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The University of Arizona
Proceedings of the Faculty Senate

Meeting of Monday

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:40 p.m.
Nay 11, 1971, in the Modern Languages Building auditorium (Room 350).
had been postponed from the first Monday of the month. Fifty members
with Vice President McMillan presiding.

May 11, 1971

on Tuesday,
This meeting

were present

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: J.W. Anthony, Bannister, Bingham, Blecha, Blitzer, Bok,
Bretall, Brewer, Canson, Cole, Delaplane, Dewhirst, Dixon,
Fahey, Frasier, Freeman, Gegenheimer, Giebner, Goodwin,
Herber, Hull, Johnson, Kemmerer, Krebs, Little, Lytle,
Nautner, McMillan, Murphy, H. Myers, Nigh, Paylore, Perkins,
Putt, Reiblich, Resnick, Rhodes, Richard, Schaefer, Selke,
Siegel, Sorensen, Steelink, Svob, Tomizuka, W. Vonis,
Windsor, Yoshino, and Zwolinski. Student representatives
attending were Randy Tufts, newly elected ASUA President,
Julie Lauber, newly elected ASUA Vice President, Nanette
Warner, newly elected student representative, and Cathy
Cleven, retiring student representative.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: J.R. Anthony, Ares, Bartlett, Boyer, Christopherson, DuVal,
Edwards, Gaines, Gould, Grant, Harvill, Houston, Kassander,
Lane, Lowe, Mees, L. Myers, Paulsen, Robson, Varney,
M. Voris, Wise, and Younggren.

RECOGNITION OF NEW AND RETIRING STUDENT REPRESENTATIVES: Vice President McMillan
introduced the new student representatives to the Faculty Senate recently selected.
These included new ASUA President, Randy Tufts, ASUA Vice President, Julie Lauber,
and Miss Nanette Warner elected by the Student Senate. Mr. McNillan also recog-
nized the retiring student representatives, Bruce Eggers, Chuck Eaton, and Cathy

Cleven.

RECOGNITION OF RETIRING DEANS: Mr. McNillan took occasion to note that Dr. Karen
Carlson, Dean of Women, and Dean Sidney Little of the College of Architecture were
attending their final Senate meeting. Mr. NcNillan said he knew he expressed the
sentiments of all of their fellow senators when he extended best wishes to Dean
Carlson and Dean Little.

HONORARY DEGREE, APPROVAL OF: The Senate considered and approved a recommendation
for an honorary degree to be awarded by the University of Arizona at its 1971

Commencement. This was in addition to those approved at the March 1 and the April 19

meetings. This recommendation next will be presented to the General Faculty and then

to the Board of Regents.

REPORT OF COJ4ITTEE TO STUDY MANNER IN WHICH GRADUATION GRADE AVERAGE SHOULD BE

CALCULATED: Mr. McMillan recognized Dean Schaefer, chairman of a Senate ad hoc com-

mittee appointed to study the manner in which the graduation grade average should be

calculated. The other committee members included Dean Fahey, Dr. Phil Hudson, and
student members Paul Fritz and John NcKinney.
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Dean Schaefer explained that the original request that the "25-unit rule"
governing calculation of the graduation grade average which went into effect in the
fall of 1969 be further studied had come from a large number of students. The
Faculty Senate had then requested the President to appoint a study committee and
Dr. }iarvill had done so.

Dean Schaefer pointed out that some years ago the faculty had decided
that it was desirable to give a "break" to students enrolled in the University during
their freshman and sophomore years, particularly veterans, and the procedure of for-
giving freshman and sophomore 5's when the courses concerned were repeated in res-
idence and passed had been developed. After some years the faculty came to feel that
this procedure was unsatisfactory and a committee was appointed to study the entire
matter of calculating the graduation grade average. The Senate had then adopted a
report from this special committee which put into effect beginning with entering and
re-entering students in September 1969 a procedure whereby a temporary grade average
was carried on students through the semester in which they carried to final grade
their 25th unit. Calculation of the graduation grade average then began with the
next ensuing semester. This could mean that as many as 42 units of work would not
be included in the graduation grade average, in a case where the student completed
24 units and his 25th unit fell in the next semester and he was then carrying a unit
load of 18. Thus approximately one-third of such a student's undergraduate program
would not be included in calculating the graduation grade average.

Dean Schaefer reported that at the request of his committee the Registrar's
Office had provided the following items of information: 1) A study of currently
enrolled students who were within fifteen units of completing their graduation re-
quirements and had a grade average in the range of 2.8000 to 3.2000. 2) A study of
students who were graduated in June of 1970 and had a cumulative grade average below
2.8000. 3) A comparison of the grade averages of students who had been under the
temporary system of grading and were now under the graduation system of grading.

The Registrar's study had been conducted by Mr. David Butler and Mr. John
Moffatt.

The findings were as follows:

1. Four hundred and ninety students within 15 units of their graduation
requirement and in the 2.8000 - 3.2000 average range are currently enrolled.
One hundred and ninety-three students were eliminated from this survey
because they either already had a degree, were transfer students, or were
already under the new grading system.

The grade averages of the 297 remaining were calculated under the "25-
unit" plan. Two hundred and three would have had their grade averages
raised and 94 would have had their grade averages lowered if they had been
under the new system.

Further, 66 students would have had their graduation affected. Fifty-
three students currently below a 3.0000 average would have had their grade
average raised above a 3.0000 under the new system and 14 students whose
grade average is above a 3.0000 would have had their average lowered below
3.0000 under the new system.



Summary

within 15 units of graduation
currently enrolled
grade average range 2.8000 - 3.2000

N = 490
193 eliminated
297 Total

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Under "25-unit" plan:

203 had grade average raised
94 had grade average lowered
53 had grade average raised above graduation requirement
14 had grade average lowered below graduation requirement

2. Two hundred and sixty-one students who graduated in June of 1970 with
a grade average below 2.8000 were studied. One hundred and thirty-six would have
had their grade average raised under the new system and the grade average of 52
would have been lowered. Seventy-three students were eliminated as they were
either transfer students or already under the new grading system.

Under the new system 31 students would have had their cumulative average
raised above 3.0000 and 12 students would have had their cumulative average
lowered below 3.0000.

Summary

graduating in June, 1970
cumulative average below 2.8000

N = 261
73 eliminated
188 Total

136 had grade average raised
52 had grade average lowered
31 had grade average raised above graduation requirement
12 had grade average lowered below graduation requirement

Summary

under "T" grading mode
under "G" grading mode

N = 2447
67 not currently

2380
19 grade average

2361 Total

1066 grade average

1295 grade average

3

1969- 70

I Sein. 1970-71

enrolled

did not change

improved

declined
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Dean Schaefer called special attention to the fact that the research
had revealed that it is the sophomore year that is the most difficult year, rather
than the freshman year, for many students. Of the students in the group studied,
1,066 had a worse first year, but 1,295 had a worse second year.

Dean Schaefer further referred to a report he had received from the head
of the Freshman English program explaining that the Freshman English faculty felt
that now that students knew that their grades in freshman English would not be
included in their graduation grade average, there was a considerable lessening of
effort in freshman English with the result that students were performing more
poorly than they otherwise would.

Dean Schaefer summarized the major arguments for abandoning the 25-unit
rule and going to a straight arithmetical calculation as follows:

For every two students who benefit under the "25-unit rule,"
one student suffers.

Performance in freshman level courses is being adversely affected.

The "25-unit rule" has no significant impact on the number of
seniors eligible for a degree.

Calculation and interpretation of CPA data will be greatly
simplified.

Dean Schaefer then stated that the committee wished to recommend to the
Senate that the following be adopted by this body:

A student's grade point average (CPA) will be calculated on the
basis of his or her grade record in all courses taken at the University
of Arizona. The cumulative GPA required for graduation should remain
at 3.0000 and the threshold averages for probation should remain at their
present levels. This policy will take effect July 1, 1971.

Dean Schaefer further stated that the committee was recommending that
the Registrar's Office be directed to recalculate on a straight arithmetical basis
the grade average for everyone entering or re-entering the University for the fall
semester of 1969 or subsequently. He explained that for students entering or re-
entering the University between the fall of 1969 and the summer of 1971 any student
who did not qualify for graduation under a straight arithmetical calculation of his
grade average would have his average recalculated under the 25-unit rule and would
be allowed to qualify for graduation with the first 25 units forgiven if this would
make it possible for him to graduate. This option would be checked by the Office
of the Registrar for all students failing to graduate under a straíght calculation.

Dean Schaefer moved that the committee's report be approved. His motion
was seconded by Dean Brewer.

Dr. Yoshino asked how this procedure would affect Chicano, black, and
other minority students. Dean Schaefer pointed out that probation or disquali-
fication levels would stay where they are presently pegged but he was confident
college deans would continue the practice of being sympathetic in cases involving
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students with less privileged backgrounds. Disqualification for academic reasons
is never automatic at the University of Arizona. He said he assumed that counsel-
ing staffs and the deans' offices would continue to consider each individual as an
individual, and if a student needed more time "to find himself" he would be given
that time before disqualification action would be taken.

Dr. Blitzer said that while he had consistently opposed what he called
the "phony five" principle, now that the matter has gone full circle he had some
second thoughts. He said he wondered whether the personnel deans or Vice President
Johnson might have comments to make about the importance of providing students with
a grace period wherein certain poor work could be dropped from the graduation aver-
age calculation. Dean Schaefer said that the reasons given for giving students a
year or two to find themselves seemed excellent until you looked at the data. These
claims then in fact don't stand up because students didn't seem to have needed a
grace period to the extent expected. Sophomores, for instance, more often did more
poorly than they did their freshman year after they had already had a year's grace
period to find themselves.

Professor Reiblich said that he had been opposed to omitting the freshman
year from the graduation average but on the other hand he realized that this had
been announced in the current catalog. He asked if he understood correctly that
students who entered under the current catalog who did not qualify for graduation
under a straight average would then be checked to see if they qualified by having
the first 25 units dropped from the graduation calculation. Dean Schaefer said
that Professor Reiblich's understanding was correct.

The question was asked if any student could petition to have this 25 units
forgiven. Dean Schaefer answered in the negative, pointing out that the alternate
calculation would have significance only for the student who otherwise could not
graduate. He explained that the grade average and rank in class are not posted on
permanent records, thus there would be no advantage to the student in having his
calculation done differently unless this would determine whether or not the student
could graduate at all.

Mr. Tufts asked why the committee wished to eliminate the 25-unit rule
and the forgiving of 5's privilege as well. Dean Schaefer explained that the
University of Arizona had grown up in the last few decades and it was felt the time
had come now to present a student's honest record to the world. "We can be proud
of this institution's academic standards. Let's maintain them," he said.

Dr. Perkins said he was glad that the 25-unit rule was to be abolished.
He said he questioned, however, whether or not we should get rid of every pro-
cedure for forgiving a student any poor work in his early days at the institution.
This University still receives a certain number of freshmen who are not well enough
prepared for college, he said. He then proposed an amendment to the motion to the
effect that the 25-unit rule would be abolished but that the old forgiveness of 5's
procedure would be reinstated, available however only for work failed during the
first year in the University (rather than the former first two years). In other
words, failing grades received during the first year when later repeated in resi-
dence and passed would be dropped from the graduation grade average. Dr. Blitzer
seconded the motion.
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Dr. Delaplane asked Dean Schaefer for clarification of his proposal as
to what would happen to students entering in the 1969-71 period if their graduation
grade average was calculated on a straight arithmetical basis and they failed to
graduate. Dean Schaefer explained that if by dropping the first 25 units these
persons would become eligible for graduation, this optional way of calculating the
graduation grade average would then be followed.

Dean Fahey explained that the proposed change had had its genesis with
a number of students who pointed out that many students were being treated in an
inequitable manner by the new procedure. The very source of the inequity, Dean
Fahey went ahead to explain, was the 25-unit rule. The 25-unit rule had been
adopted by the Senate without background data. Strong quantitative data now had
been provided. "We're now talking about a straight arithmetical grade average,"
Dean Fahey said, "without any 'tinkering,' that is, leaving this period of time
out or forgiving those bad grades." That proposal should be considered and voted
on alone, he said. Should this proposal fail then another study could be suggested
to relate to what would happen if certain failed grades were forgiven, for example,
taking into account the proposal included in the proposed amendment. "But let's
not write legislation from the floor," Dean Fahey said.

Vice President Johnson said he was not an advocate necessarily of the
25-unit procedure but he did question the proposal of the committee. "While we
have heard complaints from students that the 25-unit rule hurt, we have not heard
from those students that it helped," he said. "We haven't heard much at all from
the weak student." What about those students who really need a degree for success
in their life work and have been able to qualify for this only by some procedure
which allows some poor work to be excluded from calculating the graduation grade
average? Such a group of persons is of some significance, he said, and the insti-
tution in fact is proud of many of these persons who have graduated, for instance,
under the forgiving of 5's procedure. He said he feared that the committee's pro-
posal would hurt a certain number of students who could not now get a degree.

Mr. Mautner asked Dean Schaefer if the committee had considered a
procedure similar to that proposed by Dr. Perkins' amendment. Dean Schaefer said
the committee had considered such a procedure but had felt that it did not have
merit.

Dr. Steelink commented that if there is not something concrete available
to counselors so that they can show borderline students just what they have to do
to qualify to graduate, the average advising faculty member will not really sit
down and work with a student and counsel him adequately. He felt that it would be
appropriate to adopt a procedure whereby a student's record could be kept with
certain work included and certain work excluded and then let the student have his
choice of which average he wished to be used.

Dean Hull said we should not forget that the probation and disquali-
fication grade average scales are related to graduation from the University. They
are quite generous and even if the grade average were calculated honestly, there is
a certain forgiveness tolerance in the generosity of these probation and disquali-
fication levels. He said he would like to see the system proposed by the committee
adopted. In the educational enterprise, he said, we should not use any dishonest
procedure in calculating graduation grade averages. He said he was afraid that in
the past the University has somehow managed to graduate some students who in fact
should not have been.



The question on the proposed amendment was called for and the amendment
failed. The vote on the motion itself was then called for and the motion carried.

REPORT TO SENATE RE INTER-UNIVERSITY CONMITTEE TO STUDY THE ACADEMIC CALENDAR:
Dr. Darrel Metcalfe, chairman of the University of Arizona Committee on the
Academic Calendar, reported on the final meeting of the "Three University Calendar
Study Committee." Dr. Bart Bok had been the other representative of the University
of Arizona. The committee had agreed to make the following recommendation for the
academic year 1972-73 to the Board of Regents:

Fall Semester

*August 28, N

**December 22, F

December 23, Sa

Spring Semester

*January 18, Th

**May 18, F
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Instruction begins

Instruction and examinations end

Christmas and mid-year recess begins

Instruction begins

Spring Recess

Instruction and examinations end

*Each institution may use as many days as it wishes for orientation
and registration before instruction begins.

**Each institution may use as many days as it wishes for final
examinations.

***Spring Recess should be approximately one calendar week during the
middle of the semester. Other holidays may vary with the iüstitution.

Dr. Metcalfe explained that the inter-university committee had worked
long and hard in reaching its conclusions and felt that it had developed a most
feasible calendar. Vice President Dannenfeldt of Arizona State University would
prepare the final report of the committee for submission to the three university
presidents and to the Board of Regents.

Dr. Bok said he would like to address a few comments on the calendar
question to the Senate. He said he realized that he represented a minority view
and that a large majority of the students and a large majority of the faculty wished
to start the fall semester early enough that all work including final examinations
could be completed before the Christmas recess. He said he thought certain points

should again be emphasized, however. To start classes the week before Labor Day
he felt would be undesirable because he felt students and faculty members might
have trouble getting "in gear" before the traditional Labor Day holiday weekend
and the time before Labor Day thus would be somewhat wasted. Further, the weather
in Tucson is very hot in late August and it would be necessary to provide maximum
air-conditioning for the campus if it were in full operation at that time of year.
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Another point which should be considered, Dr. Bok said, was that the brief break
between the close of summer session and the opening of the fall semester would not
be desirable from the point of view of faculty members teaching in the summer
session. Dr. Bok said, as he had indicated in previous meetings, that important
professional meetings overseas are traditionally held in late August and young
members of the faculty now would find it almost impossible to attend these. This

would be very unfortunate, Dr. Bok felt. Further, it would be difficult for the
University to hold important large conferences on the campus in late August if the
fall semester had begun.

Dr. Bok said he also felt that the long gap between the close of school
in May and the opening of the summer session might present some difficulties.
Mr. Varney had passed on to Dr. Bok the comment that he thought the Legislature,
for instance, might criticize the faculty's finishing their year's work as early
as mid-Nay.

Dr. Bok pointed out that an important question which he thought the
Senate might have to address itself to at an early date was the matter of final
examinations. He pointed out that at one point the inter-university committeehad
referred to the examination period as a "time of evaluation." He said he wondered
if this might not invite certain faculty members to feel they could discontinue
giving examinations. He thought this could bring about a serious deficiency in
the University's academic procedures.

Dean Schaefer asked Vice President Murphy if difficulty might be
experienced with persons beginning work under research grants in Nay if their year
contracts had not yet expired. Mr. Murphy explained that there should be no dif fi-
culty in this regard. If an individual had fully completed his instructional duties
and obligations, he then would be free to begin activity under another pay arrange-
ment immediately.

Mr. Windsor commented, in answering some of Dr. Bok's remarks, that he
had planned a tentative full calendar based on the opening and closing dates pro-
posed by the inter-university committee and he had found that the usual full eight
days of final examinations each semester could be scheduled at the University of
Arizona with no difficulty. He had sensed no serious intent on this campus to
alter the usual procedure for final examinations. He said that he had taken occa-
sion at a recent national conference of collegiate registrars to make inquiry of
the representatives of institutions that have changed to such an academic calendar
as is being proposed for Arizona, asking the question about the effectiveness of
an early start prior to the Labor Day weekend. Persons who had experienced the
change had reported that although they had anticipated some of the same difficulties
Dr. Bok had mentioned, the August opening in fact had fallen into stride well and
the time before the Labor Day weekend had not been unfruitful. Mr. Windsor commented
that as far as the tightness of the schedule between the closing of summer school and
the opening of the fall semester in August was concerned, it was likely that shortly
after the universities implemented the new calendar, should they do so, the public
schools would make the same change. Thus public school teachers would be free to
attend summer session at an earlier date than is now possible. In that case the
summer session could be shifted a week or so, so that it would begin earlier in June
and end earlier in August, avoiding some of the problems mentioned by Dr. Bok.
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There was no formal action on Dr. Metcalfe's report, the Senate having
gone on record at its last meeting as favoring a calendar which would end the fall
semester before Christmas.

RECOENDATION FROM UNDERGRADUATE COUNCIL AND ADVISORY COUNCIL RE EQUALIZATION OF
PHYSICAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS: The secretary referred to an act by the Student
Senate (Student Senate Bill 385) requesting that the present two-year physical
education requirement for women be lowered so that it would be the same as that
for men. This matter had been referred to the Undergraduate Council. That body
had studied extensively the issues raised by this student proposal. The Senate
had received a report from the Undergraduate Council submitted by the chairman,
Dr. Robert J. Letson, and by Dr. Bruce Crowell, University Coordinator of Curricular
Matters, who serves as secretary of the Undergraduate Council. It was pointed
out that the Department of Physical Education for Women had also proposed such
equalization.

The Undergraduate Council's report listed the following results of that
Council' s deliberations:

The Council favors equalizing the requirement;

We recommend that equalization take effect beginning with the coming
fall semester, to supersede statements regarding this requirement
in the present and forthcoming catalogs;

The Council feels strongly that the women's requirement should be
stated as identical to the present men's requirement (i.e., two
units to be taken during the Freshman year) with proper allowances
for transfer students. This recommendation is at variance with
the request of the Student Senate, but the Council has considered
the hazards of allowing this to be optional during the first two
years and is strongly opposed to such an option at the present time.

D. The Council is impressed with both
women's physical education and the
and recommends that the transition
the hard won gains in either area.
recommended for consideration.

the breadth of the program in
high calibre of its faculty,
be achieved without sacrificing
Three major factors are here

The experience of schools making similar changes indicates that
an initial decline in P. E. registrations is followed rather
soon by continuing increases which within a few years more than
make up for the earlier losses. A department therefore which
retrenches its programs under a lessened requirement is soon at
a serious disadvantage.

The Council sees no indications that growth in University
student population will cease. The period of transition may
thus be viewed as a brief opportunity for the department to
revise its sophomore-level offerings and otherwise strengthen
its entire major and elective program in anticipation of renewed
growth.
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3) The Council expresses its hope that in the transition the
University administration will work with the P. E. W.
departments to devise formulas for weighting as teaching load
the extensive amount of continuing activities supervised by
its faculty, activities curricular in nature but not presently
taken account of under teaching load. These include the
intramural and intercollegiate sports programs, the recrea-
tional programs, demonstrations, clinics, performances,
tournaments and exhibitions--continuous programs which make
heavy demands upon faculty time.

It was pointed out that the recommendations of the Undergraduate Council
had been approved by the Advisory Council. Mr. Windsor moved Senate approval of
the recommendation. Several seconds were heard and the motion carrLed with no
opposing vote heard.

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 4:50 o'clock.

David L. Windsor, Secretary


