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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Friday, April i1, 1978 Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session on Friday, April 1)4,

1978, in the Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Sixty-eight members
were present with Vice President Weaver presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Altschul, Atwater, Barefield, Bartlett, Beach, Benjamin,
Blackwell, Boone, Briggs, Caidwell, Chin, K. Clark,
R. Clark, Cole, Coxon, Crist, DeWalt, Edwards,
Ehrenkranz, Epperson, Finical, Garcia, Graham, Guptill,
Hall, Hawkins, Henderson, Hull, Inman, Jones, Kassander,
Kettel, Kneebone, LaBan, Lebowitz, Linkhart, Malik,
Manes, Mautner, Meredith, Metcalfe, Miller, Myers,
Nelson, Odishaw, Pickens, Prosser, Rehm, Ridge,
Rosenberg, Roubicek, Rush, Schaefer, Sigworth, Skinner,
Sorensen, Steelink, Sumner, Svob, Thompson, Tomizuka,
Townsend, Weaver, Wiersma, Windsor, Witte, Woloshin,
and Wrenn. Dr. Robert Sankey was present as parlia-
mentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Arenz, Butler, Carr, Dinham, Dresher, DuVal, Gaines,
Gourley, Heusinkveld, Hyland, Johnson, Laird,
Manning, Marchello, Matlock, Munsinger, Paplanus,
Paulsen, Peterson, Rosenblatt, Rusk, and Webb.

INTRODUCTION OF ASUA PRESIDENT DOUG EHRENKRANZ: Dr. Weaver recognized the new
president of the Associated Students of the University of Arizona, Doug Ehrenkranz,
who had been inaugurated earlier in the day. Mr. Ehrenkranz will be continuing
as a student representative in the Faculty Senate, a post he has held during
the 1977-78 year.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of March 6, 1978 were approved
as distributed, with two corrections. On page 58 of those minutes, in the first
sentence of the fifth whole paragraph and in the first sentence of the eighth
paragraph, the reference to Dr. Henderson should be corrected to read, "Dr.
Heusinkveld".

REPORTS FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY AND THE PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIATED
STUDENTS: Dr. Myers informed the Senate that legislative committees had
instructed staff to begin drafting proposed legislation which would revise the
benefits of the Arizona Public Employees Retirement program, including those
for participants both in the System and the Plan. Two recent actuarial studies
have confirmed the fact that the retirement fund is in excellent condition;
therefore, it is being proposed that the benefits of persons presently under
retirement be increased in some instances by as much as 10 percent. Further,
study is being given to proposed legislation permitting early retirement at
full benefits at some age earlier than 65, assuming a minimum number of years
of service had been completed. Apparently serious consideration is being given
to permitting early retirement at age 60, assuming the employee had completed
25 years of service to the state.



- 61 -

Dr. jyers said that consideration is being given to increasing the
!!past service" benefit from 1¼% to l½% per year of service before 1967.
Dr. Myers said that he was sure members of the Senate would be interested in
following the progress of Senate Bills 1088 and 1089 which are concerned with
retirement benefits.

ASUA President Ehrenkranz said that the new administration of student
government would continue to be extremely interested in the activities of the
Faculty Senate. Students are interested in having appropriate maximum input in
all levels of the University governence because they are vitally interested in
everything that happens in and out of the classroom. It is the hope of the
leaders of ASUA that University of Arizona students will receive the best
education possible in the best environment possible, maintaining the excellence
of the institution.

Mr. Ehrenkranz announced that the information poll being conducted in
selected classes to determine student interest in the proposed recreational
sports complex would be continuing into the following week. The results would
be announced as soon as possible.

REPORTS FROM STANDING COMMITTEES: Dr. LaBan, reporting for Chairperson Dinham
of the Academic Procedures Committee, told the Senate that the committee was
meeting monthly and was continuing to concern itself with such matters as
promotion and tenure, sabbatical leave, and retirement. He commented that the
committee was continuing to receive helpful support from the Office of the
Executive Vice President.

Dr. Steelink, Chairman of the University Planning Committee, reported
that the questionnaire developed by the committee to be sent to the members
of the Faculty Senate to obtain certain information that the committee felt
would be helpful for wise long-range planning for the institution, had been
distributed. To date responses had been received from 1t7 senators, approximately
half of the body. The detailed results of the survey will be released later,
he said, but he said he would share with the Senate the answers to certain
questions received thus far. In answer to the question asking individual
senators whether they would like to participate in University planning, Yes
answers were exceeding No answers five to one. In answer to the question
whether or not it was felt the Senate represents a cross section of the
institution's personnel, the Yes and No answers were running 50/50. Those
responding negatively felt that there are too many administrators in the Senate
and that it is not a true faculty body. In answer to the question concerning
whether the rewards structure of the University is fair, the majority of
answers indicated that it was felt that there is not enough recognition for
teaching and service. In answer to questions about the faculty learning about
administrative decisions, it was suggested that more regular reports be made by
the administration to the Senate and that more written reports be furnished all
members of the faculty.

Dr. Steelink said more information about the findings of the survey
would be provided later.

CATALOG MATERIAL AS FURNISHED SENATE MEMBERS IN "CURRICULUM" BULLETIN: The
Senate approved catalog material as furnished Senate members in "Curriculum"
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bulletin, Vol. 7, No. 1 (issue date of April 10, 1978). (Dean Manes stated
that he thought the remark on page 3 of the bulletin about the Interiors:
Merchandising Major was gratuitous and should best be not circulated.)

REPORT OF COMMI'rrEi TO STUDY REVIEW OF ADMINISTRATION AT COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY
LEVEL: Dr. Weaver called for the report of the ad hoc Committee on the Review
of College-Level and University-Level Administrators. He pointed out that
in the copy of the report circulated to the senators in advance of the meeting
the listing of the committee membership had failed to include Dr. Richard Munroe.
He then introduced Professor Ray Davis, Chairman of the ad hoc committee.

The report read as follows:

FINAL REPORT OF AD HOC COMMITTEE

REVIEW OF COLLEGE-LEVEL AND UNIVERSITY-LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS

March 30, 1978

INTRODUCTION

On November 18, 1976 President Schaefer appointed an ad hoc committee
in response to a resolution of the Senate asking him to select a "committee
to study the question of developing means of review of the institution's
administrators at the college and university levels." The members of the
committee were Dr. Gerald W. Brock, Dr. Frank LaBan, Dr. Edgar McCullough,
Dr. Richard Munroe, Dr. Edward L. Nigh, Dr. Robert L. Wrenn, Mr. Andrew
Federhar, and Mr. Ray J. Davis who was designated chairman. During the
final deliberations of the committee Dr. Nigh was on leave and Dr. McCullough

resigned.

PROCEDURE

The committee obtained information about administrator review
systems from (1) the report of November 1973 from the Ad Hoc
Committee on Review of Administrators which recommended periodic
review of department heads, (2) other materials provided by Dean
Fahey who chaired that committee, (3) review systems from compar-
able universities, (4) faculty members, (5) persons at the univer-
sity who have been reviewed and (6) college-level and university-
level administrators of this institution.

The committee decided to consider separately reviews of
college administrators and reviews of university administrators.

1. College-level

The committee decided to recommend that academic deans be
reviewed on a periodic basis by their supervising vice-presidents.
Deans who do not administer instructional units of the university
are not covered by our recommendation. Associate and assistant
deans and other administrators within the colleges are also outside
our recommendations. But, when relevant, a dean's effectiveness
in working with and in supervisinc associate and assistant deans
shall be considered in connection with review of the dean.
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We prepared aproposed review system and circulated-a draft
of it for comment among the academic deans and the vice-presidents
who will carry out the reviews. The suggestions received by the
committee were used in the process of formulating the recommended
draft.

2. University-level

At the university-level the committee decided to recommend
a flexible system for presidential review of the vice-presidents.
Since the president is responsible to the Board of Regents, the
committee decided that any review of him should properly be a
matter for consideration by him and the board. Our proposed
recommendations on review of the vice-presidents by the president
were forwarded to the president and the vice-presidents for their
comments.

RECOMMENDATI ONS

The committee unanimously recommends adoption of the two
periodic review systems appended to this report.

For the Ad Hoc Committee by
ç-) e-

Ray J. Davis, Chairman

PERIODIC REVIEW OF ACADEMIC DEANS

Reviewing Official. Academic deans shall be reviewed
periodically by the vice-president who supervises their college
or division.

Timing. The initial review of a dean shall be started with-
in five years of the dean's date of appointment or within two
years of adoption of this review system, whichever occurs later.
Thereafter reviews shall take place at intervals no greater than
each five years. The president or vice-president may initiate
a review before completion of a five-year period. A dean may
request a review before completion of a five-year period. Also
a review shall be initiated before completion of afive-year.
period upon presentation to the vice-president of a request
signed by one-third of the faculty of a college.
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3. Scope. Reviews shall consider administration by academic
deans in relationship to their activities and roles within their
college, among other university administrators, and between their
college and any non-university constituencies. When relevant,
a dean's effectiveness in working with and supervising associate
and assistant deans shall be considered.

4. Purposes. Reviews shall be performed in order to:

Improve corrimunications concerning academic administration;
and to

Evaluate performance by academic deans.

5. Duration. Reviews shall be carried out as expeditiously as
possible, and in no event shall take more than one semester.

6. Prodedure. The following procedure shall be used for reviews:

a. The vice-president shall give notice to the dean that a
review is being initiated.

b. The dean shall prepare and submit to the vice-president
for use during the review the following materials:

A statement reviewing the dean's activities,
role and administrative duties;

A statement indicating particular aspects of that
role and of those administrative duties which the
dean wishes to have reviewed; and

A list of persons or groups within the college,
at the university, and from any non-university
constituencies of the college who the dean
suggests participate in the review.

c. The dean may also submit to the vice-president for use
during the review such documentation concerning the status of the
college and other relevant materials as the dean believes would

be useful.

d. The vice-president, in consultation with the dean, shall
select a review committee. The committee shall consist of per-
Sons selected from the college faculty whose dean is being re-
viewed (including three faculty members elected by the faculty
of the college), and (in multiple department colleges) from
department heads in the college. It may also consist of persons
selected from other university administrators, students of the
college, and any non-university constituencies of the college.
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The review committee shall obtain such information from
such sources as necessary to carry out the purposes of review
and to fulfill its scope. The materials provided by the dean to
the vice-president as part of the review shall be submitted to
the committee by the vice-president and shall be used by the
committee in conducting the review. An evaluation questionnaire
shall be prepared by the committee; and the questionnaire,
accompanied by such materials provided by the dean to the vice-
president as would be useful in responding to it, shall be cir-
culated.to every member of the faculty of the college whose
dean is being evaluated and to all associate and assistant deans
of the college. Information may also be gathered by the committee
from other persons who interact on a regular basis with the dean,
such as some of the staff of the college, university administrators,
students and any non-university constituencies. Information may
be obtained through personal interviews of the dean and others,
from letters and by any other appropriate means.

The committee shall evaluate iñformation received, pre-
pare a report for the vice-president containing a statement of
their findings and recommendations, and submit the report to the
vice-president and to the dean.

After the vice-president and dean have considered the
report, they shall discuss it. The dean shall he given an
opportunity to make comments upon it and raise cTuestions about
it. After the vice-president and dean have conferred about
the report, they shall prepare a plan for implementation of
such recommendations from the report as in their judgment will
enhance the administration of the college.

The vice-president shall prepare a summary of the com-
mittee report and the plan. This summary shall be in such detail
as the vice-president deems appropriate. The summary shall be
provided to the dean and sent to all members of the faculty of
the college and to associate and assistant deans in the college.
It also may be sent to such persons and groups as the vice-
president and dean agree upon.

The vice-president shall provide the president and such
other persons as the president directs with such reports, plans,
and summaries as the president directs.

Upon completion of the review, the data upon which the
reports, summaries, and plans are based need not be retained.

PERIODIC REVIEW OF VICE-PRESIDENTS

The president shall conduct periodic reviews of the vice-
presidents, following such procedures and utilizing such assist-
ance from committees and other persons as the president deems
appropriate. These reviews shall take place at least every five
years. The president shall report by letter to the faculty a
summary of the findings from each review.
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Dr. Davis said he felt the report was self-explanatory and asked if
there was any discussion. Dr. Witte said that she thought that in earlier
discussion, before the committee was created, the opinion had been expressed
that such review should be made by fellow faculty members and by students.
The proposed procedure calls for review by supervising administrators. Was
an additional report to be expected from the committee proposing review by a
faculty and student group? Professor Davis answered that this report was the
committee's final one. He said the committee had studied a wide spectrum of
review systems used at other institutions and had reached the conclusion that
what was proposed would be the best. The procedure proposed does provide
opportunity for a good mix of input from an array of sources which could
well include faculty and student members, he said. In fact it probably would.
Mr. Linkhart noted that the procedure for the review of deans calls for a
review committee. However the review of vice presidents calls only for review
by the President. He asked why a committee procedure vas not suggested for
this review as well. Professor Davis responded that the procedure proposed
suggests the President can follow whatever procedure is felt to be
appropriate, including utilizing assistance from "committees and other persons".
He said the committee felt it would be impossible to devise one System
appropriate for all situations. The vice presidents represent such a variety
of responsibilities. For example, student representation would not be appropriate
on the review group of one vice president where they might indeed be very helpful
on another. The saine would apply to faculty participation. This should be
left to the best judgment of the President, the committee had felt.

Dr. Bartlett questioned the appropriateness in the review of a college
dean of the final summary report developed from committee reports being
prepared by the vice president, this being the report that is finally circulated
to all members of the faculty of the college and to associate and assistant deans.
What if the vice president happens to be a "stinker", he asked. Professor Davis
responded that any system was only as effective as the individuals participating
in it. The ad hoc committee had felt that the procedure outline provided the
best opportunity for interaction. However it had not been felt that it would
be desirable for the full review to be distributed. The privacy of the dean
must be protected. Therefore it had been agreed that a summary report rather
than a complete and detailed report should be circulated. Dr. Bartlett said
that if only a summary report is going to be made, might not the summary,
prepared by the vice president, distort the material somewhat. Professor Davis
said the committee had felt that such reviews would be conducted in an
appropriate manner.

The question was asked what purpose it was felt these reviews would
serve. Professor Davis referred to Sections ) a. and b. which read, "Reviews
shall be performed in order to: a) Improve communications concerning academic
administration; and to b) Evaluate performance by academic deans."

It was pointed out that the committee's report came to the Senate
as a motion to accept. Several seconds were heard. The motion to accept
the report of the ad hoc committee to adopt the two periodic review systems
failed by a vote of 28 to 21.

Dr. Myers then moved that the question of the matter of review of
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college-level and university-level administrators be referred to the Senate
Committee on Academic Procedures. Several seconds were heard and the motion
carried.

Mr. Mautner asked if Dr. Myers intended instructions to go to the
Committee on Academic Procedures in connection with this question. Dr. Myers
explained that he could not speak for the Senate.

REPORT OF AID HOC COMMITTEE ON STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN STUDENT SERVICES: Dr.

Weaver recognized Dr. Wrenn, Chairman of the Senate Ad Hoc Committee on
Student Participation in Student Services, who reminded the Senate that
originally a resolution from the Student Senate, sponsored by Mike Arenz,
recommending the creation of student boards to participate in policy making
in certain areas of student services, had been considered by the Faculty
Senate. The Senate had referred the question to the University Planning
Committee and that committee had reported back to the Senate that the
Planning Committee felt that this matter was not an appropriate one for it

to consider. The Executive Committee had then asked President Schaefer to
appoint an ad hoc committee to study the matter and this had been done. The

committee was now bringing its report to the Senate, as follows:

"REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE FROM THE AD HOC COMMITTEE
ON STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN STUDENT SERVICES

"After considering the letter written on Novenber 23, 1977, by
Mike Arenz, ASUA senator, to the Faculty Senate, we respectfully request
that the Senate endorse the following recommendations:

That through the establishment of student boards, student partici-
pation in policy making be enhanced in the following services
(1) Facility Development, (2) Student Union, and (3) Student Housing.

That in September 1978, and in subsequent Septembers, the directors
of the three agencies listed above meet with their student boards to
plan a schedule of regular meetings.

That the student boards have responsibility for questioning, discussing,
and making recommendations concernïng current and future policies of
the agencies, including fiscal policies; also, that each student board
devise a means by which individuals in the student body at large can
convey to the director opinions about services provided by the agency
and services needed (it being understood that the three agencies work
within policies set by the Board of Regents).

1. That the constituency of the student boards be as follows:

Facility Development: 5 students

Student Union: 5 students

Student Housing: 7 students selected from the Interdorm Council
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5. That the board members for Facility Development and the Student Union
be selected by ASUA, and the board members for Student Housing, by
the Interdorm Council.

The Committee

Mike Aren z

Richard M. Edwards
Billie Jø Inman
Frank Wiersma
Robert L. Wrenn, Chairman"

Dr. Barefield asked if the committee in reaching its conclusions
had received input from the directors of the agencies concerned. Dr. Wrenn

answered No. Dr. Sigworth asked if the student board concerned with student
housing would include students living in married student housing such as
Christopher City or Polo Village. Mr. Benjamin explained there is no reason
why representatives of these units could not be involved. They certainly
could apply for selection for service on the board as would any other interested

student living in campus housing. Dr. Hawkins asked how ASUA would select its
board members for the groups concerned with facility development and the

Student Union. Mr. Ehrenkranz said that the usual procedure for obtaining
student members of various committees would be followed. Advertising for
interested students to apply would be conducted by several means including
announcements in the Arizona Daily Wildcat. The usual screening procedure

through the Student Senate would then be followed. Certainly all interested

persons in any of these areas would be most welcome to apply.

Dean Hull said he noted that originally the Student Senate resolution
had been concerned with student boards for five groups. In addition to the

three mentioned in the Wrenn report, Concerts and Public Affairs and the

Student Health Center had been listed. He noted that the Wrenn report referred

to student boards for only three groups. Dr. Wrenn explained that it had

been determined that student boards were already in place and functioning

in connection with the other two activities.

Mr. Linkhart moved adoption of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee
on Student Participation in Student Services. Several seconds to the motion

were heard and the motion carried.

RECOMMENDATION FROM COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN REGARDING FACULTY MANUAL STATEMENT
CONCERNING AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY PROCEDURES RELATING TO
RESEARCH GRANT CONTRACTS: Dr. Myers referred to the report from the Committee
of Eleven recently distributed to Senate members recommending adoption by
the Senate of a statement for inclusion in the Faculty Manual concerning

affirmative action and equal opportunity procedures relating to research

grant contracts.

The Committee of Eleven report, and the statement proposed for
inclusion in the Manual were as follows:
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"Some time ago the Committee of Eleven was made aware of potential
problems arising out of the administration of contracts, grants or awards
from foreign countries or institutions in foreign countries. Because
of differences in culture and custom, there is the potential for
discrimination. Such discrimination might be difficult to prevent or
remedy because of the complications of foreign jurisdiction. To make
clear the University's intentions and minimize misunderstandings, the
Committee of Eleven recommends that the Senate adopt the following
statement for inclusion in the Faculty Manual.

"The policy is not intended to infringe on the prerogatives of
investigators or those writing grant proposals where no hiring or
assigning of faculty/staff is involved in the contract or grant.

CONTRACTS WITH OTHER COUNTRIES

University of Arizona Affirmative Action/Equal Employment
Opportunity policy governs employment practices relating
to the adinthistration of contracts between the University
and other parties, including those in other countries.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT

The University of Arizona is an Equal Employment Opportunity!
Affirmative Action Employer and will not discriminate on
the basis of sex, race, creed, religion, color or national
origin.

The University of Arizona will not discriminate in its
administration of contracts with other entities, will not
participate in any such discrimination by contracting
entities, and will not allow discrimination against
University personnel by contracting entities.

Examples of prohibited discriminatory action include the
following:

Refusal on the bases listed above of entry visas
or work permits to individuals qualified to perform
assigned responsibilities.

Formal or informal agreements or understandings not to
assign or hire individuals because of religious affilia-
tion, race, sex, color, or national origin.

NOTICE TO CONTRACT PARTICIPANTS

When formal contract negotiations are commenced or not less
than 60 days before the signing of a contract with governments,
agencies or universities in other countries, all signatories
or their representatives shall be furnished a copy of this
statement.
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In order that University faculty and staff have adequate
opportunity to be considered for participation in any such
contracts, the office of the Vice President for Research
shall distribute information pertaining to such potential
contracts. This shall be done when formal negotiation
commences or not less than 60 days prior to the signing
of the contract and will identify the country, academic
disciplines involved, and whom to contact at the University
for further information.

. MONITORING COMPLIANCE

The University of Arizona Affirmative Action Committee has
jurisdiction over such contracts, but any department,
school, college or other unit of the University participating
in the contract shall monitor compliance and shall report
any violations to the Affirmative Action Committee.

Dr. Myers moved approval of the report and several seconds were heard.
Dr. Myers said that the Committee of Eleven had become aware of certain
situations at other institutions which give rise to concern that perhaps the
potential existed for similar difficulties to occur at the University of
Arizona. If these did indeed happen they could have a negative effect on
personnel at the University of Arizona. The Committee of Eleven had studied
the whole question carefully and had discussed it with Vice President Kassander,
he said.

Dr. Kassander said that he of course was intimately familiar with
the entire question being considered. He said he wished it made absolutely
clear that he had no reservations of any sort about the proposed policy or the
importance of accomplishïng what the proposal seeks to do. Certainly the
Committee of Eleven and the Faculty Senate should anticipate the full cooperation
of his office in implementing whatever decision is reached. He said he wanted
to point out, however, certaïn problems that could arise if the proposal were
adopted, so far as the faculty's operating in the international arena is
concerned. He said he would then propose an alternative.

Dr. Kassander then read the following statement to the Senate:

"No one can possibly object to the Equal Employment Opportunity
Statement of the Committee of Eleven report. Except for the two
examples explicitly cited, it contains nothing not regularly
stated as University policy and carefully monitored at every
opportunity where potential discrimination is possible.

"If it is the Senate's wish, the Office of the Vice President
for Research will certainly carry out the policy as proposed. As
a practical matter, this can best be accomplished by including an
insert to the RESEARCH REVIEW or in QUE PASA? the required
information from our Routing Sheet for each proposal on which the
'Foreign Countries' box is checked.

"However, each senator should carefully poll his/her constituency
since there are two problems on which he/she should be able to feel
adequately advised. These are:



"(i) Faculty members are not discouraged by administration
from rather serious discussions before the actual proposal
appears for administration approval. Therefore the Office of the
Vice President for Research may have little involvement 'when
formal negotiation commences.' Much is left to the discretion of
the faculty member, department head, dean, or director. Further-
more, '60 days prior to the signing' may be quite impossible from
a faculty point of view. Senators should carefully determine
whether the faculty wishes these considerably increased constraints.
It makes little difference to the Office of the Vice President for
Research. Every relevant proposal could easily be held in suspense
for 60 days prior to signing if the Faculty Senate so directs.

"(2) A funded proposal is considered by federal edict and
practice to be a public document. A pending proposal is considered
a confidential document. Many faculty, from bitter experience, have
reservations about having their proposals published even if only
by title. In particular, it invites the opportunity for unauthorized
personnel to keep track of the success rate on proposals. Although
sometimes the reasoning seems petty, the Office of the Vice President
for Research is extremely careful to hold confidential all information
in the proposal except with permission for release by the principal
investigator.

"It would seem to be more consistent with good academic
policy to ask those faculty who are interested in participating in
particular fields or geographic areas to make their wishes known to
the Office of the Vice President for Research. That office now has
computer capability to match faculty interest profiles with routing
sheet information and could then advise the principal investigator
or contract proposer of the stated interest. The appropriate contact
could then be established within a few days, avoiding serious delays
but still enabling the monitoring compliance mechanism suggested in
the policy.

"It is urged that this matter be studied in greater depth
than appears immediately obvious from the policy as offered. It
seems possible that there could be a good deal of faculty opposition
that has not had an opportunity to be heard."

Dr. Kassander said he wished to emphasize again that he was in no way
opposing what was being proposed. He was pointing out that the delays required
by the Committee of Eleven proposal, as distinct from his own proposal, could
and probably would hinder involvement in some research with foreign sponsorship.
Does the University of Arizona faculty want this?

Dr. Kassander commented that it also should be pointed out that the
University is vigorously opposing legislation in the current legislature which
would require that all research proposals be submitted to the Arizona Legislature
for review 5 days before final arrangements are completed. Some legislators
might well ask, "Why do you object to being delayed 145 days while we review
proposals, yet you have provided a 60-day waiting period for your own faculty?"



- 72 -

Professor Robert Clark asked if he was correct in his understanding
that points 1 and 2 in the Committee of Eleven's proposed statement are in
fact the University of Arizona's present procedure. Dr. Kassander answered
absolutely, in his opinion. Professor Clark said he assumed then that
paragraphs 3 and 4 would simply provide technical details of implementation.
He was told his understanding was correct.

Dr. Myers pointed out that the University's official stance now
is that there will be no discrimination on the basis of sex, race, creed, color,
national origin, or handicapping condition in the employment of personnel.
Dr. Kassander pointed out that the U of A's official statement of compliance
concerning nondiscrimination declares that there will be no discrimination by
the University in any of its educational programs or activities. He said this
covers anything the University does on the home campus or involves itself in any
way with anywhere else in the world. He said he was aware of situations where
both the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and the University of Wisconsin
found that they could not participate in certain foreign sponsored programs
without risking practicing discrimination, and they simply "sent the money
back". This institution would do the same thing, he was certain, if the University
of Arizona found itself in a similar situation.

"Have we done so?", the question was asked. "We have never had occasion
t& Dr. Kassander responded. Individuals one might have thought would have
been discriminated against by the Government of Iraq have in fact been granted
visas to Iraq. Similarly research programs supported by agencies of Abu Dhabi
have been carried on without any discrimination. There are no identifiable
cases that he has been able to find, Dr. Kassander said.

Dr. Meredith asked if the Committee of Eleven had considered the sixty-
day delay problem. Dr. Myers said that Dr. Matlock who ïs acquainted with what
arrangements are necessary for foreign contracts thought the sixty-day waiting
period was reasonable.

Dr. Kassander said that for clarification he should point out that althoùgh
the discussion focused on the word "contracts", actually the state of Arizona
cannot "contract" with a foreign government, particularly one that does not
have diplomatic relations with the United States. What we are talking about
here is any kind of research, instruction, or public service agreement,
he explained.

Dr. Lebowitz said he would like to support Dr. Kassander's remark
that the sixty-day provision could present real difficulty and could be an
undue restriction. Dr. Kassander pointed out that the phrase "when formal
negotiation commences" would be extremely difficult to identify. What does
that mean anyway? Under his proposed procedure he said he would put the
process in place within a few days once a research proposal reached his desk.

Dr. Caidwell said it seemed to him that there is already adequate
provision to prevent any form of discrimination. "Why do we need more red
tape?", he asked. Dr. Myers said that the concern of the Committee of Eleven
was that without further emphasis something regrettable could happen. The
proposed statement for the Faculty Manual would reiterate the University's
position to one and all and emphasize how much importance the institution places
on a true policy of nondiscrimination.
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Dean Manes moved to return the report to the Committee of Eleven
with the recommendation that the group consider Dr. Kassander's comments.
Several seconds were heard and the motion carried.

OTHER MATTERS: Mr. Linkhart asked what the status was on the matter of
developing procedures and guidelines for CIA-related activities on campus.
Dean Windsor said it was his understanding that President Schaefer had appointed
an ad hoc committee as authorized by the Executive Committee to give attention
to this question.

Dr. LaBan said now that the University campus provides such easy
access for the handicapped to move from streets to sidewalks and vice versa,
there has been a marked increase in accidents involving bicycles, including
a number of bicycle-pedestrian accidents. Bicycle riders also take advantage
of curb cut-outs, etc. Dr. Murray DeArmond, Director of Student Health, had
told Dr. LaBan that there had been 1514 bike-related accidents on campusin the
previous academic year. There had been 214 so far this semester. Dr. LaBan
wondered if a motion would not be in order to propose that the President look
into the advisability of adopting a bicycle dismount system similar to that
in effect at the University of Colorado, for example.

Dr. Weaver suggested that rather than proposing formal Senate action
Dr. LaBan send a memo about this matter to Dr. Weaver who woüld bring it to
Dr. Schaefer's attention.

The meeting adjourned at 14:15 o'clock with the Senate being reminded
that President Schaefer and members of the ArizoRa Board of Regents would
arrive in a few minutes to have dialogue with members of the Faculty Senate.

The Arizona Regents-Faculty Senate discussion began at 14:15 o'clock,
with President Schaefer chairing the meeting.

Dr. Schaefer introduced the following Regents to the Senate: Sidney S.
Woods, Dwight W. Patterson, Ralph Bilby, Rudy Campbell, Thomas Chandler,
Dr. William Payne, Earl Carroll, and Esther Capin. Also present was Mr. Larry
Woodall, Executive Coordinator of the Arizona Board of Regents.

President Schaefer explained that some questions had been furnished
him in advance to be asked the Regents and he would take these up first
before opening the questioning to the floor.

The question had been asked, in view of the recent Congressional
action concerning the mandatory retirement age, what was the Regents' attitude
toward mandatory retirement. Regent Bilby explained that his personal feeling
was that except in very unusual circumstances it was counter-productive to
retain faculty members beyond age 65. He said that was his beI1ef although
he was aware that the recent law prohibiting mandatory retirement at an age
lower than 70 would apply to colleges and universities beginning in 1982.
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Dean Hull asked why Regent Bilby felt as he did and Mr. Bilby said it was
because of the depressing effect retaining faculty members beyond age 65
had on the younger members of the faculty who were willing and able to advance.
Sixty-five has been the traditional retiring age in American society for
some time, he said. He said he had discussed the matter with members of the
faculties of all three of the Arizona universities and the consensus he had
found had been that age 65 was the appropriate mandatory retirement age.

Dr. Kassander pointed out that industry among other activities has
encouraged early retirement and he wondered if the Regents would support
efforts to make it possible to retire earlier than age 65 from the Arizona
universities. The answer was that it was hard to predict what the Legislature
might develop about this question. Several Regents said that they hoped
retirement opportunities would become more flexible, however, than they have
been heretofore.

Dr. Schaefer said a question had been asked about the employment
of part-time faculty members beyond age 65. He said that the Regents have
traditionally been quite flexible about employing part-time individuals beyond
age 65 in certain areas, business administration, for example. An individual
could provide from lifetime experience in business or industry a considerable
amount of valuable teaching on part-time basis, though he was older than 65.

Another question asked was how the Senate could be more aware of
the Regents' agenda before action is taken. Dr. Schaefer said that the agenda
is published in advance and is available in his office at least a week before
each meeting. He pointed out that the Arizona State University faculty now
sends several faculty representatives to attend every Regents' meeting and
at times these faculty members have been permitted to participate in the
discussion. Several Regents suggested that the agenda of each upcoming Regents'
meeting be listed in the daily newspapers of the Arizona universities.

Dr. Schaefer said that another question asked what could be done

about the classroom shortage. He pointed out that the Regents had asked the
Legislature to provide $3,000,000 for the first phase of a classroom/office
building for the University of Arizona. Prospects for the approval of this
capital item appeared quite good at the present time. Several Regents pointed
out that the Board never receives as many dollars as it feels are needed. A
special problem at present results from the fact that there is a great push
to appropriate a large amount of money for Arizona prisons and this could make
it more difficult for the Regents to be provided the capital funding they have
requested for the universities.

Dean Odishaw asked if there was any prospect of the Regents being
given bonding authority for construction projects. Mr. Woodall pointed out
that there was before the Legislature a bill to develop a state building
authority. The Regents would be one agency that could use this authority.
In a pay-as-you-go state like Arizona there seems to be great resistance to
issuing bonds that are the responsibility of thestate. Yet throughout Arizona
community college districts, school boards and hospitals can issue bonds, for example.
The bill to create a state building authority may not pass the Legislature this
year, Mr. Woodall said, but he is hopeful that someday soon it will.
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Another question asked for comment about the new continuing education
guidelines. Regent Woods said that he felt adopting the guidelines was a step
in the right direction and that it should bring stability to continuing
education in Arizona with each university being primarily responsible for a
particular geographical area. The important thing is that the demand for
continuing education be efficiently met, he said. The Regents will be overseeing
what is going on in this area, he said, and he was sure that the attitude
will be a flexible one to make adjustments as needed.

Another question submitted asked when might the faculty hope to
have its Constitution and Bylaws ratified by the Regents. The President
explained for the benefit of the new Regents that two years ago an impasse
had developed when the Regents had failed to ratify the University of Arizona's
proposed new Constitution. He said the U of A faculty had been functioning
in a somewhat awkward fashion since. He said he for one would like to see
the Constitution finally approved. Might this matter come up soon? Regent
Chandler said he thought the matter indeed should be resolved. Mr. Campbell
said he thought the President should direct a spedial request to the Regents
Policy Committee urging action.

Mr. Woodall said it was his understanding that there was still a
"hangup" within the University of Arizona and the University had not completed
its review of the document. Dr. Thompson said that he and Dr. Steelink who
had been representing the University faculty in discussion about the
Constitution with the Regents were sure that the University had done all it
could and the next step must be taken by the Regents.

Questions were then invited from the floor. Mr. Townsend asked what
the Regents saw as the prospect for legislation to control "diploma mills".
Is there anything the U of A faculty can do? Mr. Woodall pointed out that
there are bills before both the House and the Senate. It is "slow going",

he said. A small number of people are vigorously fighting approval of the
proposed laws. "We regulate pet grooming schools and barber colleges, yet

we must not regulate higher education", seems to be the attitude. The Senate
bill is making some progress, Mr. Woodall said, the House bill considerably less.
However if the two bills are not reconciled and rather definite progress
brought about soon, Mr. Woodall said he is afraid that again the effort to
get a "diploma mill" bill in Arizona will fail. This would be the fourth
year of failure.

Dr. Sigworth asked if the Regents had taken a position about a
fourth university located in Maricopa County. The answer was that there was
a bill before the Legislature to open some such institution in the Glendale
area. The Regents have taken no official position. However there seems to
be agreement that the Regents do not think it would be appropriate to develop
a separate institution. Perhaps a branch of an existing institution would be
in order so long as adequate funding was provided without threatening the
financial support of the three universities.

Ms. Guptill referred to the recent court ruling providing that
graduated fees for students carrying unit loads of 7 to il credits must be
established and wondered if as a result of this there would be an increase
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in the fees for full-time students. Mr. Chandler said that even when the
graduated fee structure is developed it may not be necessary to increase the
fees for full-time students. On the other hand he said that the Regents
are looking at the entire fee situation. Certainly out-of-state students
get a great bargain when they come to the University of Arizona and it is
his judgment that out-of-state fees will be increased. It is also possible
that at the same time in-state fees might be increased modestly.

Dean Hull asked if the Regents were supportive of charging different
fees for graduate students as compared with undergraduates. Mr. Chandler said
he personally felt that fees should be related to the cost of instruction and
since lower division instruction is cheaper than upper division and upper
division instruction is cheaper than graduate instruction, the fees of the
lower division, the upper division, and the graduate level should reflect the
appropriate differential. On the question of fees, he said, he was certain
that there were eight different opinions represented among the eight Regents.

It was pointed out by several senators that teaching assistants
must pay their registration fees just as other students and if the tuition
is increased substantially without a corresponding salary adjustment for
teaching assistants, then the teaching assistants would indeed suffer a
pay cut. Mr. Woodall said he thought it was obvious that if the tuition fees
changed--for instance, if the out-of-state tuition goes up--then the T.A.
stipends must rise as well.

Dr. Schaefer explained that the Regents on May 5 were going to
have a special meeting devoted exclusively to the matter of fees.

Professor Clark pointed out that the system of using teaching
assistants really amounts to academic peonage in many instances and he hoped
something could be done to improve their situation.

Regent Bilby said he knew that both Arizona State University and the
University of Arizona made wide use of teaching assistants. NAU uses them
very sparingly, he said, probably because NAU does not have extensive graduate
offerings. But he said the faculty should be aware that a criticism made
frequently "from the outside" is that "the faculty are not carrying their
full load but rather are using teaching assistants to carry their load for
them." This may not be a fair statement, he said, but this is the image
that the average citizen has about the use made of teaching assistants by
university faculty.

Dr. Thompson said that while there might be some truth in that criticism
he thinks that a different criticism is that graduate students in their graduate
study do not get enough teaching experience as an enhancement of their profes-
sional development. They need the apprentice experience. Mr. Bilby said he
felt that the faculty have not made their case very well as to the value of
teaching assistants. The reasons for having and using teaching assistants
and the benefits that accrue from this program are not known, and the image
of the faculty has been diminished as a result . TTe1l your story", he said.

"Get your message across."

Dr. Myers pointed out that most of the members of the faculty could
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not have gone to graduate school without assistantships. He pointed out further
that assistants' duties are not assigned by the faculty but by the department
head or the dean and they fill many faculty teaching slots. They are frequently
needed to fill the teaching role.

Dean Henderson said he was more concerned about the quality of
instruction that teaching assistants provide at the freshman and sophomore
levels, for instance. He thinks that too much teaching is done at that level
by T.A.'s where the teaching should be done by assistant and associate professors.
Mr. Bilby said he would like to say again that many people "on the outside"
feel that "those lazy profs are getting those kids to do their work".

Dr. Inman pointed out that many teaching assistants have their master's
degrees and already have two or three years' teaching experience. Many of them
are good teachers. Most of them work under careful supervision. Mr. Bilby said
it is a little like which came first, the chicken or the egg. We may want to
give these T.A.'s teaching experience but it has been the experience of his
children, he said, and he has had them attending all three Arizona universities,
that they sometimes don't get very good teaching from teaching assistants.
Dr. Inman responded that sometimes poor teaching is done by full professors
as well.

Regent Woods said he would like to urge again that the University of
Arizona faculty get itself more involved with the Regents. He said that he has
found very helpful the contact he, as a Regent, has had with Arizona State
University faculty members who in some numbers attend each Regents' meeting.
The Regents have come to feel that they have a regular liaison with the ASU
faculty. Certainly there is no reason why the University of Arizona faculty
cannot do the sanie thing.

Regent Earl Carroll said that since he had just come on the Board he
would like to express his pleasure at being a Regent. He pointed out that
he held two degrees from the University of Arizona and had a deep and abiding
interest in this institution as well as in the other two universities. He
was looking forward with real anticipation to serving as an Arizona Regent.

Dr. Payne said that he understood that there was room for improvement
in the quality of teaching in universities. An Arizona State University
professor has recently written a book, he understood, on how to teach and it
was aimed at the teachers of college students.

President Schaefer expressed on behalf of the University of Arizona
the appreciation of the Regents' meeting with the Faculty Senate. The senators
applauded Dr. Schaefer's remarks soundly.

The meeting adjourned a lt:55 p.m.

M7/('rJ" L.M/kW)
rrnan D. Carrillo, Assistant Secretary pro tern

Secret'ary



- 78 -

MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF APRIL 114, 1978:

Approval of minutes of March 6, 1978.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletin Vol. 7, No. 14

Approval of motion to refer matter of review of college-level and university-
level administrators to Committee on Academic Procedures.

14. Approval of report from Ad Hoc Committee on Student Participation in
Student Services.

5. Approval of motion to return report from Committee of Eleven concerning
affirmative action and equal opportunity procedures relating to research
grant contracts to the Committee of Eleven with recommendation that the
group consider certain revisions suggested by Vice President Kassander.

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

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

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

Consideration of resolution passed by the Student Senate re procedures and
guidelines for CIA-related activities on campus.

14. Committee of Eleven recommendation concerning affirmative action and equal
opportunity procedures relating to research grant contracts.




