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MINUTES 0F MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENkTE OF TUE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Thursday, March 14, 1974 Kiva,. Room 211 College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3 p.m. on Thursday,
March 14, 1974, in the ¡(iva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Fifty-seven
members were present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Bateman, Rattan, Blecha, Bleibtreu, Boyer, Brewer, D. Butler,
Davis, De'whirst, Dixon, Dresher, DuVal, Edwards, Evans,
S. Fahey, Fazio, Gegenheimer, A. Grant, Green, Grossman,
Harris, Hull, Joyner, Kassander, Keating, Knorr, Livermore,
Manes, Mason, Massengale, McCoy, McCullough, McMillan, Mees,
Miller, Muramoto, Odishaw, Olson, Paulsen, Paylore, Reed,
Rhodes, Roby, Rosaldo, Rosenberg, Schaefer, Sorensen,
Steelink, Svob, Thompson, Tomizuka, Varney, Ware, Weaver,
Wiersma, Windsor, and Yoshino. Dr. Frank Laßan was present
as parliamentarian.

SENATE M1BERS ABSENT: Bull, H. Butler, Carr, Cole, W. Fahey, Gaines, Graham,
R. Grant, Johnson, Krueger, lane, McConnell, Shields,
Skinner, Stairs, Stubblefield, Trafton, and Vignery.
Student representatives absent were Chris Reece, Stephanie
Denkowicz, and Bryna Vertlieb.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of February 4, 1974, were approved
as distributed to members.

CATALOG MATERIAL: Catalog material previously distributed to members of the Senate
by means of the "Curriculum" bulletin was approved, with certain corrections pointed
out by Dean Rhodes, In Volume 5, No. 5 of the "Curriculum" (issue of March 1, 1974)
on page 2 under the discussion of "Special Examination for Credit or Grade", in the
statement that this material "has been approved by ... the Graduate Council ..."
the words "the Graduate Council" should be deleted. The Graduate Council was not
concerned with special examination for credit or grades since this privilege is
restricted to undergraduate students.

On page 5 of the same issue under the requirements for admission to the
Graduate School of Library Science the reference to requiring a personal interview
should bc dcictod. not be approved until this requirement has had further review.

On page 6, again in the section devoted to the discussion of program
requirements for the Master of Library Science degree and admission and program
requirements for the Master of Education degree with a School of Library Science
major, in the third complete paragraph, second and third sentences, there are
references to "six units of prerequisites". Dean Rhodes pointed out that what these
prerequisites are should be specifically indicated.

On page 11 of that same issue there is reference to two new courses,
Pharmacology (College of Medicine) 420, Dissertation, and 421, Extended Dissertation.
Dean Rhodes explained that the Graduate Coimnittee on Pharmacology already is
authorized to offer 420 and 421. He wondered if the Pharmacology Department of the
College of Medicine now wishes to offer Dissertation and Extended Dissertation
independent of the Graduate Comittee on Pharmacology. If so, certain formalities
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have not yet been cared for such as submitting proposals for approval of such
offerings to the Graduate Council.

Dean Rhodes also pointed out that the proposed new course Pharmacology
(College of Medicine) 421, Extended Dissertation, should indicate a credit value
of O units. The listing in the "Curriculum" bulletin in error indicates a unit
value of l-9.

APPROVAL OF DEGREES COMPLETED DECEMBER 3, 1973: The Faculty Senate, having been
provided in advance of the meeting a list of the candidates for earned degrees who
completed requirements on December 31, 1973, approved the awarding of those degrees.
The list included 738 bachelor's degrees, 310 master's degrees, 16 Juris Doctor
degrees, 2 Doctors of Medicine degrees, 5 Specialist degrees, and 63 Doctor's degrees
(A.Mus.D., Ed.D., Ph.D.), for a total of 1,134. (A copy of this list is attached
to the Secretary's official file copy of these minutes.)

RECOMMENDATION FROM THE UNDERGRADUATE COUNCIL RE SPECIAL EXAMINATION F(R CREDIT
GRADE: The Senate considered a new statement of policy and procedure to cover

special examination for credit or grade. This had been proposed by the Undergraduate
Council and would appear as an entirely new Section IV of the general section of
the University biennial catalog headed "Proficiency and Exemption Examinations,
Credit by Examination".

Dr. Rosenberg pointed out that the new section indicates no limit on the
number of units of credit by examination which may be applied toward graduation.
Dean Windsor explained that it was the intent of the Undergraduate Council to
eliminate a maximum for the number of units of credit by examination which may be
counted toward a degree. It was emphasized, however, that the University's
residence requirement for graduation was not being changed. It was pointed out
that the proposal of the Undergraduate Council had also been approved by the
Advisory Council.

It was further explained that only those courses so approved by the
department concerned would be available for credit by examination, and whether or
not a grade would be available, or credit only, would likewise be determined by
the department.

Dean Manes pointed out that the statement describing the proposed new
procedure governing special examination for credit or grade as circulated to
members of the Senate in advance of this meeting included certain minor features
which he felt undesirable. Re noted, however, that the revised statement published
in the March 1 "Curriculum" bulletin had corrected these deficiencies.

At this juncture the parliamentarian noted that formal approval of the
new credit by special examination statement need not be handled by the Senate as
a separate item since the Senate had already approved the "Curriculum" bulletin
issue of March 1 which carried, the full new statement on special examinations.

(NOTE: The full statement on special examination for credit or grade as
approved by the Senate is not included in these minutes. To see the official new
statement refer to pages 2-3 of Volume 5, No. 5 of the "Curriculum" bulletin, the
issue of March 1, 1974.)
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NEW SCHOlASTIC REQUIREMENT FOR RETENTION IN THE COLLEGE CF lAW, APPROVAL OF:
The Senate condidered a proposed new scholastic requirement for retention in the
College of Law as adopted by the faculty of that college and approved by the
Advisory Council. The proposed new statement was as follows:

"Disqualifjcation. A student will be subject to disqualification, by
Executive Cçimnittee action, in any of the following circumstances:

for failure to complete the requirements on schedule in either
semester of the first year;

for failure to achieve a cumulative grade point average of 1.0000
(D) by the end of the first semester;

for failure to achieve a cumulative grade point average of 2.0000
by the end of the first year;

for falling below a cumulative grade point average of 2.0000 at

any time after the first year.

"Only in the exceptional case where it is shown that the academic performance
warranting disqualification resulted from circumstances not indicating the student's

lack of capacity for law study and where the Executive Committee is convinced that
all material factors involved in the particular case indicate a high probability
of success in future law studies, will disqualification not occur."

Dr. Steelink asked Dean Livermore to explain what the Executive Coimnittee

of the Law College is. Dean Livermore explained that this is a seven-member
committee of the Law College including five faculty members and two students. The

committee handles various concerns of the Law School, particularly disqualification

cases.

The proposed new zequirements were approved by the Senate by unanimous vote.

FACULTY ELECTIONS ANNOUNCEMENT RE: Dr. Gegenheimer noted that some members of the
Senate, he understood, were under the impression that they were not eligible for

inmediate reelection to. this body upon completion of their current terms, having

completed by that time two terms of two years. He pointed out that under the recently
adopted new bylaws governing faculty elections any elected member of the Senate is
eligible for immediate reelection with no limit on the number of years of continuous
service, and he urged senators interested in continuing to serve in this body to
circulate nominating petitions and file them before the closing hour for filing
nominating petitions, 5 p.m. Friday, March 15, 1974.

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF REPORT OF CCI4MITTEE TO STUDY DEPARTMENTAL GOVERNMENT:

President Schaefer reminded the Senate that at its last meeting consideration of a
recommendation from the Ad Hoc Committee to Study Departmental Government, chaired
by Dr. Walter Fahey, had been tabled. A motion was made to lift this item from the

table and the motion was seconded and carried.

Dr. Gegenheimer asked for recognition and said he had been asked by
Dr. Fahey to speak for the committee since Dr. Fahey was absent due to illness.
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Dr. Gegenheimer said that since the February meeting when Senate consideration
of the Fahey report had begun, its recommendations had been discussed further by
the Advisory Council as well as by various other University groups, including seine
college faculties. The ad hoc committee had deliberated furtherand had then
prepared a rather detailed statement of clarification and suggestions. This new
statement had been sent to each Senate member before this meeting. (A copy is
attached to the secretary's official file copy of these minutes..)

Dr. Gegenheimer then moved a substitute motion to replace the motion
before the Senate, that is, that the following statement prepared by the ad hoc
committee be adopted by the Senate as University policy to be published in the
Faculty Manual:

"Each college shall formulate its own guidelines for departmental
government. Within thi8 framework each department shall then
formulate its own specific policies and procedures for operation.

Though the dean of a college makes the determination as to who 8hall
serve as department head within that college, it is the policy of the
University that each college shall provide a formal mechanism allowing
every member of the faculty of a department to provide the dean ini or-
mation relevant to that determination.

There shall be conducted a comprehensive review of departmental
administration not less frequently than evéry five years. A review
may also be initiated at any time at the discretion of the dean, and
shall be initiated whenever requested of the dean by one-third of
the faculty (tenured and nontenured) of the department. For the
purpose of the review there shall be created an ad hoc committee.
Committee membership shall include, but is not limited to, three
faculty members elected by the faculty of the department and two -

faculty members designated by the dean. (NOTE: The preceding sen-
tence was later modified. See final action.) The review committee
shall report its findings and recommendations to the dean and the
faculty of the department."

Dean Livermore seconded Dr. Gegenhefmer's motion.

Dr. Gegenheimer said that certain objections to the original report
rrom the Fahey committee had been considered and some changea had then been
incorporated into the statement included in his substitute motion. Of particular
interest, Dr. Gegenheimer said, was the new provision that a review shall be
initiated whenever requested of the dean by one third of the faculty (tenured and
nontenured) of the department. The designated proportion of one third was new as
was the provision that both nontenured and tenured members of the faculty may
submit the request.

At this time Dr. Steelink said he had noted that seated in the Senate
chamber were members of the faculty who are not members of the Senate. Ile said

he believed that during the discussion of the matter now before the house these
persons should be given the privilege of speaking, and he so moved. There were
several seconds and the motion carried with no dissenting vote heard.
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Dean Bleibtreu said he was pleased to report that the faculty of the
College of Liberal Arts had considered the new Fahey report thoroughly in a
recent meeting and it was the consensus of the faculty of that college that the
proposed statement should be adopted, Be said the Liberal Arts faculty was
supporting both the sense of the Fahey report and the language of the proposed
new statement to be published in the Faculty Manual.

Dr. Aifreda Meyers, a member of the faculty of the Department of
Oriental-Studies, was recognized. Dr. Meyers presented the following statement:

"As an historian I recognize sanctity of antiquity. t also realize that
since I was not alive in 1939, when Dean Reisen wrote his Suggested Principles
Concerning the Functions of Department Heads, I am somewhat suspect. However,
we have come here today to speak of the future . . . . and of change.

"First, I would like to articulate some of the unease which has been
generated in the past six weeks by the rumoured behind the scenes manipu-
lation of the discussion of the review process and of this Faculty Senate
meeting. For example, it is unfortunate that it is this meeting which was
delayed ten days, although there is no provision in the Constitution for
delaying a Faculty Senate meeting. It is also unfortunate that it is at this
meeting that a new, more regimented seating arrangement has been instituted.
Although not necessarily ominous, when considered in the light of reported
attempts to exclude opposition speakers from access to the floor, these
arrangements seem ire than coincidental. Furthermore, there are rumblings
to the effect that an attempt has been made to organize the administrative
component of the Faculty Senate to vote as a bloc, -- and judging from the
percentage of administrators represented in this body that would be a formi-
dable weapon to employ in opposition to a strong review procedure. This
reminds me of the time-honored principle of American politics ... when the
Senators are voting their own salary increases, the voters are nervous, It
is noteworthy that the rumoured effort to manipulate the parliamentary
procedure reportedly required a detailed examination of both the Faculty
Senate constitution and Robert's Rules of Order, I find it appalling that
in the halls of academia, where we might expect the strictest adherance to
the spirit of democracy, as espoused by our Constitution, these very principles
are apparently shunted aside in flagrant disconcern for the constituency which
this body represents.

"Perhaps the reason behind the flagrant disregard for the constituency
is the observed faculty apathy. I, too, have observed this apathy, in the
form of unwillingness to run for the Faculty Senate, coninents such as 'Why
bother', and inarticulate mutterings about policies followed by a shrug of
the shoulders. I do not deny the impotence of the University of Arizona
faculty. The question is 'Why'?

"The way this apathy is expressed suggests to me that we are dealing
with alienation generated by years of exclusion from the policy-making arena.
It is not irrational for a person, upon observing his or her contribution to
have little or no effect, to withdraw into grumblings and into alienation.
The result is most deleterious for the functioning of the university system.
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"We have here an opportunity to reverse this trend. We assemble bere
today to implement a system of review of administrators which could open
the way for the University of Arizona to develop into a great university.
And yet, I bave heard continually in thç last six weeks that we should
support the ad hoc report because we are not ready for what we really need.
In fact, the report's greatest virtue has been touted as its ineffectiveness.
While I agree the University of Arizona comes upon many ideas later than
other institutions, we are not incompetent. There is no reasonvhy we cannot
institute a procedure as close to that deemed desirable as possible. Why
must we settle for a mediocre, ineffectual solution which merely reflects the
present condition and does not solve future contingencies? Why can we not

dare to be great?

"There exists little argument regarding the principle of the review of

administrators Most agree the principle of review is desirable. The
problem arises when we begin to consider which administrators are to be
reviewed, by whom, and on what bases.

"There exists at the present time an alternate proposal which has been
most obvious by its exclusion from discussion and by the refusal to confront
the basic issues set forth in that proposal. As example of the inane and
irrelevant ctiticisms directed at the alternate proposal, I have been told
that the chief objection to that proposal is that it is too long.

"I have also been told that the formalized procedures will aggravate
and alienate departments which already have review criteria and procedures.
I am distressed by this criticism, for as I read the proposal, it says,
'The criteria upon which a department head's performance is evaluated (will)
be established immediately by a committee of the department and (will) contain
the provision for amendment'. Furthermore, that review committee is nominated

and elected by the entire department faculty. I would suggest the accom-

modation of departmental uniqueness is explicit.

N1 have even been told that formal procedures are impossible on a
university-w4e basis--this despite a formalized promotion and tenure proce-
dure to which all faculty, regardless of their departmental affiliatión are
subjected at least once in their academic careers.

"However, rather than deal with the objections to the alternate report,
I would like to review the most important principles enunciated in that plan.
First, accountability.

"The University of Arizona cannot be satisfied with pious statements
without pragmatic implementation and regularized accountability.

"Administrators are gradually, but ever so effectively, isolated from
the operational (teaching-research) level of the university. As a result,

they lose contact with the reality of the situation they supervise. Random

comments by department heads that they are the last to know about student or
faculty problems testify eloquently to this fact. And one may assume the
problem is compounded at higher levels of the administrative structure. Busy
as they are, department heads and other administrative personnel are approached
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oniy with crises. Thus, gradually, administrative personnel come to live
in a never, never land, blissfully ignorant of the daily pressures placed
on their faculty, staff, and students. The inevitable result unless the
administrator happens to be superhuman--which is generally not the case--
is that administrative decisions are made with distorted data. This is
inefficient. Policies which do not conform with the problems they are in-
tended to solve are nonfunctional. It is therefore absolutely essential to
correct this distortion by building into the University a review system
which requires administrators to be attuned both to their superiors' demanda
and their employees' needs. In such a system the administrator b position will
be strengthened for the administrator will know where he or she stands.

"To Implement such an ideal, the administrator must be accountable for
actions both to superiors and to faculty, staff, and students--who will, if
they are consulted on policy decisions, evaluations, and like matters, also
have a vested interest in the success of their leader.

"One of the objections to an instituted review process has been that
room for review already exists, in the form of an open-door policy. This
type of arrangement merely contributes to the lack of communication because
it places the burden of initiative on the faculty member who must 'bother'
the busy department head and must be willing to argue from an adversary
position to justify his case. And in the end the decision still rests with
the department head. Is it any wonder the only situations of which an
administrator becomes aware are crises?

"The principle which is recognized in accountability rectifies the
balance of distorted administrative perceptions and provides a mechanism
for voluntary cooperation and support from the faculty and students. The
principle of accountability provides a two-way flow of information and
evaluation, minimizes antagonism and maximizes harmony among the various
levels of administrative responsibility.

"This principle of accountability is notably lacking in the general tenor
of the Fahey report. As structured, the Fahey system while asserting the
principle of review on which there is agreément, retains the mechanism of
'faculty revolt in order to review', and retains the exclusion of faculty
opinion in the final decision king of the administrative superior.

"The alternate proposal specifies a mechanism to implement the principle
of accountability.

"In short, the Fahey report ignores the problem of faculty alienation.
The alternate proposal addresses that alienation.

"The second principle enunciated in the alternate proposal is that of
due process. The constitutional guarantee of due process applies to both
faculty and administrators and is essential to the functioning of the insti-
tution. Due process is a procedure which guarantees a fair hearing, guar-
antees an established procedure and guarantees the right of the individual
to be confronted by his evaluators and to know the specific nature of the
charges against or the evaluation of his performance. It also guarantees
an opportunity to rectify any problem, before a final decision is made. In
short, due process in conjunction with accountability minimizes the tendency
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toward capricious and arbitrary behavior on the part of either administrators
or faculty. Thus is eliminated possibility for illegal or damaging actions
for which the University becomes liable. Furthermore, the guarantee of due
process encourages faculty input by protecting them from arbitrary and
capricious actions by administrators. (It is not a rare occurrence when
faculty and administration disagree that the administrators' defensiveness
causes retaliation.) Thus, via due process the alienation of the faculty can
be overcome.

The Fahey report by omitting a procedure- for due process protects neither
the faculty nor the administrator. The alternate report builds in a procedural
mechanism to guarantee due process to both faculty members and administrators.
(We did not forget the administrator.)

"One of the supposed benefits of the Fahey plan is its flexibility, in that
it does not have an established procedure for the review process. I would
argue that it is this very lack of procedure which destroys the credibility
of the plan.

"To effect the principle of accountability and due process the alternate
report--suggests an impersonal and explicit channel to handle the review process.
It provides a mechanism by which hostile situations can be defused. It incor-
porates the possibility of outside arbitration. It translates conflicting ideas
into innovative policy making. In short, the greatest flexibility in policy
making and review can only be achieved under an explicit and regularized
procedure. The alternate report provides such a procedure.

"The ad hoc committee report and its defenders espouse the ideal of trust.
This implies that we are dealing in the best of all possible worlds, whereas
the existing problems at the University of Arizona indicate we are not. The
alternate report devises procedures to deal with the real world.

"What has been missed in the various discussions regarding the Fahey report
and the alternate proposal is that advocates of the alternate proposal are not
asking incorporation of various details from their report into the Fahey report.
They are, in fact, saying, 'Scrap the Fahey report and start over'. They, like
the authors of the Fahey report strongly endorse the principle of review. They
extend that review to all administrative personnel.

"The advocates of the alternate proposal would call for a ñew ccnmtittee,
representative of the constituency of the Faculty Senate (including women,
minorities, and graduate students) and instruct that new committee to produce
a plan which incorporates the principles of accountability and due process.

"I would like to call for a motion to appoint a committee which is so
representative and which is charged with devising a review procedure which is
modeled upon the proposal of the Committee on the Status of University Women
already before you." (For the full statement of the proposed procedure
presented by the Committee on the Status of University Women, see Senate
minutes of February 4, 1974.)

Professor Ray Davis said he thought it would be a mistake to try to
regiment policy on this matter by establishing a precise University-wide procedure.
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He said it would be far preferable to let each college develop its own procedural
rules taking into account its unique character and traditions, subject of course
to the general outer constraints provided by the ad hoc couunittee's reconmiendation,
He said he was urging the Senate to sustain the motion before it. Let each college
go to work to establish its own rules, It is realized a college cannot trespass
the outer limits that would have been laid down, He thought it would be a mistake
for the Senate to try to dictate uniform institutional-wide policy to the colleges.
Diversity is needed and healthy, he said. Professor Davis said that while he saw
merit in some of the recoimnendations of the Conmittee on the Status of University
Women, he thought these should be referred to the various colleges and departments
for consideration. Some of these principles might very well be incorporated into
the guidelines developed by the various colleges and departments. He said he would
agree with those who claimed that there should be review of administrative positions
beyond the department level but that should be considered as a separate question and
not part of the motion before the Senate concerning a review of department chairmen.
A separate coimnittee could be created to develop procedures for review of the ad-
ministrative officers of the colleges within the University or of the University
itself,

Dr. Joyner said that he had been active during the last decade and a half
in the Connuittee of Eleven and the Faculty Senate and one thing throughout those
years that he felt the faculty had anxiously been seeking was now provided for in
the reconinendat ion of the Fahey report and that was to give more autonomy to colleges
and departments. He wished to be on record as supporting the final Fahey coimnittee
reconinendation as it stood. Other questions, referring to review of administrative
performance at the college or higher level, should be considered as separate matters,
Not to approve the Fahey report at this juncture, he said, would be a step backward
and unfortunate. He saw the Fahey report as being, if adopted, thé fruition of many
years of ardent wishing and good work. He said he would further urge the Senate to
be practical. Certain changes have to be evolved step by step and there should not
be an effort to accomplish everything at one fell swoop. He again urged adoption of
the report as it was presented.

Dean Hull said that he had questions about the semantics of the proposed
procedure. He said it seemed to him not correct to provide first that each college
shall formulate its own guidelines for departmental government and thon nay that
each department shall formulate its own specific policies and procédures* He said
he also questioned the provision that "coninittee membership shall include, but is
not limited to, three faculty members elected by the department and two faculty
members designated by the dean", He wondered if this would not permit a department
to create a review procedure involving an overly large representation of faculty
members, Dr. Gegenheimer said he did not believe that anyone felt that the language
describing the committee membership needed to be precisely that of the wording in
the statement. He felt this might be revised. He did feel, however, that there
was no confusion, semantic or otherwise, in the manner in which the statement's
points were presented. What the conmiittee vas trying to do, he said, was to indicate
that there shall be a review and that it should be done at least at the prescribed
frequency, Guidelines as to principle are first set up and then guidelines as to
specific procedures are provided.

Dean Hull said he thought the statement might best be revised so that the
third paragraph would be stated first and the first two paragraphs would then follow.
Dr. Gegenheimer questioned this, saying it is more important first to look at the
broader picture, the general question of governance itself. Secondly then comes the
more specific matter, that is, the review of departmental administration. He said

* and then proceed to suggest guidelines for the implementation of the periodic
review process.
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while he had no pride of authorship, since he was not one of the authors, he could
not accept Dean Hull's objections to the order in which the principles concerned
were presented in the statement.

Dr. Gegenheimer said he wanted to comment on Dr. Meyers' remark about
the statement of Dean Emil Reisen's attached to the original Fahey report. This
was not in any way intended to be a part of the report, he emphasized, It had
been included for its historical interest, to provide information about certain
procedures that at one time were established and well understood in the College
of Liberal Arts.

Dr. Thompson said that the final Fahey report was an attempt to respond
to a number of coements, suggestions, etc., that had come to the committee after
the distribution of its initial report. All that was intended by the wording
"committee membership shall include, but is not limited to", he explained, was to
assure that the committee chairman or members should be free to call on any outside
assistance they felt might be helpful to them in their deliberations. Dr. Thompson
then moved to delete from the next to last sentence of the third paragraph 'of the
Fahey recommendation the words "but is not limited to" and Insert following the
words "of the department" the words "in accordance with departmental
regulations". The motion was seconded by Dr, Joyner.

Dean Livermore said he felt he must oppose the amendment if it meant
outsiders could not be on the committee. He said in the case of the College of
Law, for instance, it might be appropriate to have a representative of the Bar
Association sit on such a committee. Dr. Thompson said that the words "shall
include" were intentionally used instead of the words "shall consist of" in order
to make it possible for a wider representation to be provided if it were so desired,
The question on Dr. Thompson's motion was called for and it carried,

The chair next recognized Dr. Charles Zukoski of the Department of Surgery
who asked why we should "expect every department to invent the wheel", The result
might be that every department on campus would develop a different system. He
wondered if the Senate shouldn't be expected to come up with more specific Uni-
versity-wide rules, He urged that provision be made for accountability 'and, since
accountability is a two-way Street, provision should be made for faculty members
to be accountable to the administration and for the administration to be accountable
to the faculty.

Dr. Gegenheimer said that, speaking for the Fahey committee, he could
point out that the committee had indeed obtained reactions about the question under
discussion from many different departments. The reaction of the faculties of some
colleges had also been obtained. The point should be emphasized, he said, that
many departments on this campus already have established satisfactory procedures
for the review of departmental administration. It was felt that it would be wrong
to ask these departments to discard something that has been working very well for
many years in order to conform with some more standarized University-wide scheme.
Many departments have precise, extensive mechanisms. It is presumed, of course,
that there will be uniformity within a given college since the departments of that
college would be operating under guidelines developed by that college.

Dr. Marlys Witte of the Department of Surgery said she sensed that there
was consensus in the Senate that there should be guidelines regarding the
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accountability of administrators. She further sensed that there was consensus
that there should be autonomy of colleges. The real question, she felt, which
might be unresolvable was, "What is the college?" Is the college the adminis-
tration or is the college the faculty? Dr. Witte said the Senate might well consider
adopting the only AAUP guideline that deals with the head of a department and that
is one included in the statement of principles adopted by the American Association
of University Professors in 1966 that says that a department head should be elected
by a department or appointed in conformity with the judgment of the members of the
department. The department head has a special obligation to build a department
strong in scholarship and teaching capacity.

The chair next recognized Jean Parker, a graduate teaching assistant in
Economics and instructor in the Department of Oriental Studies, who said it was her
impression from discussion of this matter on the campus that many members of the
faculty found the recommendations of the Fabey committee unsatisfactory. She did
sense there was considerable support for the recommendations of the Committee on
the Status of University Women. She said she felt the University of Arizona is
ready to take a big step at this time and should act boldly by adopting the policy
recommended by CSTJW. She said she would like to point out further that the member-
ship of the Fahey committee included four administrators and only one faculty member.

The chair next recognized Dr. Don Myers of the Department of Mathematics.
He said he wondered what implementation procedure would be followed if the Fahey
report 'were adopted. The language says that there shall be a review but does not
indicate when. Does this mean, for example, that every department in the College
of Liberal Arts would be conducting its review at the same time five years hence?
He thought some phasing-in of the procedure should be provided. President Schaefer
commented that he felt some phased arrangement for implementing the review procedure
would be desirable.

Dr. Gegenheimer said that while he knew the ad hoc committee chaired by
Dr. Fahey was not anxious to be perpetuated, perhaps the members would be willing
to continue to exist as a committee to receive reports on implementation and hold
themselves ready to give assistance whenever possible. He said he would like to
point out, in answer to Miss Parker's conment, that there are more than one faculty
member on the âommittee, namely Dr. Blitzer and himself. The other members include
a department chairman, an assistant executive vice president, and two deans. He
said he would further have to say, having sat many years as a "non-administrative
member" of the University Advisory Council, that administrators on any issue are
seldom all of one like mind. Many views are held and expressed.

Dr. Thompson said he felt it was important to emphasize that the report
before the Senate today had evolved directly out of the original report presented
at the February meeting. The new language was, simply an effort to incorporate certain
points of view that had been expressed in the discussion following the release of
the initial report and provide ways of imp,lementation, but surely there was no change
of mind here. The principles of the original report are still as basic and as
thoroughly supported by the committee as ever.

Dr. Tomizuka said he hoped Lt was realized that something very similar
to what was recommended in the Fahey report was already in operation throughout the
campus in many departments. People should not be afraid of a review procedure, he
said. The University is not going to fall apart if the ad hoc committee's recom-
mendation is adopted. The Department of Physics has had a similar procedure for a
long time. He saw the recommendation simply as a recognition and a formalization
of a procedure that has been going on for a long time. He said he objected to
comments that some procedure such as this is necessary to upgrade the quality of
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the institution, The quality of the institution, he emphasized, 18 based on the
quality of the faculty and of the students.

The question on the motion to adopt the revised recouinendatioimof the
Fahey report vas called for and carried with no dissenting vote heard.

The statement as finally adopted, incorporating approved changes in
the wording, was as follows:

"Each college shall formulate its own guidelines for departmental
government. Within this framework each department shall then formulate
its own specific policies and procedures for operation,

Though the dean of a college makes the determination as to who shall
serve as department head within that college, it is the policy of the
University that each college shall provide a formal mechanism allowing
every member of the faculty of a department to provide the dean information
relevant to that determination.

There shall be conducted a comprehensive review of departmental adininis-
tration not less frequently than every five years. A review may also be
initiated at any time at the discretion of the dean, and shall be initiated
whenever requested of the dean by one-third of the faculty (tenured and non-
tenured) of the department. For the purpose of the review there shall be
created an ad hoc committee. Committee membership shall include three
faculty members elected by the faculty of the department in accordance with
departmental regulations and two faculty members designated by the dean.
The review committee shall report its findings and recommendations to the
dean and the faculty of the department."

Dr. Steelink then made the following motion:

"To insure campus-wide implementation of the committee recom-
mendation, each department head and each dean shall submit guidelines
for departmental governments to the ad hoc Committee. The ad hoc
Committee will report back to the Faculty Senate on the status of
these guidelines not later than 7 months after ratification by the
Senate of the Committee recommendation."

Dr. Joyner seconded the motion.

Dr. Battan spoke in opposition to this motion. He said he felt one
reason the Fahey report had been adopted was because the faculty wants to play
a larger role in University affairs. The unanimity of the vote of the Senate in
adopting the Fahey report so indicates. There are many administrators in the
Senate who voted in favor of the motion. The administration has demonstrated its
faith in the faculty. Dr. Battan said he felt the faculty should now show that
it has faith in the administration. To adopt a motion like Dr. Steelink's and
say, "Look. We are now going to be a watchdog on you and set up a seven-month
time limit" would be completely out of order. The question was called for and
Dr. Steelink's motion lost.

ADOPTION (P MOTION TO REQUEST THE PESIDEIfl TO APPOINT A COMMITTEE TO STUDY
REVIEW OF ADMINISTRATION AT COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY lEVEL: Professor Davis moved
that President Schaefer be asked to appoint a committee to study the question of
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developing means of review of the institution's administrators at the college
and University level with the understanding that the membership of the committee
would include administrators, tenured faculty members, nontenured faculty members,
and students. Several seconds to the motion were heard and it carried,

APPROVAL OF HONORARY DEGREES: The Senate then went into executive session and
considered and approved four honorary degrees to be conferred at the 1974
Commencement. These next will be acted upon by the General Faculty of the University.

COEIMENCEMENT SPEAKER, ANNOUNCEMEI? RE: President Schaefer announced that the
1974 Commencement speaker would be Dr. Roger Tory Peterson, one of America's
most distinguished ornithologists.

The meeting adjourned at 4:20 o'clock.

")
avid L. Windsor, Secretary

David Butler, Assistant Secretary




