Mr. McMillan pointed out that at many institutions all initial appointments are
one-year appointments. In short, everyone is on trial for one year. However, these
institutions often avoid use of the word "temporary".
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In dealing with prospective faculty members, Dean Roy pointed out that to
avoid embarrassment, the University's policy involving the "temporary" status of
all initial appointments should be carefully explained in advance of offering a
man a position.

Dean Livermore stated that he thought a flat statement should be included in
the By-laws explaining that all first appointments to the faculty are temporary
regardless of rank.

Dr. Gustavson asked if the question could be solved by approaching the
matter in a different way, emphasizing a positive approach. He suggested such a
statement as "Initial appointments may become continuing after a period of time".

Dean Martin commented that he felt for the most part faculty members are not
surprised or offended by the idea that an initial appointment is temporary in the
sense that an individual cannot be given the security of a continuing appointment
until after he has proved himself. The irritation comes, he felt, from the fact
that the word "temporary" appears on the letter of appointment and implies to
many people that there is something temporary about the indicated salary and that
at any time it might be revised.

Dean Martin pointed out that at many institutions letters of appointment simply
indicate the rank and salary of the position and information concerning tenure
comes in a separate notice.

Dr. Gegenheimer remarked that new faculty members are often upset when, since
it is their understanding that initial appointments are for one year only, the
word "temporary" is added to their appointment papers. They suspect they are
receiving some kind of second-class appointment or that the salary is re-negotiable.

Dr. Gustavson asked if reference to an "initial appointment" in an appropriate
statement might run contrary to basic policies of the Board of Regents. Dr. Harvill
said he thought not. The President pointed out that the Board of Regents is
interested in maintaining tenure for the faculty.

Dean Livermore called the Senate's attention to paragraph 12,b,iii,(c), point-
ing out that he felt the words "proper and sufficient notice" were inappropriate.
These words are meaningless since there is no national code of ethics or standard
interpretation of what is "proper and sufficient" notice. He thought a better
wording might be "as early as possible". Dr. Gustavson commented that he thought
the Committee of Eleven doubted the statement of paragraph (e) would in any sense
serve as a deterrent to individuals' giving late notice of termination. However,
it was felt this statement was an indication of what the committee thought good
taste should dictate.

Dr. McDonald asked if under Roman ii, in the fourth paragraph, the wording
should not be more specific under "b", providing that the committee was obliged
to request the appearance of witnesses listed by both parties. While the statement
provides that both parties to a grievance shall submit to the committee a list of
witnesses, there is no provision that the committee must invite the witnesses to
appear.

Dr. Blitzer asked, in referring to the sanie paragraph where it is provided
that each party to the grievance will be permitted to have an adviser of his own
choice selected from the faculty who may act as counsel, whether the committee had
considered the feasibility of outside counsel participating in discussions.
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Dr. Gustavson replied this point had received a great amount of attention from the

committee. He said it was realized that a party in a grievance might want legal
advice. There certainly was no objection to an individual's obtaining counsel from
a member of the faculty of the Law College. However, to bring outside individuals
into discussions of this kind is like opening Pandora's box, he emphasized. Once
the door is open, pressures may be expected from any quarter. The only way to avoid
this difficulty is to say that the institution settles its problems internally and
does not use outside counsel.

Dean Livermore, referring to "i" paragraph under the Committee on Conciliation,
asked if a dean was considered to be an individual faculty member. Presideñt Harvill,
Dr. Gegenheimer, and others assured members of the Senate that deans are faculty mem-
bers. Everyone with the rank of instructor or above is a member of the faculty, it
was pointed out.

Dean Roy commented he thought it would be helpful, should the proposed By-law be
adopted, if an abstract of the statement could be prepared which could be printed
on one sheet and distributed to prospective faculty members.

Dean Brewer asked if it was appropriate to refer throughout this document to
"tenure" when as a matter of fact the code of the State of Arizona makes it legally
impossible for a state employee to be granted tenure. Dr. Gegenheimer pointed out
that the present Faculty Handbook has a statement that legal tenure is not possible
at Arizona but by practice the Board of Regents has maintained a strong tenure policy
for many years. Dean Brewer said his point was we should not issue any statement
which could later cause a faculty member to feel that matters had been misrepresented
to him.

Dr. Gustavson pointed out that tenure at any institution is just as good as
the institution, and not one whit better. The integrity of the institution is the key
to the whole matter, he pointed out, and the history of an institution's record in
the matter of tenure is the important thing, not any stated policy.

The Senate then agreed that the Committee of Eleven should meet at its earliest
opportunity to consider the afternoon's discussion concerning the proposed amendments
to the By-laws and re-submit the proposal to the Senate at an early date, making
any changes it feels are appropriate in the light of this diecussion. It was then
agreed that the Senate would hold a special meeting to further consider the proposed
change in By-laws on Monday, May 21, at 3:40 o'clock.

Meeting adjourned at 5:20 P.M.

D vid L. Windsor, Secretary




