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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, March 5, 1979 Kiva, Room 211, College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3 p.m. on Monday,
March 5, 1979, in the Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Fifty-eight

members were present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Altschul, Antinoro, Arendt, Arenz, Armstrong, Atwater,
Barefield, Barrett, Bartlett, Boghosian, Boone, Bried,
Briggs, Butler, Caldwell, Cassady, Clark, Cole, Coxon,
DeArmond, Dinham, Dresher, DuVal , Edwards, Epperson,
Gallagher, Garcia, Gerber, Gourley, Hartsell, Hasan,
Hull, Hummel, Kettel, Krutzsch, Laird, Myers, Odishaw,
G. Peterson, Pickens, Rehrn, Remers, Ridge, Rosenberg,
Rosenblatt, Schaefer, Shanfield, Sorensen, Steelink,
Sterrett, Sumner, Svob, Thomas, Tindall , Tomizuka,

Windsor, Witte, and Zukoski. Dr. Robert Sankey was

present as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Brubaker, Campbell, Crist, Dickinson, Ehrenkranz,
Fleming, Gaines, Gibbs, Graham, Hazzard, Henderson,
Jones, Kassander, LaBan, Manning, Marchello, Mautner,
May, Meredith, Metcalfe, Mueller, Munsinger, Nelson,
Paulsen, R. Peterson, Rollins, Roubicek, Skinner, Thompson,
Townsend, Weaver, C. Wilson, H. Wilson, Woloshin, and

Younggren.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of February 5, 1979, were approved

as distributed.

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY: Dean Windsor reminded the Senate that earlier in the

year a proposal from SOTA, Students Older Than Average, recommending that the

University develop a campus-wide system of teacher evaluation using a compulsory

standardized evaluation form had been referred by the Senate to the Undergraduate

Council and to the Graduate Council. Responses from these two bodies had now been

received and Mr. Windsor read them to the Senate.

Dr. William Noyes, responding for the Undergraduate Council, had commented

as follows:

"The Undergraduate Council has reviewed the SOTA proposal
as requested by the Faculty Senate, and has voted unanimously

to recommend against its adoption. The Undergraduate Council
had the opportunity to discuss the proposal at some length
with Mr. McKenna. While rejecting the specific recommendation
that the University of Arizona develop a system of compulsory
standardized and campus-wide utilization of a teacher evaluation
form, the Undergraduate Council expressed unanimous support for
including student input among other forms of input in the
evaluation of teaching quality."
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The communication from Dean Lee Jones, Chairman of the Graduate
Council, was as follows:

"The Graduate Council at its meeting of January 26, 1979,
discussed in considerable detail the SOTA proposal regarding
evaluation of instructors. Council members agree that
effective teaching is clearly one of the major objectives
of any university; this institution must do everything
reasonably possible to encourage and reward outstanding
teaching. As one approach to improved instruction, student
evaluation can provide effective feed back to instructors.
Many departments on this campus have previously established
teacher-evaluation programs and these should be continued.
Departments that do not now have such programs should be
encouraged to consider the establishment of a program in a
manner helpful to each individual department.

"The Graduate Council, however, does not believe that a mandatory,
single-instrument evaluation approach will necessarily lead to
improved instruction. Colleges and departments must have the
flexibility to approach this important matter in a manner most
beneficial to the needs and objectives of students, faculty and
departments. The method of evaluating faculty must vary from
discipline to discipline and from undergraduate to graduate-level
instruction. To be effective, the method employed must be one that
will provide departments, and most importantly, individual
instructors with useful feedback based on the objectives and format
of each individual course. Further, some colleges, as part of
accreditation reviews, must comply with specific requests for
teacher evaluation.

"In summary, the Graduate Council strongly urges all departments
to develop mechanisms to improve instruction (including student
evaluation of instructors). We feel, however, that mandatory
evaluations utili zi ng a single i nstrument universi ty-wi de

would not provide a format that would yield the desired results."

President Schaefer remarked that he was aware that the leadership of
SOTA was very much interested in improving and maintaining the quality of teaching
at the University. This is a matter in which the Regents are also very much
interested, he said. In fact, Dr. Schaefer said, he had recently asked the
Committee of Eleven to study the broad issue of the quality of teaching at all
levels within the University. He said it would be in order for that group to

consider the matter of teacher evaluation as well.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Myers reported that he, as well as
some other members of the University faculty, would later in the afternoon go to
Phoenix to have dinner with legislative leaders. Faculty members from Northern

Arizona University and Arizona State University would also be present. Purpose

of the meeting is to provide opportunity for faculty members and legislators to
discuss matters of common concern.
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Dr. Myers referred to the fact that faculty elections were now in
progress. As reported in the Arizona Daily Wildcat, fewer faculty members have
submitted nominating petitions for election as senators-at-large than there
are to be vacancies. This is a problem which the Senate must cope with at a
later date. He noted that the Senate is impowered, itself, to fill vacant
positions in its membership.

REPORT FROM THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Mr. Arenz, ASUA Vice President, reported
that the Associated Students was continuing to be active in connection with
legislation. Student government is supporting the State Student Incentive Grant
bill which is being considered in the House of Representatives. Student leaders
are working in opposition to the bill which would increase out-of-state tuition
at the three Arizona universities.

Mr. Arenz reported that ASUA was sponsoring campus appearances in the
near future by impersonator-comedian David Frye and by The Comedy Store, a group
of "stand-up comics."

Mr. Arenz referred to the Associated Students bookstore suit which had
been appealed to the United States Supreme Court. The Supreme Court declined to
hear the ASUA appeal which meant that the earlier ruling of the Arizona Supreme
Court prevailed. The Arizona Board of Regents do hold control of the profits of
the bookstore and ASUA cannot sue the University administration or the Regents.

Mr. Arenz reported that the settlement on the matter of graduated fees
for in-state students carrying 7 through 11 units in the spring of 1977 and
during the year 1977-78 was in the final steps of resolution.

Mr. Arenz reported that student elections were in full swing and the
primary election, followed by the general election, would take place in the very
near future.

Referring to the question of teacher evaluation by students, Mr. Arenz
moved that the Faculty Senate accept the report of the Undergraduate Council as

submitted by Dr. Noyes and that this body endorse the concept of campus-wide
teacher evaluation. Several seconds to the motion were heard. The question was
called for and the motion failed.

REPORTS FROM STANDING COMMITTEES: Dr. Dinham, Chairman of the Academic Procedures
Committee, made the following report to the Senate concerning the document
"Conditions of Faculty and Academic Professional Service" as tentatively drafted
by the staff of the Arizona Board of Regents. Dr. Dinham's comments were as
follows:

"Our report reviews current activities with the Conditions of Faculty
and Academic Professional Service, summarizes what we have heard from the
University of Arizona faculty, and explains our recommendations.

Committee Activity

"When the Conditions document was referred by the Regents to the
University of Arizona for comment, it ultimately became the responsibility of
the Faculty Senate Committee on Academic Procedures to collect and summarize
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faculty comments. Thanks to the pleas of several persons and groups, the
Regents extended the deadline for submission of comments. As a result the

comments the Regents will receive will undoubtedly be more thorough and

thoughtful. We appreciate the Regents' willingness to make that extension.

"Our Committee held four open meetings -- advertised by a general
faculty mailing as well as in various media -- to hear faculty views. Altogether

the open meetings drew about 100 participants, including several persons with

special experience in such matters. In addition we invited written comments,
receiving altogether 31 comments from individuals and 5 from groups.

"We obviously cannot give full hearing today to the great volume of

information we have collected. Our summary classifies faculty comments into

three general categories: principles of academic conduct and employment, the

relationship of the Conditions to existing University documents, and specific

individual points about the Conditions.

A. Academic Principles

Although we understand that some individuals on each campus were
contacted about earlier drafts, and in fact contributed substantially to

their revision, it is unfortunate that there was no consultation with the

general faculties of the three universities before the eighth draft was
forwarded to the universities for comment.

A disquieting tone is used throughout this document, a tone
suggesting that the Regents, the universities' administrators, and the

faculty are separate entities, inherently adversarial. hyjiseparate
groups, of course, with separate functions. However, since all are

concerned with the best interests of the universities, the adversarial

relationship implied in this document is most unfortunate. We don't

believe that the Regents themselves subscribe to this adversarial position.

The document is somewhat out of step with the language and tradition

of academic conduct and structure. The terminology used suggests that the

writer must be quite removed from the day-to-day operation of a university

and its faculty. For example, the terms 'tenuret and 'promotion' are
frequently used jointly, yet these are quite separate matters. As another

example, the traditional administrative procedures and appeal mechanisms on

which university functioning rests (i.e. the structure from department head

to dean to vice president to president) are not mentioned in this document.

There is a great problem with the contractual aspects of the

Conditions. Contracts rely on good faith (as well as clearly defined

conditions) for their smooth execution. This document's tone suggests

that little good faith can be expected from anyone--the Regents or the

faculty. We do not believe that the Regents actually hold this view. As

an example of this problem, the document ascribes to the Regents the sole

right to interpret or to change the terms of the document. It appears that

rules can be changed unilaterally by the Regents, with neither provision for

faculty consultation nor a chance for faculty to initiate changes.
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Six of the nine members of the University of Arizona Committee

on Academic Privilege and Tenure specifically wrote to this Committee to

declare their consternation with the Termination section of the Conditions.

Their specific concern was with ambiguous wording and the treatment of

untenured faculty. The Committee is the group toward which most of the

faculty appeal mechanism is directed; they can thus be thought of as the

most informed faculty group on this subject on this campus. Their collective

dismay is noteworthy.

Several persons pointed out that the philosophy implicit in this

document is not consonant with the desire of Arizona universities to become

stronger by attracting outstanding scholars, by encouraging existing

faculty, and by developing fine programs. Outstanding scholars and academic

leaders might not want to be associated with our institutions if their

contracts bore this document as an appendix.

The Conditions document describes procedures which diverge signifi-

cantly from those generally accepted in academe, as well as from some basic

constitutional principles of due process. For example, there are ambiguities

about statements of charges and about the availability of files to aggrieved

faculty members, even in cases alleging discrimination.

Among thé mimpài'tant digressions from academic customs of due
process is the provision for termination hearings. Currently a faculty

member facing dismissal automatically has a hearing. In this document the

provision is for a hearing only by a petition of the faculty member, within

very narrow time limits. Few faculty believe that the term 'tenuret refers

to a guaranteed job; instead, we understand the principle to imply protection

from casual or capricious discipline, and to assure thoughtful review using

established forms of due process. The hearing procedure outlined in this

document runs contrary to that tradition.

B. Relationship to Existing Documents

It is unclear how this document (or whatever document ultimately

results) would be coordinated with the University of Arizona faculty

constitution (which was approved, except for one bylaw, by the Regents'

Policy Committee), our local faculty manual or other university

regulatory documents. We understand that this document would supersede

the Faculty Manual. However, it is unclear which principles of academic

conduct would be stated where, and what is suitable for inclusion in the

Conditions, what is appropriate for the Constitution, and what should be

included in faculty manuals.

There is substantial dismay over the use of the tAcademic Professional'

classification. It is unclear what distinguishes those persons from

'regular' faculty members. Would it be the criteria for promotion and for

tenure? Would it be the source of funding for the position? Would it be

the extent of on-campus classroom teaching responsibilities, or perhaps

the existence of a widely established academic tradition? The arguments

for inclusion of (for example) librarians and cooperative extension service

members as regular faculty appear to outweigh the arguments for their designation

as Academic Professionals.
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As an example of the possibility for defining Academic Professionals
as faculty members: If the promotion and tenure principles currently in
force on this campus are truly to be the guidelines for defining and
rewarding faculty, then it should be possible to design and apply equally
rigorous and appropriate criteria for persons in various areas throughout

the campus.

If the 'Academic Professional' classification were established, many
categories of people now on the faculty would be affected -- probably

adversely. Establishment of the classification would be a major change
for many people now classified as faculty members and covered by Chapter
VIII in the Faculty Manual. There is no 'grandfather clause' for these

people. It is essential that some provision be established for people

who are already on the faculty. Putting on probation people who have had
ten or fifteen or twenty-five years of faculty service to the University

is an insult and a threat to them.

It is essential , further, that there be equity in the application of

rules to faculty and academic professionals. Uniformity of treatment of

these two groups (if there are to be two groups) is essential if both
groups are indeed full-fledged, contributing members of the University

community. In summary, it is clear that the distinction between 'academic
professional1 and 'faculty membership1 promotes faculty divisiveness rather

than cooperation and colleagiality.

C. Specific Inconsistencies and Ambiquities

There are many, many details too numerous to mention, but all worthy
of challenge, that have caused great concern among faculty members. Some

very thoughtful people, among them attorneys, have analyzed the document

and provided detailed, extensive critiques of ambiguous and questionable
provisions in the Conditions. Problems exist in a variety of areas --

for example, hearing procedures, probationary periods, causes for
termination, and the confusion of committee titles and procedures for

grievance practices. Following are only three of what could be numerous

exampl es:

The Conditions says that 'no other oral or written communication
other than the notice of appointment shall constitute any part of an
employment agreement'. This statement makes nonsense of the ordinary,

daily practices of a University. When a faculty member is hired or when

plans are laid for a department or project, oral or written agreements

are always made. A faculty member's activities in the operation of a
project, program or department always depend on responsible agreements

made by responsible people.

To say that the time during which a faculty member is paid from
other than state-allocated funds might not count toward tenure is amazing.
The statement is innocent of the extraordinary complexities of university

budgeting and personnel distribution.
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(3) Terminology such as 'in the best interests of the citizens of
Arizona' is so global as to be useless in a document describing employment
conditions. In fact, phrases like this (and there are many others
throughout the document) would invite dissension rather than quelling it.

Other Related Activities

"Before explaining our recommendations, I will digiss tó tell you
of other groups giving attention to this document.

"The Arizona State University faculty senate has appointed a special
committee, headed by a law professor, to review the Conditions. That

committee is preparing a very detailed, line-by-line critique. I do not know
whether they plan to prepare a substitute document -- I think not. The

Northern Arizona University faculty is similarly examining the document.

"The American Association of University Professors chapters at ASU
and here have circulated statements of both principles and detailed criticism
of the document. The Chairman of the U of A faculty -- Dr. Myers -- has
prepared an analysis of the document, as you know. (Because of these several

detailed analyses, we have not seen duplication of that effort as our
Committee's mission.)

"Also on this campus, Dr. Weaver has prepared a careful analysis of
the Conditions as it compares with our own Chapter Eight. That analysis is

very thorough and will be extremely helpful as discussion of the document

continues. Other individuals and groups, especially those influenced by
Chapter Ten, have also contributed thoughtful analyses.

"There have been many contacts with the Regents and the Regents'

Staff. ASU and NAU representatives have written to and talked with both the
Regents' Staff (Mr. Benjamin, the attorney who drafted the Conditions, and
Dr. Huff, the Regents' executive coordinator). I have had several very

constructive conversations with Dr. Huff. Several U of A faculty members
have apparently contacted Regents on their own. The ASU faculty senate last
week sent a resolution to the Regents urging a year's delay and faculty
participation in revisions. You will hear more about that shortly. Dr. Rehm

and I will address the Regents this Friday at their meeting in Tempe.

Recommendati ans

"We understand the Regents' need for principles defining employment
of faculty at the state's three universities. We faculty members also want

to be able to take appropriate measures with our colleagues whose performance
might be destructive to students, the university, or the community. The

Regents' need for protection from capricious litigation is understandable,
and their desire for principles applicable statewide is also understandable.
Clearly we need some mechanism for meeting the Regents' needs while at the
same time maintaining autonomy for three unique campuses and providing for

responsible faculty participation in the process.
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"It is well understood that the Regents are responsible for
policy-making for all three universities. We would recommend that they
seek faculty participation in that policy-making by delaying immediate
action on the Conditions until some thought can be given to an alternative
approach.

"The alternative we recommend is this: that the Regents list the
principles that they wish to have included in a document specifying
employment conditions -- examples could be assurance of due process,
provision for action in the case of financial exigency, incorporation of
academic professionals into the faculty. Then using these guidelines,
each campus could prepare a document which could reflect the uniqueness
of that campus and yet would meet the Regents' needs. This procedure
would allow the Regents to specify their requirements, would provide for
the differences among the three universities, and yet would allow the
university faculties maximum freedom to contribute to their own governance.

"We recognize that this recommendation is not the same as the
approaches being advocated by other Arizona university groups and in fact
even by other groups here on campus. Nonetheless, we find this plan the
most constructive alternative available and we are optimistic about its
prospects for success. It is our intent to meet further with the Regents'
Staff soon and the Regents themselves soon to convey this recommendation,
and to provide further assistance as appropriate.

Committee on Academic Procedures

Sarah Dinham, Chair
Thomas Rehm
Charles Rosenberg
Robert Mautner
Frank Laßan
George Ridge
Susan Thomas"

Dr. Schaefer asked if there were comments from the floor. Dr.

Rosenberg then made the following motion:

"In view of the ambiguities, inconsistencies and deviation
from current policy contained in the Conditions of Faculty
and Academic Professional Service, and given the difficulties
of interpretation as well as the far-reaching consequences
upon all the parties mentioned in the document; Faculty,
tenured and non-tenured; academic professionals; University
Administration; and the Board of Regents; the Senate of the
University of Arizona recommends that the Board of Regents
postpone the adoption of any Conditions of Faculty and
Academic Professional Service until May 1980. We further
recommend that during the interval the Board of Regents seek,
in some form, direct participation of the faculty in the
elaboration of a revised document."
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Several seconds to the motion were heard. The question was called
for and the motion passed the Senate unanimously.

Dr. Garcia said he was pleased to know that Dr. Dinham and Dr. Rehm
would be discussing the document with the Regents, and wondered if a copy of
their remarks before the Regents would be distributed to the membership of the
Senate. Dr. Dinham pointed out that she understood they were to be allowed
only five minutes to speak so their remarks would have to be relatively brief.
She said Dr. Robert Huff, Executive Coordinator of the Arizona Board of Regents,
would be furnished a copy of the full statement she had just made to the Senate.

Dr. Garcia then moved that a copy of Dr. Dinham's and Dr. Rehm's
remarks before the Arizona Board of Regents be reproduced and distributed to
all members of the Senate. Several seconds to the motion were heard and the
motion carried.

President Schaefer commended Dr. Dinham and the members of the Academic
Procedures Committee for their thorough review of the document and their work
in collecting the reactions of faculty members from all elements of the campus.
He said he was confident that the University of Arizona faculty would be listened
to in connection with this proposal.

The President called on Dr. Steelink, Chairman of the Committee on
University Planning. Dr. Steelink said that that committee is developing certain
recommendations to submit to the Faculty Senate as a result of the two Delphi
questionnaires completed by members of the Senate within the last year. The
first recommendation to be submitted at the Senate's April meeting would have to
do with the name of the University of Arizona Senate. Dr. Steelink noted that the
Faculty Senate is composed of administrators, faculty, staff, and students. The
Delphi questionnaire completed by Senate members in the fall of 1978 indicated a
majority (68% of the returns) favor a name change to University Senate. Because
of the current composition of the body the title Faculty Senate is not descriptive.
Rather than changing the composition of the body so it would be made up only of
faculty members, it has seemed more appropriate to the Committee on Planning to
change the name to accurately reflect the composition of the Senate. It is

realized that a name change would require a change in the constitution, Dr.
Steelink said.

Therefore it is planned that the University Planning Commitee will
recommend that the name of the Faculty Senate be changed to University Senate.
Formal action will be proposed at the April meeting, he said.

APPROVAL OF DEGREES CONFERRED DECEMBER 31 , 1978: Senate members had been provided
in advance of this meeting a list of all recipients of degrees completed on
December 31, 1978. These had included 932 bachelor's degrees, 371 master's
degrees, 19 Juris Doctor degrees, 4 Doctor of Medicine degrees, 2 Specialist
degrees, and 65 Doctor's degrees (Graduate College) for a total of 1,393 mid-year
degrees. Dean Windsor moved that the degrees be approved as reported and the
motion was seconded.

Dr. Altschul asked why it was necessary for the Senate to approve
degree candidates who had already completed their work. Dean Windsor explained



that the Faculty Constitution provides that degrees granted by the University
are to be controlled by the faculty and that traditionally it has been the
Faculty Senate who handled this responsibility. The Department of Admissions
and Records does not release a diploma for a particular degree until the
awarding of that degree has been approved by the Faculty Senate as well as the
Board of Regents.

The question was called for and the motion to approve the degrees
passed unanimously.

(A list of the names of these degree recipients and each respective
degree is attached to the Secretary's official file copy of these minutes.)

President Schaefer asked if there was new business to come before
the Senate, other than honorary degrees. There was none.

NOTE: At this point the Senate went into executive session.

APPROVAL OF HONORARY DEGREES: The Senate approved two recommendations from
the College of Liberal Arts, one from the College of Fine Arts, and one from
the College of Earth Sciences that certain honorary degrees be conferred by
the University of Arizona. One of the degrees recommended by the College of
Liberal Arts would be presented on the occasion of the dedication of the
Multiple Mirror Telescope. The other three degrees would be awarded at the

1979 Commencement convocation.

These proposals next will be acted upon by the General Faculty of
the University and by the Arizona Board of Regents.

g adjo med aThe mee

L. Win r, Secretary
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4:00 o'clock p.m. / &L1
David Butler, Assistant Secretary

MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF MARCH 5, 1979:

Approval of minutes of meeting of February 5, 1979.

Approval of motion recommending that Board of Regents postpone adoption of
Conditions of Faculty and Professional Service until May 1980 and that
during that interval the Regents seek direct participation of faculty in
elaboration of arevsed document.

Approval of motion that Dr. Dinham's and Dr. Rehm's remarks before the Board
of Regents about Conditions of Faculty and Academic Professional Service
be reproduced and distributed to Faculty Senate members.

Approval of motion to approve degrees completed December 31 , 1978.

Approval of recommendations concerning honorary degrees.

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

Study of question of developing means of review of institution's administrators
at the college and university level.

Development of Faculty Manual statement concerning the status of tenured
personnel being released because of the lack of financial support, because
of the curtailment or termination of program, or because of a redirection
of the goals of department.




