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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, February 4, 1974 Room -311 Modern Languages

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3 p.m. on Monday,
February 4, 1974, in Room 311 of the Modern Languages Building. Sixty members
were present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Bateman, Battan, Bleibtreu, Boyer, Brewer, Bull, D. Butler,
H. Butler, Carr, Cole, Davis, Dixon, Dresher, DuVal, Edwards,
S. Fahey, W. Fahey, Gegenheimer, Graham, A. Grant, R. Grant,
Green, Hull, Kassander, Knorr, Krueger, Lane, Livermore,
Manes, Mason, Massengale, Mccoy, McCullough, McMillan,
Mees, Miller, Muramoto, Odishaw, Olson, Paulsen, Paylore,
Rhodes, Roby, Rosaldo, Rosenberg, Schaefer, Shields,
Skinner, Sorensen, Steelink, Stubblefield, Svob, Thompson,
Varney, Vignery, Ware, Weaver, Wierama, Windsor, and
Yoshino. Student representatives present were Stephanie
Denkowicz and Chris Reece. Dr. Robert Sankey was present
as parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Blecha, Dewhirst, Evans, Fazio, Gaines, Grossman, Harris,
Johnson, Joyner, Keating, McConnell, Reed, Stairs, Tomizuka,
and Trafton. Student representative absent was Bryna Vertlieb.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of December 3, 1973 were approved
as distributed to members.

CATALOG MATERIAL: Catalog material previously distributed to members of the Senate
by means of the "Curriculum" bulletin was approved, with the understanding that
certain proposed course "house numbers" in the 90 series (90-99, 190-199, 290-299,
390-399) were modified by subsequent information included in a "Curriculum"
bulletin just issued.

ANNOUNCEMENT RE ELECTION OF NOMINEES FOR THE UNIVERSITY TRIAL BOARD, THE UNIVERSITY
REVIEW AND ADVISORY BOARD, AND THE UNIVERSITY CONDUCT BOARD: Dr. Gegenheimer
reminded members of the Senate that under the provisions of the code of Conduct
it is the responsibility of the Faculty Senate each spring to submit to the
President nominees for appointment to the University Trial Board, the University
Review and Advisory Board, and the University Conduct Board, such nominees to be
selected by the Faculty Senate. He explained that the Committee on Committees
has the responsibility of preparing the lists of names from which the Senate is
to select stated numbers of nominees. It is from the Senate selectees that the
President makes his appointments. He said the Committee on Committees had
prepared the required lists of names.

Dr. Gegenheimer moved that the secretary be instructed to conduct a
mail ballot among the Senate membership on these selections. Several seconds
were heard and the motion carried.

REPORT FROM THE CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS COMMITTEE ON FACULTY ELECTION PROCEDURES:
Members of the Senate were provided with the following report from the Ad Hoc
Committee on the Faculty Constitution and Bylaws:
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"February 4, 1974

"SPECIAL REPORT: PROPOSED ELECTION PROCEDURES

"The Faculty Senate at the meeting of April 2, 1973 voted to ask
the Constitution and Bylaws Committee to reconsider the election
procedure as proposed by Bylaw 5 in the Committee's Report, concerning
nominations and the conduct of faculty elections.

"The Constitution and Bylaws Committee met on October 16, 1973.
On reconsideration of the proposed election procedure as set forth in
the Committee's Report, and in light of the discussion of the
questions by the Senate, the Committee found no reason to alter
proposals contained in the original report to the Faculty Senate.

"The Committee therefore unanimously recommends adoption by the
Senate of provisions contained in the Committee's Report, i.e., Proposed
Bylaw 5.

"The Constitution and Bylaws Committee also considered two questions
referred by the Committee of Eleven: (1) penalties for repeated absences
from Senate meetings by elected members; (2) listing only those ineligible
to serve in information distributed with nominating and election ballots.

"In the Committee's judgment both concerns would become moot with
adoption of changes in the Faculty Constitution and Bylaws as proposed
by the Committee.

For the Committee:

Currin V. Shields, Chairman
Leon Blitzer
Albert F. Cegenheimer (ex-of ficio)
Donald Hanahan
David Hetrick
Samuel McMillan
Darrel Metcalfe
Kenneth Reiblich
David Windsor"

Dr. Kassander asked that Dr. Shields review for the Senate the reason
for the proposed new election procedure's having been referred back to the
Constitution and Bylaws Committee. Dr. Shields explained that some persons had
felt that the proposed procedure would too greatly politicize faculty elections.
He felt that the proposed procedure, however, would depoliticize the elections
somewhat. He said the existing procedure has involved a considerable amount of
political activity at times. He pointed out that the proposed procedure,
involving the circulation of nominating petitions, is one that over 40,000
units of government in this country have found to be a very satisfactory
method of procedure for over a century.
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Dr. Gegenheimer commented that the proposed procedure would assure
that persons nominated would be available to serve if elected and would be
willing to serve. No one would be nominated who had not consented to have
his name placed in nomination. Under the present procedure, he pointed out,
deceased individuals have been nominated and the wives of faculty members have
been nominated. Persons have been elected to the Senate, for example, who then
failed to attend a single meeting.

Dr. Cegenhelmer then moved that the proposed new Bylaw 5 governing
faculty elections be approved by the Senate and that it become operatIve this
spring in connection with faculty elections for service during the 1974-75
academic year. Several seconds to the motion were made and the motion carried
unanimously.

REPORT OF COMMITTEE TO STUDY DEPARTMENTAL GOVERNMENT: Prior to the meeting
Senate members had been furnished with the following report of the Ad Hoc
Committee to Study Departmental Government:

"FINAL REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT
UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

November 1973

ad hoc Committee on Review of Administrators

INTRODUCTION

The Committee was appointed by President Schaefer on 8 February
1973 and charged to 'study the means whereby there would be a periodic
review of the administration of University teaching departments, including
department chairmen'. With awareness that this task arose in part Out
of discussion which took place in the Faculty Senate, 5 February 1973,
the Committee commenced its work by interviewing the contributors to
that discussion. Later, the University of Arizona Wildcat and Faculty
and Staff Newsletter were helpful in publicizing to the faculty at large
the Committee's desire for expressions of views on this subject. In
the course of events, written materials descriptive of review processes extant
in several of the University's departments were obtained and studied by the
members. During this period, a special meeting of the General Faculty was
called, to which the members of the Committee were specifically invited.
A product of that meeting was a resolution urging the Committee to develop
a positive recommendation regarding required periodic review of depart-
mental administrations.

FINDINGS OF FACT

A number of departments currently have regular review of department
administration. These procedures are quite different from one another.
A majority of departments do not now engage in regular review.

It appears that faculty members generally favor a requirement for
some mode of periodic review. The evidence of this includes results of
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a survey of UA faculty members, reported in the AAUP Faculty Newsletter,
April 1970. Additional evidence is the resolution adopted by a special
meeting of the General Faculty, i Nay 1973. The resolution urged this
Committee to adopt the sense of proposed Bylaw 8 as its recommended
means for periodic department review. Further evidence is found in the
view expressed by the Faculty Senate (5 February 1973), in that '...a
heavy preponderance of the senators indicated they felt that the
University should provide in some manner for a periodic review of depart-
mental government...".

Regarding the question of exactly how periodic review of department
administrations should be accomplished, there exists a wide diversity of
views.

DISCUSSION

The diversity of opinion regarding operational means for review is
inescapable. It may be largely due to faculty groups having different
expectations of their respective department administrations. But, what-
ever its cause, this diversity should be recognized and reasonably
accommodated when a University policy of periodic review is established.

Examination of the probable merits and difficulties associated with
periodic review of departmental administrations produced unanimous
Committee agreement that the potential value to the University would
justify the effort.

It does appear that the arguments which support departmental review
are readily applicable to periodic review of college administrations.
Although not within the charge of this Committee this subject might be
considered by another conunittee.

In the course of its investigation, the Committee noted a statement
written by Dean Reisen, Suggested Principles Concerning the Functions of
Department Heads (College of Liberal Arts, 1939). Because of its relevance,
this statement is attached as Appendix A.

RE COMMENDATION

There should be conducted, as a matter of University policy and
practice, a comprehensive review of the administration of each academic
department not less frequently than every fifth year.

Each college should formulate its own guidelines for departmental
government. Within this framework each department will then for-
mulate its own specific policies and procedures for operation.

Under normai circunmtances, a department head may expect annual
reappointment to administrative responsibility for a period of
five years.

Early in the fifth year of appointment, the status of a depart-
ment head and of the government of a department must be reviewed.
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A review may be initiated at any time at the discretion of the
dean or in accordance with college or department policy. The
dean should initiate the review by composing an ad hoc review
committee of three faculty members elected by the tenured members
of thé department and two designated by the dean.

A review committee will report its findings and recommendations
to the department and the dean.

In the event a department head is not reappointed or declines
reappointment, a search committee shall be established in
accordance with the policy of the college and the department.

For the Committee,

Walter J. Fahey, Chairman
Dr. Leon Blitzer
Dr. Albert Gegenheimer
Dean Robert McConnell
Dr. Gary Munsinger
Dr. Raymond Thompson

APPENDIX A

Suggested Principles Concerning the Functions of

Department Heads

The following is a set of guiding principles. It is in no sense intended
to be a body of statutes or rules to be adhered to rigorously.

Cenerai

The ultimate responsibility for the successful conduct of the
department rests upon the Head. This implies that his office clothes
him with sufficient discretionary authority to make his responsibility
effective.

Formai differences in academic or administrative rank do not
imply corresponding differences of authority in matters of scholarship.

So far as is possible departmental policies and affairs should
be decided upon after discussion in departmental meetings.

The Head is the official representative of the department and in
that capacity will act for the department in all official departmental
matters and in relationships between the department and the Dean. In

official matters concerning relationships between the department and
persons or departments outside the College of Liberai Arts, the Head shall
act through the Dean with the latter's approval. This is not intended to
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interfere with conferences between department members and the Dean or
President. But the Head should be aware of such conferences and their
subject matter when they affect the department.

A well conducted department is one in which vigorous discussion
and exchange of judgment are achieved, and a minimum of supervision and
administrative authority are exercised.

Subject to the foregoing general principles, the following are
responsibilities of the Head.

Routine:

Such department reports as are required.

Preparation of the department budget after individual and group
conferences with the department.

Acting as major professor in his department's field. By agree-
ment, preferably, the supervision of students' work may be divided among
the members of the department. Ultimate responsibility rests upon the Head.

Care of department property, with cooperation from the members

of the department.

Expenditure of department funds in line with department policies.

iepresenting the department in such matters as correspondence,
care of department records, and routine external relations.

In Department or Group Conference:

Organization and co-ordination of the academic work of the

department.

The quality and progress of the departmental work as a whole.

Group consultation on content of courses for the purpose of the
co-ordination of the department's work.

Adequacy of the whole program of work and of departmental research,
the latter as distinguished from individual research.

New appointments.

Allocation of the services of staff members, assistants, and
clerical staff.

Library purchases.



COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS
UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
January, 1939
Emil R. Reisent'

Dean Fahey, chairman of the committee, explained that the committee

in the course of its deliberations had reviewed many possible mechanisum for

providing a review of department chairmen. The procedure finally developed,

he explained, was one he and his committee colleagues felt was very close in

spirit to the original Bylaw 8 of the proposed new Constitution and Bylaws

which was not approved by the Senate because the feeling had prevailed that
procedures governing this question should not be spelled out in the

Constitution and Bylaws. Rather, they should be stated in a separate
document such as this report which if adopted would become University policy

as announced in the Faculty Manual.

Dean Fahey called attention to the provision of the statement that
a comprehensive review of the administration of each academic department be
conducted not less frequently than every fifth year and to other references

in the document to a five-year period. He called the Senate's attention
further, however, to the provision under paragraph a. stating that each college

should formulate its own guidelines for departmental government. He pointed

out that a college could develop whatever constraints it wished including

reviews of a more frequent interval than five years.

Dr. Shields moved to accept the report and several seconds were

heard. The vote on the original motion was then called for and the motion

carried.

At this point Dr. Krueger asked for permission to present to the Senate

a statement by the Committee on the Status of University Women of the University

of Arizona concerning the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Review of

Administrators. The report from the Committee on the Status of University

Women was as follows:
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In conference with Individual Department Meuibers:

Quality of teaching and of the discharge of other professional
assignments and duties.

The care and use of supplies and equipment by the individual
department member, etc.

Promotions and increases in salary.

Official student-teacher relationships.

Campus rules and regulations insofar as they involve the department.



- 255 -

"Committee on the Status of University Women
The University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721

TO: President John P. Schaefer

FROM: Janelle Krueger, Vera Lander, Alfreda Meyers
The Committee on the Status of University Women

PE: Final Report to the President of the ad hoc Committee on Review of
Adininis trators

DATE: February 4, 1974

The Committee on the Status of University Women has reviewed and considered
the Final Report of the ad hoc Committee on Review of Administrators.
While we strongly endorse the principle of periodic review of the performance
of all University employees, including department heads and upper level
administrators, we find the report's recommendations inadequate to insure
the effectiveness of such review.

An important principle which we find lacking in both the report and the
appended statement of 1939 is the principle of accountability. We observe
that the successful functioning of a department is not 'the ultimate
responsibility of the department head' but depends upon the responsible
contribution of all faculty members, and their harmonious interaction,
which is facilitated by the department head. Unless a department head is
accountable to the consensus of his entire faculty he will neither achieve
their responsible contributions nor effect coordination of their efforts.
On the contrary, a department head not accountable to his faculty may well
achieve their alienation and demoralization. The result may be a
department in which faculty and department head are not working toward
the same goals, and do not function as a unit.

Further, it is important for the achievement of consensus that all
faculty members, including nontenured faculty, be included in the decision
making and review process. Exclusion of nontenured faculty implies inferior
status and negligible contribution to the departmental effort. Exclusion
produces alienation and demoralization of the nontenured faculty, who are
an essential component of the academic process.

Recognizing that demoralization of the faculty hinders creative productivity
and alienation prohibits the development of modern departments with
competitive standards, we recommend that the decision making and review
process be amended as follows:

Administrators be reviewed every three years, not every five years.
Provision should be made for review at any time circumstances warrant.

The committee for review of department heads be nominated and
elected by the entire faculty, and all members of the faculty be eligible
to serve on the review committee. The committee is empowered for three years.
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The recommendation of the review committee will be final, subject
to the review of the dean. The dean is required to submit his evalua-
tion of the department head, iñ writing, for consideration of the
review committee. The coimnittee shall write a report of its
deliberations, findings, and recommendations. Bóth the dean's review
and the committee review are shown to the head for comment, and
become a part of the head's employment file.

This not only insures democratic process, but also the successful and
open operation of the department and the review process.

The review procedure be determined by each department in such a
manner as to insure the opportunity for each faculty member to provide
input without possibility of reprisal.

The criteria shall include specific measurable standards of
importance, including specification of duties, range of authority, and
demonstrable goals.

The criteria upon which a department head's performance is
evaluated be established immediately by a committee of the department,
and contain the provision for amendment. The standards may not be
applied retroactively to the department head. Like all other
individuals, the department head is entitled to due process.

A. If at any time the department head's performance becomes
unacceptable to the dean, the dean shall duly inform the department
head and the department review committee, in writing, of the complaint,
and give sufficient and specified time for the improvement (or remedy)
of the department head's performance. If performance remains
unsatisfactory, upon second notification in writing, the department
head will be removed and an acting head appointed until a new head
is elected or the old one reinstated.

If at any tine the department head's performance becomes
unacceptable to the departmental review committee, the committee shall
inform the department head and the dean, in writing, of the complaint.
The committee shall allow sufficient and specified time to correct the
performance. If performance remains unsatisfactory, upon second
notification in writing the department head will be removed and an
acting head appointed until a new head is elected or the old one reinstated.

Faculty and administration complaints of a nature not
sufficiently serious in theneelves to warrant procedures A or B will
be filed with the review committee in writing. A copy must simultaneously
be delivered to the department head for his information, comment, and!
or correction. Any reprisal against the individual filing the complaint
constitutes grounds for instituting procedures A or B. Complaints under
section C will be considered during the three year review.

In the absence of written documentation or complaints, it is assumed
the department head's performance is satisfactory.
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If the dean and department cannot agree regarding the department
head, an arbitration committee composed of five menbers -- two
appointed by the department, two appointed by the administration,
and one appointed froni outside the State of Arizona by the AAUP,
will be formed by the President to decide the case. The dean, the
spokesmen of the department, and the department head will appear
before the arbitration board. The arbitration board's recommendations
will be forwarded to the President for implementation.

In the evaluation of deans, the process outlined above applies, but
the department heads compose the reviewing constituency. Deans will
be reviewed every three years, or as circumstances warrant, and the
elected review committee is empowered for three years. Disagreement
inraluation between the department heads and the administration will
be handled by an arbitration board as outlined in step 8 above.

In the evaluation of upper level administrators, the process
outlined for department heads and deans applies, hut the deans,
department heads, and faculty compose the reviewing constituency.
Administrators will be reviewed every three years, or as circumstances
warrant, and the elected review committee is empowered for three years.
Disagreement in evaluation between the review committee and the
President will be handled by an arbitration board as outlined above in step 8.

The development of such formal procedures, in which administrative operations
are evaluated by both superiors and employees will create a milieu in which
upper level administrators, department heads, and faculty are positively
inclined to constructive self-assessment. Psychologically, the knowledge
that those who judge are also judged, and that all members of the organi-
zation are required to meet specified performance criteria, will produce
a sense of involvement in and commitment to smooth operation of the
organization.

In accordance with the principles of democratic process and creative
utilization of àll talents, the Committee on the Status of University
Women finds two further areas badly in need of revision -- decision making
and affirmative action.

Major departmental decisions -- including hiring, firing, promotion, tenure,
budget, and curriculum -- should be formed through the consensus of the
entire faculty. While faculty committees or a department head may suggest
policy, a decision is not final without submission to and approval by the
entire faculty. Specific procedures to achieve this end will be left to
the discretion of the department. This is not tó be construed as prohibiting
the administrator's right to administer, but is to be construed to mean
the administrator is accountable. We recognize that a department head
who is doing his job has nothing to fear from obstruction by his faculty
or opposition from superiors, and that most policy matters will be passed

on a routine basis. When issues involve a conflict of interest between
the department represented by its head and the administration, and therefore
require compromise, such compromise must be made with full knowledge and
consent of the faculty. Clandestine arrangements so detrimental to the
morale and productivity of the department will be avoided through this
process which establishes decision making as a cooperative endeavor.
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The creative use of talent is a primary responsibility of the university
community. It is the implicit responsibility of a department to insure
that the equal opportunity for the employment of the skills of minorities
and women is aggressively pursued. The implementation of an affirmative
action program, demonstrable through concrete evidence, must constitute
one of the criteria of review of department heads.

The above recommendations are not meant to compound the difficulties of
administration, but to insure the successful achievement of academic goals.
The process outlined above establishes parameters of administrative
authority and reduces the vulnerability of administrators. Authority
is clarified and defined, and lines of communication are opened. Thus
the administrative task is simplified.

Current difficulties suggest that regularized and democratic procedures,
as outlined above, are essential and immediately relevant to the function
of the universitysystem."

Dean Fahey responded to Dr. Krueger's presentation of the highlights
of the report of the Committee on the Status of University Women by commenting
that this statement spelled out procedures in considerable detail. He said
that his committee had obtained written statements from a number of departments.
Many of these were long and detailed. The committee had unanimously concluded
that the sort of statement that should appropriately be adopted by the Faculty
Senate should be a short and simple one. Long lists of criteria by which
performance should be measured, for instance, should be avoided in the Senate
document. No detailed mechanism probably could be devised in the Senate that
would fit the situations that prevail in diverse departments or in different
colleges.

President Schaefer pointed out that universities do not function in
an ideal world. Rather, they operate in the real world. Some departments at
one end of the spectrum operate as democracies, others operate as dictatorshipa,
hopefully benevolent ones. One set of criteria that might be appropriate
for one department would not be appropriate in other situations. Ile emphasized
that in determining the effectiveness of academic administration--of a department
for example--the opinions of a number of groups must be consIdered. (1) What
is the opinion of the faculty members? (2) What is the opinion of the students
concerned? (3) How do personnel of other departments feel? This is more
important in some colleges than in others, of course. (4) How does the public
feel? (5) What is the opinion of alumeI? (6) How do the institution's
administrators feel? Can the administration interact with that department head?
The judgment. of all six of these groups, President Schaefer reiterated, must be
taken into account in an evaluation. He went on to say that sometimes it may happen
that an institution has a miserably poor department. It operates as a democracy,
the department head is a lovable old guy, and therefore all evaluations are
favorable. Yet the department is actually a weak one making no progress. In
such a situation it might be necessary to establish for a time a dictatorship.
Some evaluations of the department head then for awhile might be negative.
Hopefully in time matters would reach the point where a democratic situation
could truly prevail again.
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Dr. Krueger explained that the report of the Committee on the Status
of University Women was not intended to be a "polished" statement. It had
been prepared in a matter of three days. The persons who developed the report
are not administrators, she acknowledged, but she felt that the points made
in the statement were worthy of being taken into account.

Referring to the six groups listed by President Schaefer whose
judgment must be heeded, she asked if the same groups should be considered
when decisions are being made about promotion and tenure of faculty members.

Professor Mees said he would like to make two comments to Dean
Fahey. First, why is the procedure now followed in the College of Engineering
not reflected in the report? Second, he noticed that while the recommendations
provide the faculty ample chance to get rid of a department chairman they do
not like, it seemed to him that the person being evaluated has no chance to
challenge his attackers or answer accusations or criticisme.

Dean Fahey said in answer to Professor Mees' first question that
he was simply chairman of a faculty committee, he was not a dictator, and that
the committee had not seen fit to "lift" in its exact form a procedure that
is currently working very effectively in the College of Engineering. The

committee had developed a different procedure. Dean Fahey explained that in
the College of Engineering in the fifth year of a department head's service
in that position the dean writes a letter to each member of the faculty of
that department asking for a confidential assessment of the effectiveness
of the department chairman. Faculty members are fully aware that they can
share any concerns they have on a confidential basis with the dean. Faculty

members are particularly asked to comment on how they foresee the quality
of the department head's administration during the next five years if he
retains the headship. Dean Fahey explained that all faculty comments, without
being attributable, are forwarded as valuable feedback to the department head

himself. The summary of all of the reactions provides the dean with major
input to help him decide whether to continue that individual as administrative
head of the department or not. He emphasized that this procedure succeeds
because of the degree of trust and confidence that exists. Trust and confidence

are necessary of course for such a plan to succeed. Every faculty member knows
that whatever he says about his department head will be heard and weighed even
though his judgment may not prevail. Dean Fahey said he would like to emphasize
once again that in any procedure of this sort the element of trust is preeminently

important. It is assumed, Dean Fahey said, that the review committee provided in
the recommendation would be completely fair in its assessment.

Dean Fahey commented that if the new recommendation was adopted as
University policy the College of Engineering would of course follow sucn
procedure in the future.

Turning to Professor Mees' second comment relating to an administrator's
opportunity to respond to criticism, etc., Dean Fahey said that the review
process provides for a sharply focused look at a particular time, even though
deans presumably maintain an overview on a continuing basis on how a department

head is functioning. At the time of the special review the dean of course
would ask for the department head's response. As an administrator he would

have and would presumably exercise his responsibility to obtain from the
department chairman his reactions to criticisms and comments about his
performance.
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Dr. Skinner said he supported the proposed statement. However he
thought it was important that the faculty as well as a dean should have the
power to request a review at any time if need be. 11e said he further would

hope that provision might be made for all tenured members of the faculty to be
considered for any opening which might develop in a department's chairmanship.

Dean Fahey said that an intense review is not a comfortable experience
although any good administrator should be willing to undergo it. However it
would be considerably less traumatic if it was expected at a set scheduled time
as part of the regular procedures of the institution. If it were not scheduled
and might come at any time, it could be a considerably more traumatic experience
when the review was made.

Referring to paragraph c. of the recommendations, Dr. Steelink said
that if a dean can initiate the review of a department chairman at any time,
why cannot an ordinary faculty member as well. Dean Fahey referred to the full
sentence in question which reads, "A review may be initiated at any time at
the discretion of the dean or in accordance with college or department policy."
Dean Fahey referred to paragraph a. and pointed out that the guidelines called
for under this section could provide that the faculty at any time could call
for a review.

Dr. Stubblefield asked if it was fair to say that the substance
of the recommendation was that a review is to be conducted every five years and
that the administration then is to do whatever it wants to with the report.
Dean Fahey said that this would depend on what the college guidelines provided.
President Schaefer said he would question whether a proposal should ever bind
the administration to consider only the recommendations of the faculty, for
instance, since the administration must take into account the concerns of
other groups--as he had mentioned in his earlier comments about six different
groups whose concerns must be heeded. Dean Fahey said it was not the committee's
Intent to bind the administration.

Several senators commented that it is important that the information
collected by the review does get back to the department head concerned.

Dean Dresher said he wondered if too much attention was being given
to the periodic five-year review in the context of "getting rid of the guy".
11e said he thought that if a department head was so poor that there was a
consensus that he should be gotten rid of, this matter should be taken care of
in an appropriate procedure whenever the situation became that serious. Periodic
review, on the other hand, relating to the "every five-year" period should be
a constructive activity and he felt this would be the case in most instances.
As a result of the review a department head would be greatly aided in doing
his job better.

Dr. Cegenheimer said he felt the report of the Fahey committee was
indeed a great step forward. While he thought the recommendations made in the
report by Dr. Krueger had validity, he felt that it would be wise to implement
the Fahey committee's recommendations as they stand with the understanding
that various departments and/or colleges would find it necessary to develop
their particular variations. He said he did question in the Krueger report the
call for standing committees. He said he hoped we would not ever have something

like a politburo in every department. He then moved the previous question.
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Several second were heard and the motion carried by a two-thirds vote.

Dr. Skinner then moved that the committee be asked to continue its
work and extend its study to include the review of the performance of tenured
faculty members and of other administrators within the University. Several
seconds to this motion were heard but the motion failed on a voice vote.

Dr. Edwards asked what had been the effect of approval of Dr. Shields'
motion. Had the report been "accepted" or "adopted"? Parliamentarian Sankey
explained that the language of the motion had been "accepted" but that "accepted"
and "adopted" in such an instance meant the same thing. The parliamentarian
was asked if a motion to reconsider was in order. Dr. Sankey said that it was.
Dr. Battan then moved that the earlier question he reconsidered. Several
seconds were heard and this motion carried.

Dr. Steelink then moved to amend the recommendation as presented by
Dean Fahey's committee in paragraph e. whereby in the second sentence following
the word "dean" the words "or the majority of the departmental faculty" would
be inserted.

Dean Manes said he believed the report was indeed a good one. He
said that he thought any reference to faculty members should be to tenured
members of the faculty. For instance, in the proposed amendment under
discussion the wording should be "or the majority of the tenured departmental
faculty".

Dean Odishaw asked what was meant by a review "may be initiated at
any time". Could this be done as frequently as every six months? The answer
in the affirmative was given by several senators.

Dr. Weaver pointed Out that paragraph a. of the recommendations
makes it possible for the faculty to ask the dean to look into a matter at any
time, if the college has developed guidelines to such effect.

President Schaefer said that he was concerned that hasty action not be
taken on anything as vital to the University as the proposed recommendations. He
thought that recommendations a., b., c., d., and e. merited careful consideration,
for the policy would indeed have long-range implications.

Dean Hull said he was troubled by paragraph d. and thought more
discussion on this point was necessary.

Dean Fahey said he would like to speak against the proposed amendment.
He felt this was the sort of thing that should not be spelled out in detail in the
language of the recommendations themselves. Under paragraph a. any college could
adopt the sense of the proposed amendment into its own college guidelines.

Dr. Battan said he felt that hasty action would be unwise and he moved
that the entire question before the house, including the proposed amendment, be
tabled with the intent that it be given further consideration at the next meeting
of the Senate. Hopefully action might be completed at that time. Several seconds
to the motion were heard and the motion carried by a large margin.

T1meetig adjourned a4:l5 o'clock.

'Windsor, Secretary David Butler, Assistant Secretary




