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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, January lO, 1966 Room 111, BPA Building

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session (the meeting having
been postponed from Monday, January 3, 1966) at 3:40 o'clock on Monday
afternoon, January 10, 1966, in Room 111 of the College of Business and Public
Administration. Fifty-three members were present with Vice President McMillan
presiding. Professors Jean R. Beck, Robert W. Bretall, and Edward N. Wise
also were present.

PRESENT: Allen, Blecha, Blitzer, Brewer, Carlson, Cockrum, Coleman, Coulter,
Damon, Delaplane, DuVal, Forrester, Edwin Gaines, Pendleton Gaines,
Gegenheimer, Green, Gries, Hall, Harris, Harshbarger, Hillman, Hull,
Johnson, Joyner, Krutzsch, Little, Lynn, Lyons, Marcoux, McCarthy,
McCaughey, McDonald, McMillan, Myers, Patrick, Paulsen, Picard,
Quinn, Rappeport, Rhodes, Roy, Shields, Simonian, Sorensen,
Stanislawski, Steelink, Stromberg, Svob, Tucker, Voris, Wilson,
Windsor, Yoshino.

ABSENT: Beattie, Harvill.

WELCOME OF DR, PAUL M. ALLEN TO THE SENATE: Vice President McMillan welcomed
Dr. Paul M. Allen to the Senate. Dr. Allen was elected earlier as a
Senator-at-large, replacing Dr. Neil Bartlett during the period of Dr. Bartlett's
sabbatical leave.

MINUTES OF MEETING OF DECEMBER 13, 1965, CONSIDERATION OF: Mr. McMlllan asked
if there were corrections or additions to the minutes of the Senate meeting of
December 13, 1965, as published.

Dr. Tucker said he noticed that the minutes of that meeting ran to some sixteen
pages. However, the Proceedings of the meeting as distributed to the General
Faculty were only three pages in length. He asked what determined how full a
report of the Senate actions the Secretary normally included in the Proceedings.

Mr. Windsor explained that since the Senate was first established the practice
has been to provide Senate members with rather complete minutes but to provide
the General Faculty membership with summarizations of Senate actions, called
Proceedings. Sometimes the Proceedings have been simply brief condensations.
Sometimes, on the other hand, the Proceedings have incorporated virtually the
same full report as given in the Senate minutes. The completeness of the Pro-
ceedings has been left to the discretion of the Secretary of the Faculty.

More recently, Mr. Windsor pointed out, some members of the Faculty had complained
about the Proceedings' being so long that considerable time was required in order
to learn what the Senate had been doing, and the suggestion had been made that
brief summaries again be made. He explained that the By-laws are silent on the
matter, simply providing that copies of all resolutions or actions involving
changes in policy by the Senate shall be sent to members of the Faculty. He
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explained further that the Deans of each college are provided with two copies
of the full minutes of each meeting in order that copies will be available for
reading by interested faculty members who wish access to the full minutes.

Professor Marcoux said that on page 16 of the December 13 minutes, he would like
paragraphs 2 and 3 deleted and the following language substituted: "Professor
Marcoux said he was opposed to faculty evaluation by the student body because one
has little to gain by a good rating and much to be lost by a poor one.'

On motion by Dean Brewer, seconded by Dean Myers, this correctionwas approved
by voice vote of the Senate.

Dr. McDonald said that he had a number of corrections to make in the minutes. He

referred to the fact that at the December 13 meeting both the Secretary .aE !i
and the stenographer were inexperienced and the minutes as published included a
considerable number of errors and omissions. He said after discussing the problem
with Mr. Windsor it had been agreed that the best procedure wou'd be for Dr. McDonald
to provide each member of the Senate with a copy of his proposed corrections and

additions. Dr. McDonald said he would like to distribute his corrections at this
time, giving the Senate members ten minutes or so to study them. He moved then

that the minutes be corrected as outlined in his statement.

At this point several members of the Senate assisted Dr. McDonald incJistributing
copies of his proposed changes in the minutes.

While this activity was proceeding, Dr. Tucker asked if it would not be desirable
for the Senate to arrange to have its discussions recorded on a tape recorder to
assist the secretary. Mr. McMillan said that he thought this was a matter which
could be considered at a future time. Dr. Blitzer said he believed such equipment
could be obtained from the Bureau of Audiovisual Services. Mr. Windsor said he
had discussed this matter with Mr. Ritchie, Director of the Bureau, and had been
told that to provide appropriate equipment for a group the size of the Senate
would be difficult. Adequate equipment would have to be quite elaborate, involving
a considerable amount of wiring and a number of microphones.

Dean Brewer commented that if the summary had been distributed to the membership
prior to the meeting the Senators would be better able to vote on the corrections.

Dr. Lynn pointed out that there was a motion on the floor and it was then seconded
by Dr. Wilson.

Mr. McMillan then suggested that theSenate membeis,takeafewminutes to read tht
proposed corrections.

At this point Dean Rhodes said he would like to make a cornent. He said that at
the last Senate meeting he felt the group had heard a recital of so-called facts
and personal opinions which degenerated in the aggregate to a personal attack on
the President. Whether because of being unmoved by the statements, or because
of the nature of the discussion, or for some other reason, most members of the
Senate simply sat and said nothing, he said. He said he for one had regretted
this ever since. He said that the minutes of a meeting of a body such as the
Faculty Senate are designed to report conclusions reached and actions taken.
They are not designed to be a transcript of discussions. Lengthy discussions
are usually summarized and individual points are frequently omitted. The minutes
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as he read them report accurately the action taken. The President was given certain
advice which, Dean Rhodes said, he earnestly hoped in the best interests of the
institution and of aH of its students would not be taken.

He said he was not prepared and he did not think anyone in the room was prepared
to check now on a long document such as had just been distributed. He said he was
not in a position to make a motion because a motion was already on the flôor, but
he would not like to see the Senate vote on the proposed corrections of the minutes
that afternoon.

Dr. McDonald said that following the last Senate meeting he had talked with Mr. Windsor
to see ¡f he could check the first draft of the minutes to see if his statements
were correctly recorded. He said in talking to the woman who had taken the minutes,
he had discovered that she had been confused by much of the discussion. He has
asked Mr. Windsor if he could review the woman's record of his remarks. He said
that Mr. Windsor pointed out that if speakers on the Senate floor were routinely
given the opportunity later to check the minutes before they were prepared, such a
procedure would have no end. He had said that Dr. McDonald should wait until the
minutes were distributed and then propose corrections or additions in the usual
way. This is whát he now was proposing, he said.

Dr. Delaplane commented that he thought a longer time was needed to study the
proposed corrections and then moved that approval of the December 13 minutes be
tabled until the next meeting of the Senate.

The motion was seconded by Dr. Joyner and carried by voice vote.

STUDENT SENATE PROPOSAL REGARDING A COURSE EVALUATION STUDY, FURTHER DISCUSSION RE:
Dr. Joyner pointed out that his motion made at the previous Senate meeting that the
Senate indicate its approval of the course and teaching evaluation study proposed
by the Student Senate and that the Senate go on record as urging all faculty members
concerned to cooperate in the survey, had been tabled. He said he now wished to
move that the matter be taken from the table and this motion was seconded by Dean
Brewer. The motion carried by voice vote.

Mr. Johnson then reported that the Vice President of the Associated Students,
Mr. Ed. Chambers, who had been one of the leaders in developing the plans for the
proposed course evaluation had been asked by his student colleagues to come before
the Faculty Senate and answer any questions the Senators might have about the
proposal. Mr. Johnson said It was his understanding that a student, in order to
appear before the Senate, must first be invited so to appear by this body. He
explained that Mr. Chambers was standing by if the Senate was disposed to receive
him and hear his comments. Dean Brewer moved that Mr. Chambers be invited to
appear before the Senate at this time and the motion was seconded by Dr. Joyner
and passed.

At this point Mr. Johnson left the meeting to invite Mr. Chambers to come before
the Senate.

Mr. Windsor reminded the Senate members that as they had entered the meeting room
they had been furnished with copies of a statement prepared by the Student committee
concerned, describing how the course evaluation would be conducted.
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Dr. Steelink asked why Faculty Senate approval was necessary Ór desired.

Dr. Joyner explained that the students were proposing to go into classrooms
and take ten minutes or so of the instructors' time while students completed

questionnaires. He felt it was appropriate that the faculty indicate its
approval of the project, thereby providing the students with official authoriza-

tion for conducting the survey.

Dr. Quinn said he wondered if th Senate had the power to give approval.

Mr. Windsor said he understood the students would like to be able to explain to

the general faculty that their project had the support of the Faculty Senate.

Dr. Quinn asked if a faculty member could be required to permit students to

distribute survey questionnaires in his classes. Dr. Joyner said he assumed

no one was proposing faculty members be compelled to partipipate in any study.

He said he personally would not think a faculty member should be required to
participate in this activity if he did not want an evaluation of his course and

his teaching made. He said his motion was to recommend cooperation, not to

establish a requirement.

Dr. Patrick asked if in "endorsing the project" it could be inferred that the

Senate was "endorsing the product.' Dr. Joyner said some persons might so

interpret any Senate action. He said all he was proposing was that when students
approached instructors of courses numbered below 200, that the instructors be
urged to agree to make the necessary time available to distribute the questionnaires

and have them completed.

At this point Mr. Johnson returned to the Senate room bringing with him Mr. Chambers,

Vice President of the Student. Body.

Mr. Chambers referred to the sheet of general information about the survey which

had been distributed to the members. He explained that where the statement
explained that the survey was to be conducted between January 10 and 20, it now
had been decided for several reasons to postpone it unti.l the following semester.
A main reason for the postponment was to permit time to develop a better question-

nai re.

He explained that following compilation of the data collected from the evaluation

a booklet would be published reporting the results. There would not be editorializing

of the material, however, he emphasized. The booklet would simply report statistically

the responses of a given number of students, under a rating scale, evaluating par-

ticular courses and particular instructors. In answer to several questions,

Mr. Chambers explained it was planned that the questions would be so carefully worded

that students by rating a particular course or instructor on a number scale could

give meaningful information rather than merely write an opinion.

Dr. Tucker asked what value Mr. Chambers felt the study would have for students

and/or faculty members. Mr. Chambers explained that at the present time students

are obtaining information about courses or faculty members by word of mouth com-

mentary. The student leaders feel that a published report giving the result of a care-
fully conducted statistical survey of student evaluation of courses and professors
would be meaningful where word of mouth opinion exchange is probably not very reliable.

Dr. Tucker again asked what value such a survey would have to faculty members.

Mr. Chambers said it was hoped that faculty members could learn from such a survey

what their deficiencies were, how their courses could be strengthened, etc.
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Dr. Quinn asked ¡f all students ¡n the selected courses would be expected to
participate in the study. He said he personally questioned the evaluation of
a course by a student in that course who was flunking. Mr. Chambers said it was
felt that all students in a course should have the chañce to make their evaluation.
Dr. Quinn said he thought this was not a fair manner in which to proceed.

Dean Roy said that Dr. Quinn's point was a logical reaction. He said his own
reaction had always been that he would not mind being graded by good students but
he would object to being graded by poor ones. He said, however, that he had
become acquainted with a similar evaluation made by students at Purdue University
and found that in that study courses and faculty members were rated just about the
same by the poor students as they were by the good ones.

Dr. Gegenheimer asked if he was correct in his understanding that each course or
instructor would end up with one compôsite grade as a result of the evaluation.
Mr. Chambers explained that there would be a grade for each of a number of criteria

for each course or instructor.

Dean Hull asked if information would be obtained on one instructor in each of his
several courses for each of the several criteria involved, or would a composite
evaluation be calculated. Mr. Chambers explained that it was intended to evaluate
each course separately numbered below 200, by each instructor concerned. However,

not necessarily every teacher ¡n a given course would be evaluated. Further, not

all students taking a particular course would participate. Perhaps only25% would

complete questionnai res.

Dr. Tucker asked Mr. Chambers if he felt that a first-semester freshman knew enough
about the value of a particular course or about teaching itself to make a reliable

evaluation. He said he thought most faculty members would have more confidence in
the judgment of an upper-division student. Mr. Chambers said he believed the
judgment of freshmen would have some value.

Dr. Blitzer asked Mr. Chambers why the students did not proceed with their evaluation
without the consent of the Facúlty Senate. Mr. Chambers said that faculty cooperation
was desired in order to be able to distribute questionnaires in the classrooms of

the courses concerned. Otherwise, it would be necessary to conduct interviews with
students outside of classes and this would make it more difficult to maintain any
order or system in the survey.

Dr. Blitzer said that if a faculty member was aware his course was soon to be
evaluated, he might try to influence the results in some way, possibly by easing
up in the severity of his testing or improving his store of jokes. Mr. Chambers
said he doubted many faculty members would act in this way.

Dr. Allen asked who was assisting the students in preparing the questionnaire and
Mr. Chambers explained that a member of the faculty of the Department of Psychology
had been assisting thus far. He understood it was possible a graduate student in
Psychology might be assigned to the project of developing an appropriate questionnaire.

Dr. McDonald said that he thought the student proposal was an excellent one, at
least from an experimental point of view, but he said he would hope that students
with as unbiased a point of view as possible would be the participating evaluators.
He asked if it might not be feasible to develop a procedure whereby the students
completing the questionnaire could have their mid-term grades individually known

to the conductors of the survey. The individual instructor, however, would not know

which responses came from students receiving which grades. Mr. Chambers said he did

not know if such a procedure could be developed or not.
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Dean Lyons said that he had noted that It was planned that the evaluation be made
of all courses numbered below 200. He pointed out that in the College of Law all
courses are numbered in the 100 series, however they are none of them considered
lower-division courses. Mr. Chambers said it had been decided not to evaluate the
courses or faculty members of the Law College.

Mr. Green asked M. Chambers if ¡t was felt that it was possible for students
properly to evaluate professional courses. Mr. Chambers said that he felt students
were qualified to evaluate the ¡nstructors of professional courses, although they
might not be qualified to evaluate the content of a professional course.

Dr. Simonian said he thought a distinction had to be made between evaluating
instructors and evaluating courses. He said he could not conceive of students
being able properly to evaluate courses ¡n Pharmacy.

Dr. Tucker pointed out that in the future it is anticipated that the Schedule of
Hours will be published much earlier each semester than is now the case and the
schedule probably will not give information about instructors. Mr. Chambers replied
that when this situation develops he assumes students will make inquiry at the
departments as to which instructors are teacMng which classes.

Mr. Green said that suppose a student is required to take a class in which the
instructor in the rating booklet has a low rating. What will the student's attitude

then be toward that instructor? Mr. Chambers asked in return, what do students do
now when they find themselves in a class and find that the instruction ¡s poor?

He said that at the present time there are courses and instructors on the campus
known to be poor.

Dr. Tucker asked Mr. Chambers if he believed that poor courses and poor instructors
normally went together. Mr. Chambers answered in the negative.

Dr. McDonald said he felt that the fundamental idea behind the student interest ¡n
evaluating courses and the faculty was sound and he said he would like to see some
experimentation in this activity. At thts point Mr. McMillan thanked Mr. Chambers
for appearing before the Senate and Mr. Chambers expressed his thanks for the
opportunity to do so. Mr. Chambers then left the meeting.

Dr. Quinn co.miìented that one of the things that troubled him ¿bout the proposal was
that there was no indication that the information ¡n the published book would receive
the same consideration from University administrators. He referred to an earlier
evaluation of courses and professors made on this campus where although the results
were not published, they were available for interested administrators to review.
Some administrators were interested in the results and apparently considered them.
Others refused even to read the results.

Dean Brewer said he felt that no sound reason for not cooperating with the students
in this matter had been presented. He felt the students should be encouraged in

this endeavor. He said that as a result of the last survey he felt faculty members
"received back" valuable facts about their own teaching. There will not be opportunity
much longer for studer'ts to take advantage of results of such a survey, he pointed out.
When the University moves into a true advanced-registration system students' courses
will be, to a great extent, selected for them.
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Dr. Steelink commented that although Dean Roy had mentioned that ¡n an evaluation
at Purdue it appeared that there had not been much difference between the ratings
of good students and poor students, at the University of Washington a distinction
had been made between lower-division and upper-division students, and a marked
difference between the judgments of lower-division and upper-division students had
been noted. Dr. Steelink said he felt it was a dangerous thing to permit student
judgments to be given as much standing as would be indicated by the results of a
survey appearing in published form. Student judgments are often based on ignorance,
he emphasized.

Dr. Quinn said he would have more confidence in such a survey if ¡t were conducted
among the students participating in the honors program.

Dr. Cockrum asked just what such a rating would mean anyway. He said he remembered
he was graded in a similar survey approximately thirteen years before. He said he
was sure no teacher could be as poor as one of his graders had indicated he was,
and no teacher could be as good as certain other graders thought he was. The point
was, he said, he was being graded by freshmen. He said if he had had that same
group of students later as seniors he was sure their grading of him would have been
quite different. And if they could have graded him ¡n retrospect some years after
leaving the University, he expected their opinions would be still different. lt

seemed to him that this evaluation would be little more than a popularity contest.
Lower -division students are not able to judge the quality of teaching, he said.

Dr. Steelink again asked what benefits such a survey could have for the faculty.
Dr. Joyner said he assumed that faculty members receiving poor rating grades would
feel they should take steps to improve the quality of their teaching. Perhaps they
have been requiring too much or too little outside reading, perhaps they have been
giving too many or too few tests.

He referred to an article in the January 3, 1966 issue of the WALL STREET JOURNAL
entitled "The Bookworm Turns: More Collegians Now Grade Their Teachers," and quoted
the following sentences: "The very idea of wet-behind-the-ears collegians rating
their instructors seems downright cheeky to many here, and the painfully frank comments
in Course Critique have helped add head to lively campus debate over the book. Like

it or not, however, the academic community at the University of Washington and at
many other schools had better steel itself to the innovation. Public criticism by
students of professorial performance in the classroom is spreading, along with
student activism in general."

Dr. Joyner continued that faculties must awaken to the fact that teaching is being
criticized, often deservedly so, and this has been true at the University of
Arizona. He said that he believes the University is not just a place to do research
and retire on the job. It is a place for teaching. If teaching is to become better,
if the teaching profession is to be restored to its proper level, the peoptè doing
it must be made aware of the criticism that exists of the quality of their teaching
and efforts should be made to improve ¡t. Dr. Joyner said that the plan as proposed
by the students no doubt had faults in it. An effort could be made to improve these
deficiencies. The students desire to make such an evaluation, he said; they probably
do not yet appreciate the magnitude of the job, but he felt that the faculty should
cooperate with the students in what to him seemed to be a truly worthwhile endeavor.

Dr. Blitzer said that the Senate was being asked to give its approval to a rating form.
The Senate had not seen the rating form, did not know what questions would be included.
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He said he was unwilling to go on record as asking ¡nstructors to give up classroom
time when he was unaware what questions would be asked in the surveys.

At this point several persons called for the Question.

Mr. McMillan put the motion to a voice vote. He was in doubt as to the results
and then called for a show of hands, appointing Dean Little and Dean Myers to serve
as counters. By a hand vote the motion then lost 21 to 27.

Dr. Simonian then said he would like to make a motion that the student survey receive
Senate approval but specifying how the survey was conducted, what sort of questions
would be asked, etc.

Dean Roy raised a question of procedure at this point. He said he didn't see how
the Senate could spell out for the students how to conduct their own survey. A motion
to approve the plan proposed by the students has been defeated. This information
would be forwarded to the students. Is it not now the students' responsibility, ¡f
they are interested in doing so, to propose another plan? It is not appropriate for
the Senate to come up with some alternative plan of ¡ts own invention and approve it.

Dr. Simonian then moved that the Senate indicate its approval of the general idea
of a survey of teaching by the students and that this body go on record as urging
faculty members to cooperate ¡n the conduct of the survey, provided the format of
the questionnaire, the courses to be studied, etc. are first revealed to the Senate.
This motion was seconded by Dean Brewer.

Several Senate members said that the Senate could not commit itself in advace by
approving such a motion. Dr. Simonian then withdrew his motion. He said what he was
seeking to place in the record was an indication that the Senate was not unwilling in
principle to approve the idea of a course and teaching evaluation but was unwilling
to give its approval without knowing more about the nature of the questionnaire to
be used. He said the students were sincere in wishing to obtain something constructive.
He said he thought we should not simply turn them down without letting them know our
reasons. Our principal reason is that the students are vague in the procedure they
are contemplating.

Dr. Joyner said that the Faculty Senate did not have the right to draw up the students
questionnaire for them. He said he would agree with Dean Roy that if the students
want Faculty Senate cooperation they should on their own initiative take steps ¡n an
effort to gain it.

Dr. McDonald then moved that the Senate express its sympathy with the students' plan
to evaluate teachers, indicating Senate recognition of the importance of the problem
and expressing the Senate wish that the students planning the evaluation might revise
the procedure in such a way as to limit the evaluation to some selected upper fraction
of the student body. Dr. Simonian seconded this motion.

Professor Marcoux commented that he did not see why, since the original motion had
been defeated, the Senate finds it necessary to apologize to the students for its
action. The Question was then called for and the motion lost by voice vote.

CATALOGUE MATERIAL: The Senate considered proposed catalogue matters as summarized in
a prepared statement distributed by the Secretary prior to the meeting.

Two proposed new courses were chàllenged by Dr. Tucker, Mathematics 75 - Introduction

to Automatic Computers, and Mathematics 175 - Introduction to Numerical Techniques for

Computers.
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Dr. Tucker explained that the proposal sheets for these courses, as submitted to
the faculty of the College of Liberal Arts and subsequently to the University
Coordinating Committee, stated that the proposal had been reviewed with Dean Coleman,
Professors Wymore and Tucker. He said that the proposed courses had not been reviewed
with Dr. Wymore or himself. He said that as a matter of fact the proposed new courses
are sheer duplication of courses already being offered by the Department of Systems
Engineering. He then moved that the two courses be deleted from the proposed
offerings. Dean Coleman seconded the motion.

Dean Roy explained it had been his understanding that the head of the Department of
Mathematics had reviewed these proposed courses with representatives of the Depart-
ment of Systems Engineering. Since there seemed to be some misunderstanding about
this, he would like to withdraw the two courses in question for the present, pending
further investigation.

In view of Dean Roy's statement, Dr. Tucker and Dean Coleman agreed tôibdthdraw
their motion.

Professor Marcoux then referred to Mathematics 373a,b - Advanced Topics in Fluid
Dynamics. He said he felt that this course was an exact duplication of work
currently being offered in certain courses in Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering.
He felt that this course should not be approved.

Dean Roy explained that Mathematics 373a,b will offer subject-matter in a much more
sophisticated manner than the way similar material is offered in course work already
available in Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering. He said he was satisfied that
there ¡s not a serious amount of duplication involved in this instance.

Professor Marcoux then moved that Senate approval of Mathematics 373a,b be held in
abeyance until the question of duplication had been further reviewed. His motion
was seconded by Professor Hall.

The motion then lost by voice vote.

There being no other questions about the proposed catalogue material it was under-
stood that by consent the remaining items were approved. (See list attached.)

SERVICE IN SENATE OF DEAN EDWIN M. GAINES, RECOGNITION OF: Dr. Gegenheimer took note
of the impending departure from the University of Arizona of Dr. Edwin M. Gaines,
Dean of Men, who has served in the Faculty Senate for some years.

He then proposed a resolution expressing appreciation for his years of service in
the Senate and expressing to Dr. Gaines all best wishes for the future. It was
noted that Dr. Gaines will become Executive Assistant to the President, University
of Wyoming, Laramie, on February 1, 1966.

The motion carried unanimously.

REGISTRAR'S REPORT OF PETITIONS, DISCUSSION 0E: Mr. Windsor pointed out that members
of the Senate had been furnished with a detailed Summary of Petitions acted upon by
the various colleges and by the Advisory Council during the year l96L_65.

He pointed out that on the second page of the report, under the listing of the groups
of petitions handled by the Graduate College, there was a category headed "Register
for klo, 1+20, or 299." The words "in absentia" should be added to that heading
following "299."
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Mr. Windsor explained that the format of the report ¡s somewhat different from that
followed in recent years. He said he would be glad to answer any questions about
the report. None were heard.

Mr. Windsor explained that preparation of the report each year is a task of some
magnitude. He asked members of the Senate to answer several questions concerning
the report: I. Is the Petition Summary considered of assistance and value and
if so, in what ways? 2. Does the Senate believe the Petition Summary should be
continued? 3. If so, is the presentation satisfactory ¡n this format?

Dr. Gegenheimer said that while some.members of the Senate might not be aware of
the lengthy history lying behind this report, he for one would say that the purpose
¡s merely to keep members of the Faculty Senate aware of the sorts of adjustments,
and the number of each of these, that are approved by the various colleges and by
the Advisory Council. It is good to have a "checking up" being made periodically,
he said, and for this reason he felt the report should be continued. He said he
thought that the format ¡s entirely satisfactory.

Dr. Tucker said that he noted that of 2271 college course adjustments reported,

1903 of them were adjustments ¡n course and curriculum requirements. He therefore
moved that in the future the report not include these petitions. This motion was
seconded by Dean Hull.

Dr. Blitzer said he felt this Item should be included. He said he thought it was
well for the Senate to know the extent to which course and curriculum requirements
were being adjusted.

Mr. Windsor said that ¡f the Senate was going to continue to receive a general report
on petitions each year, therefor necessitating record-keeping of petition transactions,
it probably would be just as simple to continue to include this category.

The question was then called for and lost by voice vote.

COMMUNICATION OF DECEMBER 2k,, 1965 FROM DR, JAMES E. McDONALD: Mr. McMillan asked
Mr. Windsor to read a letter of December 2k, 1965 to President Harvill from
Dr. McDonald. Mr. Windsor read the following:

"In your memo of December 6, you indicated that you were not placing
on the Senate agenda for December 13 the Item I requested in my
November 29 memo, there being a number of prior items already pending.

"Now I should like to repeat my request, asking that the matter to
which I referred be put on the January 3 agenda.

"Your remarks, in your December 6 memo, indicate that you felt I was
bringing up an old matter. I was referring, however, to the still
unclarified statements which Dr. Shields made to a local group and
which were reported in the local papers. As I understand it,
Dr. Shields went to the Young Democrats, following an earlier talk
to that group by Dr. Bretall, and stated that the AAUP investigating
team "conferred only with Dr. McEwan, his attorney, W. Edward Morgan,
and his supporters." Since Dr. Shields appeared as a spokesman for
the University administration (Mr. Johnson having been approached
and having suggested Dr. Shields), I believe this matter definitely
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"requires clarification. The local chapter of the AAUP had had two
discussions of this annoying misrepresentation of the facts. I

believe it is a matter for Senate discussion, hopefully with
Dr. Shields present."

Dr. Shields then said that Professor McDonald had sent him a copy of his
memorandum to the President and he had responded by writing a letter to
President Harvill. He asked Mr. Windsor to read that letter also.

Dr. Shields' letter to President Harvill under date of Jan. 6, 1966 read as follows:

"Professor J. E. McDonald sent to me a copy of a letter to you
dated December 2L, 1965, in which he requestéd that you place
on the agenda of the next Faculty Senate meeting the subject of
'unclarified statements which Dr. Shields made to a local group.'
He ¡s referring to a talk I gave to the Tucson Young Democrats
as chairman of the Special Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure.

"Professor McDonald's request ¡s based on assumptions contrary
to fact about my remarks.

"In my remarks I did not mention the MacEwan case. The
emphasis was generally on academic freedom, what it means to the
academic community and why; then I discussed the new policies
and procedures adopted by the Arizona Faculty Senate last year.

"In the question period, as might be expected since Professor
Bretall had previously spoken to the same group, a question was
asked about the MacEwan case. I commented that I would not dis-
cuss the merits of the issue but I would comment on procedures
used ¡n the case.

'Professor Bretall, who was not present at the meeting,
later spoke to the same group again and made certain charges
against me based on a newspaper account of my talk, He was
reported to impute to me positions I do not hold and statements
I did not make.

"The statement quoted by Professor McDonald about the Ad
Hoc Investigating Committee I did not make. It is patently
erroneous as a matter of record in the AALJP Bulletin. I did say,
in explaining the course of events to the group, that the In-
vestigating Committee met with Professor MacEwan, his attorney,
and others who had information to present but that, in my
judgment the procedures used did not allow all pertinent in-
formation to come before Committee A.

"For example, in retrospect the Faculty Grievance Committee
hearing proved to be defective. The Committee understood its
function to be an administrative one, to allow Professor MacEwan
to state his case. All witnesses called were called by Professor
MacEwan's counsel. For about one-half of the transcript Mr.
Morgan ¡s the speaker, and the hearing took on the character of
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"an adversary proceeding. Certain defects ¡n this hearing, as
an administrative fact-finding hearing, were not later remedied.

"In response to a question I did mention that when Professor

Gegenheimer and I
appeared before Committee A at the Washington

meetings and we started to present some information the chair-
man ruled that we could not present new information about the

case.

"It is regrettable that my remarks were inaccurately reported.
Unfortunately, shortly after I gave the talk I was out of town

for a week and ¡n my absence Professor Bretall made a number of
unwarranted charges against me based on the newspaper account.

"Few laymen, of course, know the difference between a Faculty
Grievance Committee, an Ad Hoc Investigating Committee, and
Committee A in AAUP terms. The issues ¡n this case are compli-
cated and in a brief comment in response to a question, apparently
some confusion arose in the mind of the reporter.

'It is most unfortunate that at an institution such as this,
where so much important work needs to be done, that time and
energy is wasted on such negative matters."

Dr. Shields then moved that the item proposed for the agenda by Dr. McDonald

be deleted from the agenda and this motion was seconded by Dr. Joyner.

Dr. Joyner then said that he was as concerned as was Professor McDonald about

all matters relating to academic freedom. He said, however, that for the Faculty
Senate to discuss remarks made by a member of the faculty in an off-campus speech

would be entirely tnappropriate. He said he makes many off-campus speeches on

a variety of topics and he does not feel that those speeches appropriately should
be discussed by a group such as the Faculty Senate.

At this point calls for the Question were heard.

Dr. McDonald stated that he felt it was in order for the Faculty Senate to discuss

Dr. Shields' off-campus talk. The University of Arizona is under censure by the
American Association of University Professors because of the MacEwan case.
Dr. Shields made certain remarks in a talk about certain aspects of the case.
Dr. Shields now claims his remarks were not correctly reported in the press.
It should be the concern of the Faculty Senate to look further into a matter
of this sort and set the record straight, he said, in the best interests of

the University. Dr. Shields' appearance at the meeting in question, he said,
was that of a spokesman for the University since he went to the meeting as a

speaker in place of Vice President Johnson. He, therefore, thought the matter

was a serious one and worthy of Senate attention.

Many calls for the Question were now heard.



Dean Roy then moved that voting on the motion be by written ballot. This motion
was seconded and carried by voice vote.

Mr. McMillan appointed Mr. Svob and Dr. Edwin Gaines to serve as tellers.

Following the counting of the ballot it was announced that Dr. Shields' motion
to delete from the agenda the item proposed by Dr. McDonald carried by a
vote of i6 to 7.

The meeting adjourned at 5:140 o'clock.
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