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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, May 6, 1974 Kiva, Room 211 College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3 p.m. on Monday,
May 6, 1974, in the Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Fifty-six
members were present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Bateman, Battan, Blecha, Boyer, Brewer, Bull, D. Butler,
H. Butler, Carr, Cole, Dixon, Dresher, Edwards, S. Fahey,
W. Fahey, Gegenheimer, Graham, A. Grant, R. Grant, Green,
Grossman, Hull, Kassander, Keating, Knorr, Krueger, Lane,
Manes, Mason, Massengale, McConnell, McCoy, McCullough,
McMillan, Mees, Muramoto, Odishaw, Olson, Paulsen, Paylore,
Rhodes, Roby, Rosaldo, Rosenberg, Schaefer, Skinner,
Steelink, Stubblefield, Svob, Thompson, Tomizuka, Trafton,
Varney, Weaver, Wiersma, and Windsor. Student representatives
present were Scott Nation and Jorge Reyes. Dr. Frank LaBan
and Dr. Robert Sankey were present as parliamentarians.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Bleibtreu, Davis, Dewhirst, DuVal, Evans, Fazio, Gaines,
Harris, Johnson, Joyner, Livermore, Miller, Reed, Shields,
Sorensen, Stairs, Vignery, Ware, and Yoshino. Student
representative absent was Ken Sobel.

WELCOME OF NEW STUDENT MEMBERS: President Schaefer announced that the three new
student representatives to the Senate are Associated Students President Ken Sobel,
ASUA Executive Vice President Scott Nation, and ASUA Appropriations Board Representa-
tive Jorge Reyes. He introduced Mr. Nation and Mr. Reyes to the body. Mr. Sobel
was absent.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the Senate meeting of April 1, 1974 were
approved as published. The minutes of the special Senate meeting of April 23
were approved as published with one change. President Schaefer referred to
his remark at the opening of that meeting concerning Dr. Charles Zukoski who
had been quoted in that morning's issue of the Arizona Daily Wildcat as making
certain remarks about the University administration. President Schaefer said that
later he had had a telephone call from Dr. Zukoski who had apologized for
his remarks as reported in the Wildcat. The President said he would be pleased
if the paragraph of the April 23 minutes concerning Dr. Zukoski's remarks in the
Wildcat and Dr. Schaefer's remarks in the Senate about Dr. Zukoski were deleted.
A motion to this effect with several seconds was heard and carried unanimously.

APPROVAL OF CANDIDATES FOR DEGREES: The Senate approved the Registrar's list of
candidates for degrees to be conferred at the May 18 Commencement upon satisfactory
completion of the second semester's work. A complete listing of these is attached
to the secretary's official file copy of these minutes.

CATALOG MATERIAL: The catalog material previously distributed to members of the
Senate by means of the "Curriculum" bulletin was approved.

PROPOSAL TO CHANGE THE LENGTH OF UNTENURED ACADEMIC SERVICE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA:
President Schaefer introduced Dr. Charles Hosley, Chairman of the University Advisory
Committee on Promotion and Tenure, who presented to the Senate certain proposals to change
the length of untenured academic service at the University of Arizona. Members had been
furnished a copy of the proposals in advance of the meeting. The proposals were as
follows:



A PROPOSAL
TO. CHANGE THE MAXIMUM IGTH OF UNTEJURED ACADEEtC SERVICE

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA FROM SIX TO SEVEN YEARS

It is proposed that the maximum length of untenured acad.eniic service at the
University of Arizona be changed from six to seven years. Thus a decision
on tenure would be mandatory in the sixth year at the latest of a candidate's
service rather than, as now, in the fifth year at the latest; and tenure
would normally be granted at the beginning of the seventh year of service
instead of, as now, at the beginning of the sixth year of service. In the
event of an adverse tenure decision, the candidate would be entitled to a
seventh and terminal year of appointment instead of, as now, a sixth and
terminal year of appointment.

The purpose of the proposed change is to afford candidates (usually assis-
tant professors) a one-year-longer period of service in which to establish
academic and professional qualifications which might justify promotion
(usually to the rank of associate professor) and the granting of tenure.
According to present regulations, the decision on promotion and tenttre is
made in the fall of a candidate's fifth year of service; consequently, the
candidate is judged on the basis of only four full years of service beyond
the terminal degree. According to the proposed regulations the decision on
promotion and tenure would be made in the fall of a candidate's sixth year
of service; consequently, the candidate would be judged on. the basis of five
full years of service beyond the terminal degree. The proposal thus recog-
nizes that in some academic disciplines four years may be too short a period
for an assistant professor to produce publications (or equivalent work) of
sufficient quality and quantity to justify promotion and tenure. Accelera-
tion in the granting of promotion and. tenure would still be possible in cases
involving truly outstanding records oÍ' scholarly or artistic production.

It will be observed that the proposed change in procedure has the effect of
changing the fifth-year review to a sixth-year review. It is proposed fur-
ther that the second-year review of assistant professors be retained and that
a fourth-year review be instituted. Thus an assistant professor would be re-
viewed in the fall of his second, fourth, and sixth years of service in that
rank.

Candidates on appointment during the academic year in which the proposed
change is approved would be illowed the option of being considered for pro-
motion and tenure in accordance with the old procedure or the new.

It should be noted that the proposed change in the length of untenured
service from six to seven years would bring the University's procedure into
conformity with that recommended by the AAUP.

It is anticipated that the schedule for promotion of an associate professor
to the rank of full professor would not be changed (Faculty Manual, Article
8.iL.).
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The proposed change in procedure would require the foflowing emandations in
regulations of the Faculty Manual.

six seven

804 A temporary apth,ment at a facult rank is for one year and it will not be renewed as a temporary ap-
pointment mote thaiìfie)successive imes (i.e., an individual with faculty rank may be offered a temporary
appointment for a maximum of academic or fiscal years). The notice of appointment shall designate the
appointment as temporary rid state the date of termination.

Before the end of th fifth 'ear of appointment at a faculty rank with temporary status, the department head
or dean shall notify the facú1t member in writing that: (a) he is being recommended for a tenure appointment,
or (b) he is being recommendedor reappointment in a temporary position (dr a(sixth'and final academic or fis-
cal year at the expiration of whict\his faculty status and teaching appointment wiuiminate. See section 8.02.

k
sixth seventh

8.10 An assistant professor is appointed iñitially to that rank for a period of one academic year and may t,e
reappointed to the same rank no mote thantimes. i.e., no faculty member may hold the title of assistant

* professor for more tha 1 academic years. Except under unusual circumstances, an appointment at this rank
Is temporary (seê section

seven

h of

8.11 *An assistant professor may b- recommend d for promotion, for nonretention, or for othercharige in status
at any time during the first throughyearservice in this rank. Before the end of his second year in the
rank of assistant professor, the department head or dean shall inform him in writing that: (1) he wiU be recom-
mended for reappointment for a third and fourth year as assistant professor (this does not necessarily preclude
consideration (or promotion effective the fourth year); (2) he is being recommended for promotion for his third
year; or (3) he is being recommended for nonretention at the expiration of the third yearservice in rank.
Further, before the end of nis fourth year in trie rank of assistant prolessor, i.rie
department head or dean shafl inform him in writing that: (1) he will be recora-
mended for reappointment for a fifth and sixth year as assistant professor (this
does not necessarily, preclude consideration for promotion effective the sixth
year); (2) he is being reconimended for promotion for his fifth year; or (3) he is
being recommended for nonretention at the expiration of the fifth year of service
in rank.

seventh

8.12 Before the end of his 1year of service in the rank of assistant professor, the assistantprotessor
shall be informed in writing by his department head or dean that (1) he is being recommen4ed for romotinn
to the rank of associate professor with tenure; or (2) he is being recommended for appointment for aiid
terminal year as assistant professor (see section 8.05); or (3) he is being recommended for appointment as a

*

lecturer with tenure (see section 8.02); or (4) he is being recommended for a temporary appointment to a posi-
tion which entails no teaching duties and which is not of voting faculty status. The letter will state further,
in the case of option (4) that there is no prospect that he will be reconsidered for faculty status.
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It is proposed that a new regulation (8.12.5 below) be added to the Faculty
nual to deal with the case of an initially appointed associate professor

who has not served elsewhere as an associate professor and who has by-passed
the rank of assistant professor:

8.12.5 A person whose initial appointment is at the rank
of associate professor but who has not served elsewhere in the
rank of assistant or associate professor will be governed by
the same time schedule for promotion and tenure as an assistant
professor initially appointed at that rank (see paragraphs 8.10,
8.11, 8.12).

It is proposed that present Paragraph 8.13 be rewritten as two paragraphs deal-
ing respectively with the rank of associate professor (8.13 below) and of
professor (8.13.5 below):

8.13 A person whose initial appointment is at the rank of
associate professor normally will not be granted tenure during
his first three years. Before the end of his third year here
in the rank of associate professor regardless of prior service,
the department head or dean shall inform him in writing that:
(1) he is being recoimnended for tenure effective his fourth year;
or (2) he is being recommended for appointment for a fourth and
terminal year as an associate professor.

8.13.5 A person whose initial appointment is at the rank of
professor need not be granted tenure during his first three years
of service, regardless of prior service elsewhere. Normally such
a person will not be granted tenure effective his first year, but
during his first year he may be granted tenure effective his
second year. If he is not granted tenure effective his first or
second year, the department head or dean shall inform him in
writing before the end of his second year: (1) that he is being
recommended for tenure effective his third year; (2) that he is
being recommended for a third year of appointment without tenure
with the condition that he will not subsequently be reappointed
to a teaching position or granted tenure; or, in the case only of
individuals who are sixty years of age or more at the time of
review and who agree to this third option, (3) that his appointment
will be renewable on a year-to-year basis by mutual agreement not
more than five times (total service in rank not to exceed seven
years).

(See page 289
for revised
wsrding
approved later)

(See page 290
for revised
wording
approved later)
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Dr. Ros ley orally summarized the proposals as presented in the written
presentation. Professor Steelink moved that the Senate accept the recoinmen-
dations and Dr. Blecha seconded the motion.

Dr. Stubblefield referred to the fact that the proposed procedures
would make it likely that a person joining the faculty as an associate professor
would be unable to acquire tenure for a period of time, while an assistant
professor promoted to associate professor would immediately gain tenure upon
acquiring the rank of associate professor. Was this not somewhat inconsistent?
Dr. Hosley said that tenure is not based so much on the level of rank that a
person attains but rather on the length of time the individual has been a
member of the University of Arizona faculty. The faculty want to live with
the individual for awhile before they "invite him into the club", so to speak,
he said. However in the higher ranks of initial appointment the probationary
period need not be so long.

Dr. Battan said he was troubled by the wording of the proposal which
makes it possible for an assistant professor to receive tenure at any time
during the first through sixth year, yet provides that a person joining
the faculty at the rank of associate professor normally should not be given
tenure until he has been here at least three years Is it appropriate to
indicate a specified normal minimum in some cases, for instance, three years
for persons whose initial appointment is as associate professor or as full
professor, and not do so in the case of the assistant professor?

In answer to a question Dr. Weaver commented that sometimes an
individual might gain tenure while still serving as an assistant professor
if he has earlier been promoted from the rank of instructor.

Dr. Gegenheitner pointed out that the drafters of the proposed revised
Paragraphs 8.13 and 8.13.5 in the Faculty Manual had used the word normally
("A person whose initial appointment is at the rank of associate professor
normally will not be granted tenure during his first three years."). Such a
word has no controlling force, he said. He wondered if the first sentence
of each paragraph might be rewritten. Dr. Hosley said he would attempt to
revise the wording to reflect a more positive tone.

Dean Manes spoke against granting tenure to a person whose initial
appointment is as an associate professor before a period of three years has
passed unless the words "without tenure" were inserted. Dr. Hosley then
suggested that the first sentence of Paragraph 8.13 read, "A person whose
initial appointment is. at the rank of associate professor without tenure may
be recommended for promotion, for tenure, for non-retention or for other change
in status at any time during the first through third year of service in this
rank." Dr. Battan moved that this amended wording be approved and several
seconds were heard. There then followed several suggestions including one that
the words "change of status" be dropped. Vice President Weaver urged that they
be included, however. Similarly by consent it was agreed that Dr. Battan's
motion should include revision of the first sentence of Paragraph 8.13.5
which then would read, "A person whose initial appointment is at the rank of
professor without tenure may be recommended for tenure, for non-retention
or for other change in status at any time during the first through third
year of service in this rank."
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Professor Hos ley said it should be understood that the proviso in
the proposal that "Candidates on appointment during the academic year in
which the proposed change is approved would be allowed the option of being
considered for promotion and tenure in accordance with the old procedure
or the new" should apply to academic service at all rank levels. Dr. Thompson
asked why, and Dr. Hosley said that the University should not leave itself
open to the charge that faculty members are to be deprived, ex post facto,
of the benefits of a former system, should there be any, when a new system
is adopted.

Dr. Tomizuka said the Senate had really not talked much about the
spirit or motivation behind these proposals. He hoped that no one would conclude
that a review cannot begin before the start of the fourth year, for instance,
in the case of the assistant professor. Review frequently should begin earlier
and the process be speeded up, he emphasized. "No one should have to feel any
compunction to hang on to someone that we don't want to keep, once it becomes
evident that the man is not going to work out satisfactorily," he said. Dr. Hosley
said bethought that Dr. Tomizuka's point vas well taken. However the Committee
on Promotion and Tenure had felt that such decisions were a responsibility of
executive procedure and should not be stated in the legislation itself. Certainly
a conscientious department chairman should take the appropriate steps as early
as possible not to retain an unsatisfactory faculty member once it is obvious
that the man is not measuring up. Dr. Schaefer interjected the remark that
this can be done after only two years of service if it is felt to be appropriate.
Dr. Tomizuka said he felt it would be very uncommon that a decision on a junior
faculty member could not be made by the end of four years. Dr. Schaefer said
again that a department needn't wait that long if it seems apparent that the
individual is not going to improve.

Dean Odishaw asked whether, if the new procedures went into effect
today, a decision made under the old procedures a week ago could be challenged.
Could the individual appeal to be allowed to be treated under the new procedure?
The consensus was that once a decision had been made under the old system, even
though only a short time ago, an individual would not be entitled to having his case
hañdled tinder the new procedure, unless his department head and dean were agreeable.

The question on the amended language was called for and the revised
wording was approved.

The revised Paragraph 8.13 will read:

8.13 A person whose initial appointment is at the rank of
associate professor without tenure may be recommended for promotion,
for tenure, for non-retention or for other change in status at any
time during the first through third year of service in this rank.
Before the end of his third year here in the. rank of associate
professor regardless of prior service, the department head or dean
shall inform him in writing that: (1) he is being recommended for
tenure effective his fourth year; or (2) he is being recommended
for appointment for a fourth and terminal year as a associate
professor.
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The revised Paragraph 8.13.5 will read:

8.13.5 A person whose initial appointment is at the
rank of professor without tenure may be recommended for
tenure, for non-retention or for other change in status at any
time during the first through third year of service in this rank.
Normally such a person will not be granted tenure effective his
first year, but during his first year he may be granted tenure
effective his second year.' If he isnot granted tenure effective
his first or second year, the department head or dean shall inform
him in writing before the end of his second year: (1) that he is
being recommended for tenure effective his third year; (2) that he
is being recommended for a third year of appointment without tenure
with the condition that he will not subsequently be reappointed to
a teaching position or granted tenure; or, in the case only of
individuals who are sixty years of age or more at the time of
review and who agree to this third option, (3) that his appointment
will be renewable on a year-to-year basis by mutual agreement not
more than five times (total service in rank not to exceed seven years).

The vote on the original motion was then called for and carried with
one dissenting vote heard.

President Schaefer commented that the original policy statement on
length of untenured service had been adopted by the Senate in 1965 and had then
been approved by the General Faculty in a mail ballot. However in 1972 the
procedure had been modified siuly by Senate action and there had been no
General Faculty vote at that time. Should these latest changes be referred to
the General Faculty? Dr. LaBan said that members of the General Faculty
automatically have the right to challenge any action taken by the Faculty Senate
under constitutional provision and he saw no need for a special General Faculty
vote on the matter.

"DESEXING" 0F THE FACULTY BYLAWS: Dr. Trafton said he had noted that there
were frequent references to the male sex in the Bylaws. He felt these should
be "desexed". The President said he thought the point was well taken. It
was then agreed by consent that when formal consideration of the bylaws goes
forward in the final editing process this matter will be taken care of.

CHANGE IN WORDING OF FACULTY BYLAW GOVERNING FACULTY ELECTIONS: Reference
was made to the action of the Faculty Senate on April 23, 1974 proposing that
in Paragraph ii of section d. of new Bylaw 5 (replacing old Bylaw 10) the
words "issue or' be deleted preceding the word "accept". The sentence then
would read, "The Committee on Elections shall not accept nominating petitions
for a faculty member without his or her written consent." It was pointed out
that this matter had been tentatively approved by the Senate on April 23 but
that final approval had to wait until the next meeting of the Senate. However
the April 23 meeting had been a special meeting of the Senate and a very short
period of time had elapsed between that meeting and today's meeting.

It was the judgment of the parliamentarians that an insufficient period
of time had elapsed and the chair then ruled that action on this proposal would
be deferred until the first meeting of the Senate in the fall.
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RECOMMENDATION FROM COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN ABOUT FACULTY MANUAL PROVISIONS RELATING
TO IMMEDIATE DISMISSAL OF FACULTY, APPROVAL OF: The Senate considered the
following recommendation from the Committee of Eleven:

"The Committee of Eleven is concerned about certain
provisions of the present Faculty Manual, particularly with
respect to those paragraphs relating to immediate dismissal
of faculty (Section 8.21 and 8.23). In the belief that such
action is so basic to the academic structure that it should
have faculty as well as administrative review, the Committee
recommends to the Faculty Senate that it authorize appointment
of a committee to study these two sections particularly, and
report their own findings and recommendations to the Senate
at an early fall 1974 meeting of that body."

The President asked whether, if the recommendation were approved, the
Committee of Eleven itself would be willing to serve as the committee to study
these matters or would they prefer that a special committee be chosen on the
basis of recommendations from the Committee on Committees. Senator Paylore,
chairman of the Committee of Eleven, said she was sure the membership of the
Committee of Eleven would prefer that this responsibility be given a special
commit tee.

Dr. Blecha then moved that the recommendation be approved. Several
seconds were heard and the motion carried.

Dr. Steelink said that interested persons could obtain further
information about this matter by attending the next meeting of the University
of Arizona Chapter of the American Association of University Professors.

Dr. Gegenheimer said he would ask the Committee on Committees to
recommend to the President appropriate persons to be selected for this ad hoc
committee as soon as possible.

RECOMMENDATION FROM COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN RE FURTHER ACTION ON PROPOSED NEW FACULTY
CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS: The Senate next considered the following recommendation
from the Committee of Eleven:

"The Committee of Eleven urges the Faculty Senate to complete
its action on the new Faculty Constitution, and to that end asks
that this item be placed on the agenda for the first 1974 fall
meeting of the Faculty Senate."

Dr. Cegenheimer moved that the recommendation be approved, saying
that he felt the Senate indeed should move ahead with its consideration of the
proposed new Constitution and Bylaws. Several seconds to this motion were
heard and it carried with no dissenting vote heard.

ACTION BY SENATE RELATING TO RECENT FACULTY ELECTIONS: The Senate next considered
the following report and recommendation from the Committee of Eleven:

"At its meeting of Nay 3, 1974, the Committee of Eleven
adopted the following motion to be presented to the Faculty
Senate at its meeting of May 6, 1974, that:
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The University of Arizona Faculty Senate invalidate
the entire election of March 26, 1974

for the following reasons:

Not only was the eligibility of the nominees never questioned
prior to the election, on the contrary, at the March 14, 1974
Faculty Senate meeting (see p.3 of the Minutes), the Chairman
of the Faculty specifically stated that all College members were
eligible for re-election.

In addition, the nomination instructions dated February 27,
1974 stated: 'The faculty chairman, all present members of
the Committee of Eleven, and all present college senators are
eligible for nomination and re-election at this time regardless
of the number of terms they have served.'

Considerable time and effort was spent by certain members
of the faculty to obtain nominating petitions. In many cases,
the Elections Committee urged faculty personally to take out
petitions. At no time was the question of ineligible faculty
raised. Both nominees and electorate acted in good faith.

The intent of the new election bylaws was to encourage
interested and willing faculty members (who commanded some
degree of broad support among their colleagues) to serve in
elective offices.

The election has already been so confused by spur-of-the-
moment decisions during the progress of the election that
the Committee of Eleven recommends that the Faculty Senate
invalidate the election results in their entirety

Dr. Muramoto moved that the recommendation from the Committee of Eleven
be approved and Dr. Blecha seconded the motion.

Mr. Grant, who is chairman of the Faculty Elections Committee, asked
if the proposal was to invalidate all elections--for Chairman of the Faculty,
Committee of Eleven members, and college senators, or just the college Senate
election. Miss Paylore said that the proposal's intent was that the entire
election be invalidated. She said the members of the Committee of Eleven felt
that if the entire election situation had been presented initially at the
April 23 meeting the action taken by the Senate might very veil have been
different. However matters were presented and action was taken somewhat
piecemeal and it was felt that many Senate members had voted in a confused
if not addled state. The result, the Committee of Eleven had felt, vas that
the Senate had been discredited and if something rather drastic was not now
done, in the future it would be difficult to get people to run for membership
in the body. "We must show that we can govern ourselves," Miss Paylore said.

Dr. Thompson said that he had bean absent from the Committee of Eleven
meeting where the recommendation had been approved, but he would like to say to
the Senate that he felt that if the proposal was adopted a vacuum would be
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created. There would be no Senate, no Chairman of the Faculty, no Committee
of Eleven, and this would be unhealthy indeed. He said he therefore would
like to amend the motion before the house to provide that the persons
currently in office in all posts be authorized to continue to hold office
until October 31, 1974, and that meanwhile new elections be held under the
old election bylaws. Several seconds to Dr. Thompson's amendment were heard.
Dr. Gegenheimer asked if the Senate was &bout to change the bylaws again at
the same meeting where a proposal to change them took place. Dr. LaBan
said the basic motion would not invalidate bylaws; rather it would invalidate
the election of people whose election the Senate had already validated.

Dr. Sankey commented about the spirit of democratic procedure. When
a body in office nullifies elections and then takes further action to keep
its members in office for a period of time beyond the normal expiration date,
this is very undemocratic indeed. Dean Hull asked how long old members could
be kept in office. No one seemed to know but it was pointed out that Dr.
Thompson's motion specified a terminal date.

Dr. Thompson commented that he was sorry that Professor Davis was
not present. He could comment, as he had in the previous meeting, about
the precedent in civil life for persons being authorized to continue in
office past the normal expiration date of their terms of service. Dr. Laßan
said that the examples cited earlier by Professor Davis had referred to cases
where the Governor, for instance, permitted a person he had appointed to
continue in office for an extended time beyond the normal end of term until
a successor was named. This is not the saine thing, he emphasized, as a
body voting to continue itself in office for an extended period of service
beyond the normal expiration date of its elected term.

Dean Rhodes said that he did not think that the Senate could get away
with the action proposed by Dr. Thompson. He said that what he thought was
being accomplished at the last Senate meeting was to regularize the election
of those individuals who indeed had been eligible for election with the under-
standing that new elections would be conducted for those positions where
ineligible persons had been elected.

Dr. LaBan pointed out that the body on April 23 had in one instance
validated the election of ineligible candidates, namely three present members
of the Committee of Eleven, providing that they could serve in office until
such time as the election of three eligible nominees had taken place. At
that time they would be replaced by three new members.

Mr. Grant reported that following the action of the Senate on April 23,
forty-five nominating petitions had been taken out and were now in circulation
for the new elections authorized by the Senate at that time. He said he would
not like to see the Committee of Eleven proposal adopted.

Dean Rhodes said he thought that action must be taken to see to it that
anyone elected in this spring's faculty elections who was eligible for election
should be authorized to serve.

Mr. Grant referred to the muddled situation in the election in the
College of Medicine, for instance. He thought that the action in the Senate
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of April 23 should be upheld, with complete new elections being held in the
College of Liberal Arts, the College of Medicine, and the non-college group.

Professor Battan said he thought that the Senate should see to it
that everyone who was elected in accordance with the rules was authorized
to serve, except in cases where ineligible nominees had been elected. Dean
Rhodes said that was exactly what he was asking for.

Mr. Grant said that one voting group would have one too few
representatives without conducting another election. Dean Rhodes said that
it certainly was all right to conduct an election for the additional position
but that we should not unelect anyone who had been elected properly.

President Schaefer commented that the faculty did have an Elections
Committee and he wondered why the Elections Committee should not be allowed to
handle election matters rather than the Senate's trying to take over this function.

Dr. LaBan said that he had heard it remarked that it hadn't been
a very democratic election if the number of nominees was so limited--only ten
for ten elective positions on the Committee of Eleven, for instance. If new
elections were run, wider participation might be stimulated. He said he was
not sure that the democratic process is at work if participation has to be
stimulated. If enough people aren' t interested in running, this says something
in itself.

Dr. Gegenheimer pointed out that the new elections bylaw provides
that the Committee of Eleven members elected under the new election procedure
shall serve for either two-year terms or one-year terms, the top five vote-
getters to serve two-year terms and other five one-year terms. How is this
assignment to two-year or one-year terms to be conducted according to number
of votes received if three members are elected in a separate election from
that in which the other seven ime chosen?

Dr. Thompson said perhaps the Senate could request some University
officer to name individuals to serve in the various elective posts--possibly
the persons currently in them--until elections could be conducted. He just
wanted to avoid a vacuum in faculty government, he said. Dr. Thompson then
made the following motion as a substitute to the one before the body:

"(1) That the University of Arizona Faculty Senate invalidate
the entire election of March 26, 1974, (2) that the Senate
continue in office the present Faculty Chairman, members of
the Faculty Senate, and members of the Committee of Eleven
until a new election may be held and (3) that the Senate
authorize that the new elections be held according to the
existing Constitution and Bylaws rather than some combination
of the old Constitution and Bylaws and the proposed ones.

Several seconds were heard.

Mr. Varney said he wondered, if this motion were adopted, what
explanation could be given to the forty-five people presently circulating
nominating petitions. Mr. Grant pointed out that if new elections were to be
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held next fall they would hardly be over before lt would be time to begin
regular elections in the spring. The faculty might well grow weary of two
major elections conducted so close together.

The question on Dr. Thompson's substitute motion was called for
and the motion was voted down.

Dr. Battan asked when would the senators elected in the recent
elections or in the special "makeup" elections be seated. President Schaefer
said at the October Senate meeting.

Dr. Gegenheinter next referred to a letter to the Elections Committee
from Dr. Narlys Witte and Dr. William Trier of the Department of Surgery, a
copy of which had been sent to every member of the Senate. The letter read
as follows:

"April 26, 1974

"Arthur T. Grant
chairman, Elections Committee
University of Arizona

"Dear Mr. Grant:

"It is our understanding that at the recent Faculty Senate meeting on
April 23, 1974, action was taken to selectively invalidate the elections
of Senators from the Colleges of Medicine and Liberal Arts and the Non-
College Group on the basis of inclusion of ineligible candidates on
the ballot. Earlier in the meeting, the Senate voted not to invalidate
the whole election and subsequently voted to seat eight of the newly
elected Committee of Eleven despite inclusion on the ballot of ineligible
nominees. The spirit of this vote and the discussion preceding it was
that it was unfair to invalidate the election of other qualified and
duly elected candidates because of inclusion of ineligible nominees
on the ballot. Furthermore, as the number of positions equalled the
number of nominees to the Committee of Eleven, exclusion of the
ineligible nominees did not in any way affect the election of the
remaining eight. Following this vote, several othèr motions came to
the floor and finally a motion was introduced to rerun the elections
in other categories - namely, in the College of Architecture because
there were no senatorial nominees and in the Colleges of Medicine and
Liberal Arts and the Non-College Group because ineligible candidates
appeared on the ballot. Information was not presented, however, that
at the College of Medicine there were three qualified College of Medicine
candidates on the ballot for the three College of Medicine positions.
Thus, removal of the fourth ineligible candidate (whose nominating petition
had been challenged earlier by College of Medicine faculty members on
other grounds) did not influence the final outcome of the election of
the three qualified candidates. Nonetheless, the entire motion was
carried by voice vote, although no roll call was taken.

"As two of the three qualified and duly elected candidates for the three
Senate seats in the College of Medicitte, we urge you to bring a motion
before the Senate floor on May 6 to validate the College of Medicine
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election. We sincerely hope that the Faculty Senate will pass this
motion because as it stands now, a double standard has been imposed
(the eight eligible duly elected Committee of Eleven members were
seated but the three eligible duly elected College of Medicine senators
were not although no other eligible nominees were excluded by the votes
given to ineligible nominees in either instance), future Senate
candidates will be discouraged by invalidation of candidates who
enthusiastically followed the new democratic election procedures
to the letter, and the voters and candidates who will now have to
participate in another lengthy election process in the fall will be
inconvenienced.

"Thank you for your consideration of our request.

"Respectfully yours,

"/8/ Marlys Hearst Witte, M.D. 1sf William C. Trier, M.D.
Associate Professor Associate Professor

"cc: Members of the Faculty Senate"

Mr. Grant commented that if only the election of one ineligible
candidate in the College of Medicine was invalidated and the runners-up
were declared elected, all persons who voted for the ineligible candidate
had to the extent of their votes for that candidate been disenfranchised.

Dean Rhodes said he had to speak again against throwing out the
election of anyone who had been properly nominated and elected. It seemed
apparent that there were such instances in the election of senators from
the College of Medicine. We should not invalidate the election of any
individual if he was eligible for election, he felt. Dean Rhodes then moved
that the Senate reconsider its action of the April 23 meeting so that it could
take the necessary action to validate the election of everyone who was legally
eligible for election. Dr. Battan seconded -Dean -Rhodes' motion.

Mr. Grant said that he felt that the Medicine election should be
completely rerun because only two persons had been elected and three were
needed from that college. Dr. LaBan said he could not follow Mr. Grant's
logic. Granted that three spots were filled, but two eligible persons were
elected and this left only one spot vacant because of electing an ineligible
candidate. Only this spot should now have to be filled by special election.

The question was asked if Dr. Battan properly could second Dean
Rhodes' motion. It was explained that since Dr. Battan had not been present
at the previous meeting he could not second Dean Rhodes' motion which was
to reconsider action taken at the April 23 meeting. Dr. Cole then seconded
Dean Rhodes' motion.

The discussion at this point grew increasingly confusing and several
persons made the comment that the Faculty Senate was behaving in as confused
a manner as had the Student Senate before its recent dissolution. The problems
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should have been referred to the Committee on Elections, several persons said.
Dr. Thompson sáid the Committee on Elections had refused to accept responsibility
in the matter in the first place and that is why the question had conte to the
Senate. Mr. Grant said that the Elections Committee was simply an executive
committee reporting to the Chairman of the Faculty. Faculty Chairman Gegenheimer
had called the April 23 special meeting of the Senate and at that meeting had
called on Mr. Grant to give s report on the election situation.

The question on Dean Rhodes' motion was then called for and it carried.

Dean Rhodes then moved that all persons who had been legally elected in
the recent spring election now be declared elected; that is, that their election
be ratified. Several seconds to this motion were heard and the motion carried.

Mr. Grant said the case now was that the nominating petitions presently
in circulation would relate only to the election for those Senate positions
in certain colleges existing because of the recent election of ineligible
candidates, as well as the election to fill three positions in the Committee
of Eleven. The nuither of Senate candidates in some instances is high and in
the first round of voting perhaps no one will receive a majority. Then the
first round will be considered a primary and a run-of f election will have to
be conducted. Elections for vacant Senate positions will be conducted in
the College of dicine, the College of Liberal Arts, and the non-college group.
Also elections will be conducted for the College of Architecture, since in the
earlier election there were no nominees for senator from the College of
Architecture. Such election was authorized at the April 23 Senate meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 4:40 o'clock.

Da d L. Windsor, Secretary

u«Á4L
David Butler, Assistant Secretary




