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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, October 5, 1970 Room 350 Modern Languages

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:40 p.m. on Monday,
October 5, 1970, in the Modern Languages Building auditorium (Room 350). Sixty
members were present with President Harvill presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: J. R. Anthony, J. W. Anthony, Ares, Bannister, Barnes,
Bingham, Blitzer, Bok, Boyer, Christopherson, Cole,
Delaplane, Dewhirst, Dixon, DuVal, Edwards, Freeman,
Gegenheimer, Goodwin, Gould, Grant, Harvill, Herber,
Hull, Johnson, Kassander, Kenimerer, Krebs, Little,
Lytle, Mautner, McMillan, Mees, Murphy, H. Myers,
L. Myers, Paulsen, Paylore, Perkins, Putt, Reiblich,
Res.nick, Rhodes, Richard, Robson, Schaefer, Selke, Siegel,
Sorensen, Steelink, Svob, Tomizuka, Varney, M. Voris,
W. Voris, Windsor, Wise, Yoshino, Younggren, and Zwolinski.
Student representatives attending were Cathy Cleven and
Chuck Eaton. Paul Erickson, representing ASUA President
Eggers also attended the meeting.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Bartlett, Blecha, Brewer, Carlaon, Fahey, Gaines, Green,
Houston, Lane, Lowe, Nigh, and Spicer. Student representa-
Uve absent was Bruce Eggers.

(NOTE: The secretary explained that in the interest of saving time roll would not
be called but beginning with this meeting would be taken by senators
indicating their presence by checking their names on alphabetical rosters
placed at each entrance to the auditorium. Senators were asked routinely
to take care of this procedure at future meetings.)

NEW MEMBERS 0F SENATE. WEWOME OF: Mr. Windsor introduced the following new college
representatives to the Senate elected in the spring of 1970: Mr. Barry N. Freeman
and Mr. Albert M. Lane, College of Agriculture; Dr. Rollis A. Dixon, College of
Business and Public Administration; Dr. Henry C. Perkins, College of Engineering;
Dr. James R. Anthony, College of Fine Arts; Dr. G. Kenneth Reiblich, College of Law;
Dr. Cornelius Steelink, College of Liberal Arts; Dr. John T. Boyer, College of
Medicine; Dr. Arlene V. Putt, College of Nursing; Dr. Jack R. Cole, College of
Pharmacy; Mr. Arthur T. Grant and Mr. William J. Varney, Non-College Group. Re-

elected immediately upon completion of the 1968-70 term had been Dr. Leonard
Dewhirst and Dr. Edward L. Nigh, College of Agriculture; Mr. Ellery C. Green,
College of Architecture; Dr. Bernard Herber, College of Business and Public
Administration; Dr. William D. Barnes and Dr. Richard C. Krebs, College of Education;
Dr. Ralph N. Richard, College of Engineering; Mr. Mark H. Voris, College of Fine
Arts; Dr. Neil R. Bartlett, Dr. Bart J. Bok, Dr. Clifford M. Lytle, Dr. John W.
Robson, and Dr. Carl T. Tomizuka, College of Liberal Arts; Dr. Laurence M. Gould,
College of Mines; Mr. Felix L. Goodwin, Non-College Group.

Mr. Windsor also introduced the new student senators in the Faculty
Senate, Charles Eaton, Vice President of the Associated Students, and Cathy
Cleven, elected by and from the Student Senate. ASUA President, Bruce Eggers,
the third student senator, could not be present at this meeting and Mr. Windsor
introduced his representative, Mr. Paul Erickson.
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President Harvill welcomed all of the new senators to this body.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of May 4, 1970 were approved
as distributed to members.

REPLACEMENTS TO FILL VACANCIES IN SENATE. ELECTION OF: The secretary reported
that two senators-at-large were at present on sabbatical leave.. Dr. E. H.
Spicer will be on leave the entire year of 1970-71 and Dr. Milo Blecha will
be on leave the first semester.

Following the practice of referring to the report of the Elections
Conmiittee for the election in question, Dr. Gegenheimer then moved that the
runners-up in the election for at-large members conducted in the spring of 1969
be used as a guide by the Faculty Senate in selecting replacements for Dr. Spicer
and Dr. Blecha. He moved that Dr. William C. Peters be elected to replace Dr.
Blecha for the first semester of 1970-71, and that Dr. Robert Bretall be elected
to replace Dr. Spicer for the full year of 1970-71.

On motion by Dr. Kassander, the nominations were closed and the
secretary was instructed to cast a unanimous ballot for these two nominees.
Many seconds to Dr. Kassander's motion vere heard, and the motion carried with
no dissenting vote heard.

Mr. Windsor announced that Professor Ellery Green, a college senator
from the College of Architecture would be on sabbatical leave for the entire
academic year 1970-71. 11e understood that the College of Architecture would
select Mr. Green's replacement shortly and that the new Architecture senator would
be present at the November meeting.

CATALOG MATERIAL: The following catalog material was accepted:

New

Educational Administration 211, Adult Basic Education (3) I Brisco
Journalism 52,Broadcast Newswriting (3) II Fee, $5 Staff
Library Science 374, Automation in Libraries. (3) II Perry
Library Science 396, Information Retrieval in the Library (3) I Perry

Changes

Architecture 110, Graphic Coumiunication (2) I, II change to (3)
Art 299a, Advanced Design (3) I add Fee, $5
Astronomy 260, Physics of the Solar System (3) I change to 203, Introductory

Solar System Astronomy II
Civil Engineering 2, Statics (3) I, II and Civil Engineering 6, Mechanics of

Materials (3) I, II change to Architecture l33a-l33b,
Elements of Structures I (3-3) I, II (Identical with
Civil Engineering l33a-133b) (Architecture to be home dept.)

Civil Engineering l38a, Elements of Structural Systems (4) I change to Architecture
233, Elements of Structures II (3) I (Identical with
Cjvll Engineering 233) (Architecture to be home dept.)

Civil Engineering l38b, Elements of Structural Systems (4) II èhangeto ArcTitecture
234f RtmpntR of Strnrtnr.s III () II (Intica1 wttb
Civil Engineering 234) (Architecture to be home dept.)

History 104a!iG4b . -3) Yr. change to 930a-23Ob, Science. in

Western Civilization
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Mathematics 12, Basic Concepts of Number (3) I, II change to l2a-12b, Modern
Elementary Mathematics (3-3) Yr.

Mathematics 181, Intermediate Analysis and Differential Equations (3) I, II
change to Elementary Differential Equations.

NOTE: Mr. Windsor announced that henceforth senators would not be provided
separate specially prepared reports listing catalog proposals for their considera-
tion, nor would this material be included in the future as part of the minutes
of the Senate. He pointed out that the bulletin entitled "Curriculum" is now
published regularly by the Office of the Coordinator of Curricular Affairs.
A copy of this bulletin is mailed to each member of the Faculty Senate for
the express purpose of permitting senators to consider all catalog proposals.
Senators should hereafter use the "Curriculum" as the document they study in
considering catalog proposals. The separately prepared material which they have
been furnished in the past would simply be a duplication of what is now also
being reported in the "Curriculum". Senators should be prepared at each Senate
meeting to discuss any catalog proposals described in the "Curriculum" bulletin
about which they have questions or objections.

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE SECRETARY: The secretary communicated to the Senate the
invitation of Mr. John Kromko, Chairman of the ASUA Appropriations Board, for
members of the Faculty Senate to indicate an interest in serving as faculty
members of the Appropriations Board. Under the ASUA Constitution, the Student
Senate appoints two members of the teaching faculty to the Appropriations Board.
These faculty members assume their board positions in mid-October and hold
them for two years. It was pointed out that the Appropriations Board governs
the financial affairs of ASUA including the negotiation of contracts and
agreements, policy control of operations (bookstores, publications, etc.), and
the distribution of ASUA's yearly income of some $240,000 from student fees and
profits on operation. The Appropriations Board meets once a week for about two
hours but more frequent meetings are required during the two-week budget prepara-
tion period in the spring. Faculty members wishing to be interviewed for possible
appointment to the Appropriations Board are asked to submit their names to the
chairman of the nominating committee, Richard Oesterle, in care of the Associated
Students Office.

Mr. Windsor also called the Senate's attention to "A Report: Brigham
Young University, Blacks, And the Western Athletic Conference" submitted by a
fact-finding committee dispatched to Brigham Young University by the Associated
Students of the University of Arizona. Mr. Erickson had distributed a copy of
this report to each member of the Senate.

COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN ANNUAL REPORT: Mr. Windsor announced that the annual
report of the Committee of Eleven, which that body is asked to provide the Faculty
Senate each fall, had been received from the secretary, Miss Patricia Paylore.
The report would be reproduced and distributed to members of the Senate with the
minutes of this Faculty Senate meeting, he said.

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO COMMITTEE ON CONCILIATION: Dr. Gegenheimer explained that
the Committee on Conciliation is a two-man Faculty committee, each member serving
two-year terms in a staggered arrangement. Dr. David Bingham's term has just
expired and he has left the committee. Professor Harry Stewart is the carry-
over member. It is the Senate's responsibility each fall to elect a new member
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to the Committee on Conciliation. Nominations are submitted by the Committee
on Committees. The nominees must come from different colleges and must be
from a college other than the one from which the continuing member of the
committee comes. In line with this procedure Dr. Gegenheimer presented two
nominations for the post oí member of the Committee on Conciliation, one to
be elected: Dr. Mitchell Vavich of the College of Agriculture and Dr. Albert
Picchioni of the College of Pharmacy. Voting by ballot proceeded with Dr.
Blitzer and Dr. Reiblich serving as tellers. Dr. Vavich was elected the new
member of the Committee on Conciliation.

ELECTION OF UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA REPRESENTATIVES TO THE ARIZONA COLLEGE ASSOCIATION
COUNCIL: Dr. Gegenheimer explained it was the time of year when the University
of Arizona should select its representatives to the Arizona College Association.
Both of the representatives currently serving wish to be relieved of that respon-
sibility, Dr. Gegenheimer said, referring to Dr. William Pistor and Dr. Oliver
Sigworth. Re then placed in nomination the names of Professor Dorothy Fuller
of the Department of English and Dr. Loyal Gryting of the Department of Romance
Languages. By unanimous vote the Senate then unanimously elected Professor Fuller
and Dr. Gryting as the University of Arizona's representatives to the Arizona
College Association for 1970-71.

ELECTION OF NEW FACULTY MEMBER TO UNIVERSITY HEARING COMMITTEE: Dr. Gegenheimer
explained that Dr. Andrew Wilson had completed his term of service on the University
Hearing Committee and it was the responsibility of the Faculty Senate to elect a
replacement. Dr. Wilson's successor would serve a three-year term. Carry-over
members of the committee would be Dr. Leonard Dewhirst and Dr. Clifford Lytle.
Dr. Gegenheimer said two nominations had been made by the Committee on Committees.
These were Dr. James Anthony of the College of Fine Arts, and Dr. Douglas Hamilton
of the College of Engineering. One person was to be elected. Voting by paper
then proceeded with Dr. Blitzer and Dr. Reiblich again serving as tellers. The
Senate elected Dr. Douglas Hamilton as the new member of the University Hearing
Committee, for a three-year term.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEW MEMBER TO COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PRIVIlEGE AND TENURE: The
secretary pointed out that the Committee on Academic Privilege and Tenure is made
up of three members, each serving three-year terms, in a staggered arrangement.
Replacements are selected one year by the Committee on Committees, the next year
by the President of the University, and the next year by the two continuing
members of the Committee. 1970 is the year when the President of the University
makes the selection. Dr. John Lyons' term on the Committee has just expired.
The Constitution provides that'persons serving on this Committee may be reappointed.
The President has asked Dean Lyons to serve another term and he has agreed to do so.
The secretary explained that the carry-over members of this committee will be
Dr. Jay Angevine of the College of Medicine and Professor John Bloom of the School
of Music.

COMMENTS BY PRESIDENT RE BUDGET: President Harvill reported that the Request
Budget for 1971-72 submitted by the University of Arizona had been approved by
the Board of Regents virtually as submitted. He felt the budget had been partic-
ularly well justified this time and acknowledg& the assistance in this regard he
had received from a number of University officials. He said the only significant
change made by the Regents had been in the amount of the contingency fund, reducing
this item from 37 of the previous year's total budget to 27..

He explained that the Request Budget for the University of Arizona,
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exclusive of the Arizona Medical Center, asks for an increase of 15.9% over the
budget of 1970-71, from $43,667,000 in 1970-71 to $50,613,000 in 1971-72. In-
cluded in this request are funds for the University's participation in the State
Retirement Fund as well as for full premium charges, now paid by the employee,
for the University's group life insurance, health and accident insurance, and
major medical insurance programs. These last three items have been included
in budget requests before, but funds have not been appropriated for these purposes
by the Legislature.

The President indicated that the amount of funds requested for salary
increases should permit increases of approximately 10%.

The funding being requested for the Arizona Medical Center would in-
crease appropriations for that activity from $7,505,000 to $15,139,000, the
President said. This increase, of course, would be needed since the teaching
hospital would be in operation by September 1971.

Thus the total Request Budget for the University of Arizona for the
next fiscal year (1971-72) would be in excess of $65,000,000, the President
explained.

DISCUSSION 0F REGE? 'S PROPOSED CODE OF CONDUCT FOR THE ARIZ0NA UNIVERSITIES:
President Harvill said that in discussing the Code of Conduct recently proposed
by the Arizona Regents the faculty should have in mind that Senate Bill 174
passed by the Arizona Legislature in the spring of 1970 required that all
public institutions of higher education in the state as well as all public school
systems must have in file and have in operation by November 11, 1970 a "code of
conduct" which would assure the maintaining of an orderly campus. The Board of
Regents had for some time had Mr. Thomas Hall, Advisor to the Regents, working
on a proposed code. Mr. Hall had preparèd three alternative sets of rules and
regulations, each giving a different level of elaboration. These ranged in
length from three or four pages to fourteen. Mr. Hall had taken into account
whatever codes were alreády in effect at the three Universities and incorporated
these in his proposals. The Regents had also appointed Mr. Elliott Dunseath,
one of their members, to work as a committee of one to prepare a code of conduct.
Mr. Dunseath had worked long on this effort and presumably had received assistance
from committees from the three campuses. He consulted several faculty and student
groups on the University of Arizona campus, for instance. Mr. Dunseath had then
proposed the Code of Conduct which had been given tentative approval by the Board
of Regents at its meeting on September 26, 1970. The presidents of the three
Universities had vigorously opposed Mr. Dunseath's proposal, as had four members
of the Board of Regents. The code as presented by Mr. Dunseath was then given
tentative approval by a vote of 6 to 4. A public hearing must be held on the
code and this is scheduled for October 23 in Tempe. After the hearing the
Regents will then vote finally on the proposed code.

Dr. Harvill said he believes that Mr. Dunseath is not intending to
be repressive in a deliberate way by his code. However, the fact remains that
the procedures set up by the code would be intolerable, Dr. Harvill said. They
are completely unworkable, and for that reason he feels unacceptable. Further,
the offenses as outlined are many of them vaguely stated. Most would need
interpretation. President Harvill feels that the code would break down corn-
pletely if put into actual operation.

Mr. Dunseath has told the President, Dr. Harvill said, that he believed
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many changes woüld be made in the code after the public hearing on October 23.

Dr. Harvill said that the University in its reaction to the proposed
code must be constructive. "We must not be abrasive," he said. "Our response
should be well reasoned and carefully developed. Demonstrations will not do any
good, and they may in this instance do harm." He said he was aware that various
groups are concerned about the matter. The Student Senate, for instance, is
considering some action and he said he understood the Committee of Eleven had
been studying the matter.

Dean DuVal asked if, in the President's judgment, the 6 to 4 vote
might change following the October 23 hearing. The President said he had no way
of knowing. This would depend on what changes are made and how substantial they
are. He said he thought it should not be forgotten that indications around the
country are that the courts will accept as reasonable due process anything that
calls for a hearing and that is fair. Thus, something as elaborate and strict
as Mr. Dunseath's proposal is not necessary in order to comply with the law.

Dr. Harvill pointed out that Mr. Dunseath had stated that his proposal
would provide one over-all system to take the place of eleven different systems
now in operation at the University of Arizona. He elsewhere had said that the
University could, of course, retain any present procedural systems that are
working well. How does one reconcile these two statements, Dr. Harvill wondered.

Dean Ares asked if Dr. Harvill knew how the hearing on October 23 would
be conducted; that is, what procedures would be used? Dr. Harvill said he under-
stood that each speaker would be limited to five minutes, a written statement
should be submitted in advance, the Board,of course, would be in charge of its
own hearing, and the hearing was to run from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. with a luncheon
break. He assumed more specific ground rules would be provided by the Board of
Regents nearer the date of the hearing.

Mr. Grant said it was his understanding that only persons who had
submitted statements in writing in advance would be allowed to speak at the
hearing.

At this point Dr. Harvill explained he had to leave the Senate meeting
to attend another meeting, and he left the chamber at 4:35 p.m. Vice President
McMillan assumed the chair.

Mr. McMillan recognized Dr. Gegenheimer who stated that the Committee
of Eleven along with many other campus groups were very much concerned about the
proposed code. The Committee of Eleven had developed a statement which had
been distributed to all members of the Senate. Dr. Gegenheimer said he felt that
if the Committee of Eleven statement were endorsed by the Senate this would
provide a strong position which should impress the Regents. The Committee of
Eleven had wanted to keep its statement short. The Committee had felt that
other groups would be writing about specific concerns--for example, the lecture
committee might be responding to the provisions in the code governing lectures.

Dr. Gegenheimer then moved that the Senate endorse the Committee of
Eleven's statement. Many seconds were heard.

Dr. Gegenheimer said he next would like to move that Dr. Ray Thompson,
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Chairman of the Committee of Eleven who was in the room, be permitted to address
the Senate. Mr. McMillan ruled that it was not necessary for the Senate formally
to vote to permit Dr. Thompson to speak unless there was objection to his ruling.
There was none, and Dr. Thompson proceeded to the podium. He explained that the
Committee of Eleven had sought to produce a rational statement that would not
go into the details of the code itself. It was felt that the statement could
stand well on its own merits although a few minor changes in wording were being
made. He felt that the statement provided a sober, rational reaction from the
University community that could, in addition to its own effectiveness, serve as
an antidote to a different sort of reaction which might develop. He said he
personally hoped that the Senate would endorse this document so that a statement
could be made throughout Arizona that the University community as a whole is
attempting to respond rationally to the serious questions raised by the proposed
code.

Dean DuVal said he wondered whether or not it would be good strategy
formally to ask the Regents not to adopt their code. He thinks the Regents
feel committed to adopting a code. He wondered if it would be better strategy
to ask the Regents to delay implementing this code for one year, meanwhile
considering some changes in its provisions. This procedure would permit the
Regents some assurance of the success of their own efforts.

Dr. Thompson explained that the goal of the Committee of Eleven was
to raise basic questions. The Committee of Eleven statement is based on one
political assessment of the situation. Other assessments are also being collected,
he said, and other modes of approach would be developed. For instance, some
members of the committee plan to see Mr. Dunseath personally as soon as possible
to discuss the matter.

Mr. Grant pointed out that a code must be adopted before November 11th.
Delay therefore is not feasible. It was his understanding that the code must be
approved the same day of the hearing.. Therefore he thought that the Regents
would be helped if they were given something listing in specific language what
particular changes in the code it was felt should be made.

Dr. Robson said he hoped every group on campus would not submit a state-
ment just like this one which would seem almost to be a carbon copy of the one
prepared by the Committee of Eleven. It would be better if different statements
came from different groups.

Dean Ares said he saw danger in various campus groups riding off in
all directions. He pointed out that a student-faculty committee in the College
of Law Is preparing a reaction to the code point by point. He felt that the
Regents must be provided alternatives to their code. If the Regents persist
in their feeling that they should not adopt the codes which are already in
existence at the three universities, then perhaps they could adopt this one
temporarily, subject to later revision as acceptable alternatives are developed.

Dr. Lytle said that if different groups are working on this matter
separately without coordination a fragmented approach would be the result. Could
not Dr. Thompson and the Committee of Eleven serve as the coordinating body to
pull all these various efforts together? He felt anyone working on any kind of
a response to the Regents' code should inform Dr. Thompson.
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Dr. Cole asked if Advisor Hall's three alternative proposals could
be considered in lieu of the Dunseath code. Mr.Grant explained that the
Regents had already considered Mr. Hall's proposals and turned them down.
Dr. Thompson said that the Committee of Eleven was still planning to look further
at Mr. Hall's proposals.

Dr. Blitzer said he would like to see representatives of the Senate
working with the Conunittee of Eleven as representatives of the entire faculty.
It was pointed out however that eight members of the Committee of Eleven are
senators. Further the Committee of Eleven is elected from the entire faculty
and thus represents that whole body.

Professor Mees said he felt the Regents should be given some sort of
"out" and we should avoid saying to them, "Take this and nothing else." Various
alternatives should be spelled out, he felt.

Dr. Dewhirst wondered if it would not be premature for the Senate to
take action too quickly in this matter. Changes are probably going to have to
be worked out. Could the Senate approve the Committee of Eleven's statement in
principle and then be furnished copies of it by mail in order to have the
opportunity to propose various modifications before the hearing. He also asked
if the proposal should be submitted as coming from the Faculty Senate as well as
the Committee of Eleven.

Dr. Thompson said he had hoped that the Senate would accept the Committee
of Eleven version as it is. The Committee of Eleven is a small group and can
assemble quickly if need be to make necessary changes. He pointed out that there
would be merit in getting something into the hands of the Regents just as soon
as possible. Dr. Lytle agreed with Dr. Thompson.

Dr. Gegenheimer pointed out that the Constitution states that one of
the functions of the Committee of Eleven is "to initiate, promote, and stimulate
study and action dealing with and looking toward solution of situations and
problems of interest and concern to the faculty and the university." Therefore
he felt it could be stated that the Committee of Eleven's concern in this matter
as reflecting the concern of the entire university community was correct.

Dr. Gegenheimer commented that the titles of the various members of the
Committee of Eleven as published in the statement were intended to convey special
meaning to the Regents rather than to aggrandize the various members of the
committee.

The question was then called for and the Senate voted unanimously to
approve Dr. Gegenheimer's motion that the Senate endorse the statement of the
Committee of Eleven.

Dr. Blitzer said again he wondered if a committee of the Senate should
not work with the Committee of Eleven, pointing out that the Senate is indeed
the voice of the faculty. He then moved that the presiding officer of the Senate
appoint a committee of the Senate to work with the Committee of Eleven on this
matter particularly to consider the strategy. Dr. Robson seconded the motion.
Following general discussion Dr. Blitzer then altered his motion to provide
that the Committee of Eleven be designated as the official committee delegated
by the Faculty Senate to handle this matter. This change was approved by the
second and the motion then carried.
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The Committee of Eleven statement, endorsed by the Senate, was in
the form of a letter to the President of the Board of Regents and read as
follows:

"The Honorable Wesley P. Goss
P. 0. Box M
San Manuel, Arizona 85631

Dear Mr. Goss:

"The persons presenting this letter are members of the Committee
of Eleven at the University of Arizona, a group elected annually by
the faculty. The Faculty Constitution empowers us to 'initiate, pro-
mote, and stimulate study and action dealing with and looking toward
solutions and problems of interest and concern to the Faculty and the
University.' In keeping with this responsibility, we wish to express
our opinions on the proposed Code of Conduct.

"We share the philosophyexpressed in the code that: 'It is to
the best interests of the university and the members of the University
Community for the university, when possible, to function in regard to
disciplinary matters as a self-contained community in an orderly en-
vironment.' It is our firm conviction that the University faculty and
administration, with the concurrence of the Board of Regents, are already
acting in this manner.

"We call your attention to some of the means now available to handle
grievances and disciplinary matters. With regard to faculty, the Board
approved in 1965 a comprehensive policy dealing with appointment, re-
appointment, nonretention, tenure, promotion, resignation, and dismissal
of academic personnel. These procedures are supplemented by others con-
tained in the Bylaws of the General Faculty. Specifically, the Bylaws
establish a Committee on Conciliation and a Committee on Academic Privilege
and Tenure. The former grc*.ip mainly concerns itself with minor matters
which do not require formal hearings. The latter committee is a formal
hearing agency and deals with matters of major consequence.

"The Committee of Eleven, a special Faculty-Student Committee, and
the Faculty Senate gave close attention to the matter of student conduct
last spring. After several months of careful consideration and revision
of original proposals, the Faculty Senate adopted a student conduct code
in the Spring of 1970. A hearing committee composed of three faculty
members and two students deals with non-academic acts of student miscon-
duct. (Enclosed is a copy of the Standards of Conduct Expected of
Students.) There also exists a Committee on Dishonest Scholastic Work
which handles cases of alleged cheating in academic work.

"We are convinced that there presently exist appropriate ins ti-
tutional and procedural means to deal effectively with both faculty
and student misconduct and the use of University property and buildings.
(One such means is the present Board of Regents' ordinance on the uses
of university property and buildings.) For the most part, these
mechanisms were established well before the recent turmoil which
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has plagued many campuses. The University of Arizona is in the van-
guard of the movement 'to function in regard to disciplinary matters
as a self-contained community in an orderly environment.'

"Before the Board greatly alters the policies and procedures
currently operative at the University of Arizona, we suggest that
careful consideration be given to those which are currently in
force. They have been developed over a long period of time and they
are based on extensive experience in dealing with campus personnel
problems. (So that you may review our policies we are enclosing a copy
of last year's edition of the Faculty and Staff Manual of Procedure
and Policy.)

"In many instances, we find the Board's tentative code a. duplica-
tion of already existing policies and structures. A careful comparison
will reveal that our present procedures are far less cumbersoti than
those in the proposed code. Moreover, the procedures currently in
effect assure 'fundamental fairness' while providing means for expedi-
tiously dealing with cases of misconduct.

"On the basis of many years of experience in dealing with problems
of student conduct, we believe that the court system outlined in the
proposed code would require faculty and students on such courts to
devote their full time to judicial functions. Minor matters which
are now handled routinely and fairly by the faculty and administration
would consume countless hours of quasi-legal haggling. President Harvill
has already commented on the difficulties inherent in the procedural
aspects of the proposed code. The Committee unreservedly endorses his
position.

"Not only is the court system unwieldy, but there is considerable
vagueness both in the major and minor offense categories. Without
engaging in nit-picking, we believe that most every item contained
in major and minor offenses is subject to interpretation. The burden
for interpretation would rest with lay courts of faculty and students
whose members would have no experience in adjudication. This would
be an intolerable and impossible responsibility to thrust on laymen..

"In offering objections to the tentative code, we realize that
there are areas in our present system which need improvement. As
members of the Committee of Eleven, we are committed together with
the Administration awl Board to review and to revise those areas in
which we might be deficient.

"However, at this point we believe that the Board should not
lightly discard a system which has with few exceptions worked quite
well and substitute an awkward procedure which could cause needless
disruption in what is essentially 'an orderly environment' and an
ongoing system for dealing with misconduct.

"We are very much concerned that the attempt to introduce the
proposed code will provoke more dissension and difficulties than it
can possibly alleviate. We deplore the unnecessary furnishing of a



cause to those who now lack a cause for disruption of the University's
functioning.

"We do not minimize the seriousness of the challenge for the
University of Arizona to govern itself as a 'self-contained community.'
Further, we know the great and grave responsibilities we owe to the
citizens of our State. We are dedicated to the proposition that the
academic process must not be disrupted. We also recognize the impera-
tive need for an atmosphere in which fundamental fairness, order,
justice, and free inquiry can be maintained.

"We very much hope that you will find it possible to accord a place
on your agenda at the October 23 hearing for the Chairman of our Com-
mittee or his designee.

"Respectfully submitted,

¡si Raymond H. Thompson, Chairman of the Committee
Professor of Anthropology and Head of the Department
Director of the Arizona State Museum

¡si Milo K. Blecha, Secretary of the Committee
Professor of Elementary Education and Head of the
Department

/s! Bart J. Bok
Professor of Astronomy and former Head of the Department
Former Director of the Steward Observatory

/s! Albert F. Gegenheimer
Professor of English
Chairman of the Faculty

/s/ Laurence M. Gould
Professor of Geology
Former President of Carleton College

/a/ Conrad F. Joyner
Professor of Government

/s! A. Richard Kassander
Professor of Atmospheric Sciences and Head of the Department
Director of the Institute of Atmospheric Physics
Director of the Water Resources Research Center

/s! Arthur R. Kemmerer
Professor of Agricultural Biochemistry and Nutrition and
former Head of the Department

Jal Currin V. Shields
Professor of Government and former Head of the Department
Director of the Institute of Government Research
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Ist Bill J. Varney
Director of the Student Union

/s! I. Roger Yoshino
Professor of Sociology and former Acting Head of the
Department"

REP(RT OF AD HOC FACULTY SENATE COEIMITTEE TO STUDY THE QUESTION OF THE FEASIBILITY
OF ESTABLISHING THE CHRISTMAS RECESS AS THE INTERIM PERIOD BETWEEN THE FIRST AND
SECOND SEMESTERS C*' THE REGULAR ACADEMIC YEAR: Mr. NcNillan introduced Dr. Darrel
Netcalfe, Chairman of the ad hoc Committee to Study the Question of the Feasibility
of Establishing the Christmas Recess as the Interim Period Between the First and
Second Semesters of the Regular Academic Year.

Dr. Metcalfe presented the report of his committee which was as follows:

The ASUA Senate, University of Arizona, in Senate Act #288, requested
in a memorial that the Faculty Senate of the University of Arizona study
the feasibility of establishing the Christmas Recess as the interim period
between first and second semesters of the regular academic year. The Act
was passed October 29, 1969.

In its meeting of January 5, 1970, the University Faculty Senate,
following the memorial from the Student Senate, recommended that the
President be asked to appoint a committee to study this question, taking
into account both the experiencesof other institutions and what the
effects would be of such a change at this institution; the committee to
report back to the Senate when possible. On January 28, 1970, the President
appointed a five-man committee to study the question.

The Committee had six meetings: March 4, March 18, April 1, April 15,
May 1, and Nay 15.

During a period of three months committee members visited informally
with administrators, including vice presidents, deans, directors, and
other personnel. Individual faculty members also were visited. Mr. Tom
Bennett, Student Senator from Agriculture and one of the students who
proped the originalA Senate Act, met with the Committee at one of
its meetings. Student opinion was sampled. On April 15 a university-
wide survey was conducted by the Associated Students, and the Student
Bar Association and the Agricultural Student Council volunteered the
opinions of their groups.

Registrar Windsor, a member of the Committee, corresponded with
other institutions and collected surveys as to academic calendars of
other institutions.

According to interviews with both students and faculty, a revised
academic calendar with the first semester terminating prior to Christmas
has many advantages and some disadvantages or problems.

Advantages. From the students' viewpoint as well as that of the faculty,
terminating the semester before Christmas would be a morale booster.
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Several referred to the period after the return from Christmas vacation
and before the beginning of exam week as the "worst time of the year."
The holiday would be more enjoyable with no term reports or final examina-
tions to complete during or immediately after vacation. There is too
much inefficiency during the post-vacation period. The students find
it difficult to adjust to a classroom schedule for only two or three
weeks before exam week and registration for second semester. Semester
continuity should lessen class absenteeism which usually is the case
before and after the holiday. Such a change would improve class morale
and accomplishments.

In addition, there probably would be less travel expense and fewer
travel problems without two breaks, Christmas, and at the end of the
semester.

It would be advantageous for the student if grades and probation--
disqualification notices--were received before the beginning of the second
semester. Currently, a student may not be notified about disqualification
until after he has enrolled the second semester. Opinion was voiced
that the faculty might have more time to grade examinations; however,
this could be a problem, too, if faculty members delayed too long in
turning in grades.

With the first semester terminating before Christmas and the second
semester ending earlier in the year, students would have an advantage in
find summer employment. Also summer camps and field trips can be
completed in time for the students to attend both summer sessions if they
desire to do so.

Also mentioned was the advantage of completely closing the dorms
during the holidays with less policing necessary.

Disadvantages. Some disadvantages were offered; some preferred to call
them problems instead.

With change in the academic calendar there would be some problems
in student transfer to and from the institution. For a specific student
it might be an advantage or a disadvantage. Since there appears to be
a trend in the U. S. towards completing the first semester before Christmas,
this may not be as much of a problem as it is thought to be. There would
be an advantage to students' transferring from institutions on the quarter
system.

There may be some scheduling problems in synchronizing some courses
to satisfy medical, graduate and, possibly, law students. With a change
in the academic calendar, contracts for faculty on academic year appoint-
ments would need revision. There is the problem of "heat" in late August
and early September; however, few individuals believed this a serious
deterrent to change. Athletic events, especially football schedules,
might have to be adjusted.

The only really serious objection came from Continuing Education which
believes a calendar change would decrease summer enrollment. The rationale
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is that there would be too little time for a "break" between the end
of the Second Summer Session and the beginning of the first semester.

Summary of Opinions. In interviews and other contacts an overwhelming
number of students, faculty, and administrators favored terminating the
first semester before Christmas. The Senate Act #288 was passed by the
ASUA 25 ayes, 3 nays. In a survey on April 15, conducted by the Associatéd
Students, 983 students favored completion of the fall semester before
Christmas; 102 opposed the plan. Members of the Student Bar Association
and the Agricultural Student Council favored the proposal by a large
majority.

Indicative of student-faculty opinion is a memo sent by several
students and faculty members to Dr. Corñelius Steelink, Chairman,
Committee of Eleven.

Final Examinations. The Committee studied in detail a possible academic
calendar which called for completing the first semester before Christmas.
The question of final exams and the value of them was brought up by
several students and faculty members during committee interviews.
Considerable evidence indicates that the present exam schedule is not
being followed by a substantial number of faculty members. Exams are
being given the last class period or are being dispensed with at the
close of the semester. Opinion was expressed that common examinations
are unfair in all instances except where the examination has been prepared
by one teacher who is the instructor for all of the several sections of
the course. The registrar's office gave the committee information on
examination schedules at other institutions and at the University of
Arizona.

The Committee went on record by passing unanimously the motion
that no formal final examination period be scheduled,

with the understanding that professors wishing to give final examinations
could give them in the last one, two, or three class meetings."

Realizing that there may be objections to eliminating the final
exam week, the registrar's office prepared six alternatives including
the present examination schedule format. They include common finals
only, common finals for freshman courses only, hour examinations
with no common finals, present schedule with and without common finals.
The length of the examination period with these six alternatives ranges
from 3 to 8 days.

Semester Format. The Committee discussed a possible schedule for terminating
the first semester before Christmas.

Taking the Fall Semester, 1970, as an example:

Orientation and Registration Week, August 24 - 29
Classes begin August 31
Thanksgiving Vacation November 26 - 29

Total number of academic days to December 19 90 . The number of
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days would be reduced if a final examination period vas deemed necessary;
the number of days reduced depending on the examination schedule adopted.

The Committee strongly recommends that the academic calendar should
be changed so that the first semester end before Christmas. It also
recommends that a special examination period be deleted. However, if
this is not acceptable, alternative schedules have been suggested. It

further recommends that there be no more than a two or three week interval
between the first and second semesters, and that the second semester end
in early May.

Committee members:

Jack K. Lee
Harry E. Stewart
David L. Windsor
Joseph A. Zapotocky
Darrel S. Metcalfe, Chairman

Dr. Gegenheimer asked if there were a minimum number of days that
was sacred according to the rules of the North Central Association. Mr. Windsor
said there was not. Dr. Gegenheimer said that at the time several years ago
when the final examination schedule was revised to accommodate common final
exams, the length of final examinations was reduced from 3 hours to 2 hours.
He said many members of the faculty at that time felt that 2-hour examinations
provided an inadequate period of time for proper examination. He did not know
what the reaction would be if no period of final examinations at all was scheduled.
Mr. Windsor pointed out that it was not the committee's intent to eliminate final
examinations. Rather a separate period devoted exclusively to final examinations
would be eliminated. If a faculty member wished to give a 3-hour exam, for in-
stance, he could use the last three one-hour class meeting periods for the pur-
pose. If he wanted to give a 2-hour exam he could use the last two class
meetings. If he wanted to give a 1-hour exam he could give a 1-hour test the
final class meeting day. A number of faculty members had indicated they do not
give final examinations. Thus they would continue regular class work through
the last day of the semester.

Mr. Johnson then moved that the first recommendation of the committee
be approved, that is, that the academic calendar be changed so that the first
semester would end before Christmas. The motion was seconded by Dr. Delaplane.

Dean Hull pointed out that one value of the proposed change would be
that students registered for the second semester who are later disqualified
would not have kept out other students who could have been accommodated in their
classes had the "to be disqualified" students not already used up all places in
the courses concerned. Under the present system by the time that disqualified
students have left the campus leaving openings in otherwise filled courses, it
is too late to permit the registration of students who wanted to take those
courses but who could not be accommodated at the time of registration.

Dr. Bok stated that one disadvantage of the proposed calendar would
be that it would make it impossible if not difficult for persons in the physical
sciences to attend national and international meetings which frequently are



held in late summer. He said he was referring not only to faculty members who
might find it more difficult to attend meetings (they would have to arrange
to miss their classes) but also to students themselves who would be deprived
of the worthwhile experience of attending important meetings.

Mr. Grant asked Dr. Metcalfe if consideration had been given to when
the second semester would start. Dr. Metcalfe said that the committee had not
prepared a specific recommendation in this regard but it was thought that the
second semester would resume some time the second week of January. Mr. Grant
reported that a recent study his office had made showed that 71°!. of the institu-
tions in this country are on the semester plan. If this calendar were adopted
it would mean that many students who are at other semester institutions not
under such a calendar would find it impossible to transfer to the University
of Arizona for the second semester.

The secretary was asked to provide the Senate with a list of those
institutions that have converted to the calendar under discussion. His report
was as follows:

University of Hawaii
University of Kansas
University of Kentucky
Johns Hopkins University
University of North Dakota
Case Western Reserve University
Pacific University
University of Pennsylvania
Clemson University
Rice University
University of Vermont
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West Virginia University
University of Wisconsin (Green Bay)
University of Colorado
University of Texas
University of San Francisco
City College of San Francisco
Boston University
University of Puerto Rico
Villanova University
Abilene Christian City College
Southern Methodist University

Nr. Windsor said he had learned that Oklahoma State University and the
University of Oklahoma had changed to such a schedule in the fall of 1970.
Colorado institutions have already done so and Kansas institutions soon will.
This fall five institutions of the Big Eight Athletic Conference are under such
a plan.

In answer to a question, Nr. Wimisor said it was his understanding
that the other two universities in Arizona as well as most of the junior colleges
vere considering changing to a calendar which would terminate the first semester
before Christmas.

Nr. Windsor said he had been asked to pass on to the Senate the feelings
of Mr. William Wallace, the Director of Student Housing, concerning this matter.
It had been pointed out that seven of the University dormitories are not air-
conditioned and are uncomfortable in the heat of late August and early September.
Studies Mr. Wallace's office has made indicate that more students drop out of
school because of discouragement and general dissatisfaction from the unair-
conditioned halls than from the air-conditioned ones. He felt this situation
might be compounded if the University opened as early as the last week of August.
Nr. Wallace had further pointed out that for the University to open so early
would make it impossible to bring large meetings to the campus where the visitors
are housed in the campus dormitory system the last week of August or the first
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week of September, as has been done a number of times in the past.

Dean Ares said he wondered just what were the real reasons for making
a change. He said, "Isn't it basically that the students want a 'worry free'
vacation without any feeling of responsibility to be studying during the
Christmas holidays?" He said he had seen no indication of any other real
reason, and he wondered how valid a reason this was. Mr. Eaton explained that
this was a major reason for the students' desiring the change but he felt it
was a legitimate point to raise. The Christmas holidays cannot be fully enjoyed
by students who must look forward shortly after the holidays to final examina-
tions Further many faculty members make huge assignments of work to be done by
students over the Christmas break. Mr. Eaton wondered just how valuable the
period right after the Christmas holidays was. He wondered if it was not more
or less wasted so far as real learning is concerned. Most students seem to use
this period simply to get ready for final exams. Dr. Metcalfe commented that the
faculty members interviewed by his committee had given the same response as that
of Mr. Eaton.

Dr. Blitzer said he saw other problems. He said he felt that August
weather was not conducive to good academic performance in Tucson. Further the
University of Arizona would be out of phase with the vast majority of colleges
and universities in the nation that are on the semester system. He said if a
change is being made. he wondered if it wouldn't be better to change to the
quarter system. Dr. Metcalfe explained that several previous studies of the
quarter system over the years had indicated that this would not be an appropriate
change for the University of Arizona to make.

Dr. Tomizuka said he did not understand why students would like not
to have the Christmas holiday and yet did want a spring recess, even wanting
it lengthened last year. Mr. Eaton explained that the extension by one day
of the spring recess had been requested to make it unnecessary for students to
travel on Easter Day itself.

The question was then called for on Mr. Johnson's motion and by voice
vote it was impossible to determine whether the motion carried or lost. Mr.
McMillan then called for a vote by show of hands and the motion carried.

A number of questions remained for future study by the Senate. How
long a break should there be between the first and second semester? What
should be the calendar for the spring semester? How soon should the new calendar
be implemented? What should be done about final examinations?

The Senate adjourned at 5:35 o'clock.

DaV't1d L. Windsor, Secretary


