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MINUTES OF THE MEJING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, November 7, 1977 Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session on Monday, November 7,
1977, in the Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Fifty-eight members
vere present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Altschul, Arenz, Barefield, Bartlettach, Benjamin,
Boghosian, Boone, Briggs, Carr, Chin,Coxon, Crist,
DeWalt, Dinham, Dresher, Edwards, Epperson, Finical,
Graham, Guptill, Hall, Hawkins, Henderson, Hull, Inman,
JoInson neebone, LaBan, Laird, Lebowitz, Linkhart,

ft,*PJPJ*W/ 1tt94.4.
Manes,Mautner, Meredith, Nelson, Nigh, Peterson,
Pickens, Rehm, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt, Rusk, Schaefer,
Seibert, Sorensen, Stairs, Steelink, Sumner, Svob,
Tomizuka, Townsend, Weaver, Webb, Wiersma, Witte,
Woloshin, and Wrenn. In the absence of Dr. Robert
Sankey, Dr. Frank LaBan served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Atwater, Blackwell, Butler, Caldwell, Clark, Cul,
DuVal, Ehrenkranz, Elliott, Gaines, Garcia, Heusinkveld,
Hyland, Jones, Kassander, Kettel, Malik, Manning,
Marchello, Matlock, Matter, Munsinger, Myers, Odishaw,
Paplanus, Paulsen, Prosser, Ridge, Roubicek, Push,
Sigworth, Skinner, and Windsor.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of October 3, 1977 vere approved
as distributed.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: Dr. Schaefer commented on his
recent meeting with the Arizona legislators. He felt a good relationship had
been established. He added that there did not appear to be any real catastrophes
in the economic expectations for the state. He thought the depressed copper market
would hurt the state but the economy appears to be very strong and the state should
have a very good year overall.

REPORT FROM THE SECJtETARY OF THE SENATE: After the President 's announcement
that there was no "next candidate" to replace the vacancy left by the resignation
from the Senate of Dr. Odus Elliott, Mr. Carrillo, Secretary tern, informed
the Senate that nominations would be received from the floor of the Senate at
the December meeting and a replacement elected at that time. The Senate was
reminded that this term was to run through June 30, 1978, and that only
individuals willing to serve should be nominated.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: In the absence of Dr. Myers, Faculty
Chairman, Dr. Steelink was asked to report on the meeting of the Ua4vem44y *
Pe'eeael Geeip which had met at Apache Junction on October 15, 1977. The
group, consisting of representatives of the three universities, the junior
colleges, and public school teachers, convened to discuss employee retirement.
The recommendations that were formulated are to be sent to the Legislature
vïth the hope that they will be drafted into bills.

* fourth annual Conference on Retirement
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The complete list of recommendations was as follows:

Contributions to the retirement system be changed to the
following: nployer - 11%, Enployee - 3%

In the case of total disability exceedIng six months, the
retirement programs provide service credits or contributions
to the retirement accounts of all employees, to be funded
by appropriations from the employer.

A program be established whereby an employee may request
reduced employment for up to five years prior to normal
retirement, and that employee and employer contributions
be made on the basis of equivalent full-time salary.

. There be no mandatory retirement based on age.

Normal retirement benefits accrue to any employee whose
years of service and age add up to 80, provided the employee
be at least 55 years of age. Further, that past service benefits
be increased to 2%.

The basis for retirement benefits be the highest three years
of contiguous service of the last ten years.

The legislature appropriate funds to adjust retirement
benefits annually on the basis of the Consumer Price Index.

For aU Arizona retirees, there be a minimum monthly benefit
of $200 after 15 years service, funded by annuitant's employer.

Mr. Mautner commented that the AAUP on October 28 had issued a strong
statement in opposition to mandatory retirement. A list of the joint U.S.
House and Senate committee members meeting to iron out these differences is
available and anyone interested in contacting these members is urged to do so.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Mr. Webb, ASUA President,
reported that on November 1 and 2 a referendum had been held to determine if
students would voluntarily increase their registration fees by $9 for the

purpose of constructing a multi-level parking garage. The referendum met with

a substantial defeat--56% - 1I4%. It was worth noting that a larger number
of students participated in the election than in the past. In 1975 a similar
referendum vas on the ballot and approximately 1700 took part; this year about
3000 participated. For a fall referendum it was a large increase. It is

Mr. Webb's hope that this is indicative of a greater concern and awareness
of students about campus problems, he said.

ASUA is also concerned with increasing the number of bike paths on
campus areas, Mr. Webb noted.

ASUA is investigating the possibilities of entirely closing off Park
Avenue from Sixth Street to Speedway or of restricting traffic to left or
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right turns only. There is concern about the dangers posed to pedestrians
and bicycle traffic in the area. A meeting will be held soon with businessmen
of the area to get their reaction.

The area of Speedway and Olive is still under observation by a
number of student groups, Mr. Webb said. There continues to be concern about
the danger to pedestrians at this intersection. Representatives of the
College of Architecture are also interested in the matter.

-
Later this month or early in December ASUA representatives again are

going to approach the City Council to see if a better long-term solution than
pedestrian barricades can be developed.

Mr. Webb thought that the students deserved support and applause for
their work on the many fine events held as features of Homecoming the previous
weekend.

Mr. Webb's last announcement was of Dr. R. Buckminster Fuller's
lecture to be held on campus that evening.

ELECTION OF REPLACEMENT FOR BUSINESS AND PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION COLLEGE REPRESENTATIVE:
President Schaefer announced that Dr. Russell Barefield had been elected by the
faculty of the College of Business and Public Administration to replace Dr. John
Wenders who is on leave of absence the 1971-78 academic year. His term of office
runs through June 30, 1978.

APPROVAL OF "CURRICULUM" BULLETIN: President Schaefer noted that all Senate
members should have received the most recent "Curriculum" bulletin and hoped
they had had sufficient time to review it. A motion to approve the "Curriculum"
bulletin, Vol. 7, No.. 1, issue date of October 2ì, 1977, was seconded and
carried.

APPROVAL OF DEGREES CONFERRED SEPTEMBER 1, 1977: President Schaefer stated
that the Senate members should have received the list of students completing
degree requirements September 1, 1977. He called for a motion approving
these degrees. The motion was made, seconded, and carried unanimously.
The total number of degrees completed September 1 was 1269 and included 561f
bachelor's degrees, 518 master's degrees, 5 Juris Doctor degrees, 8 Doctor
of Medicine degrees, 7 Specialist degrees, and 91 Doctor's degrees (Graduate
College). (A list of the names of these degree recipients and each respective
degree is attached to the Secretary's official file copy of these minutes.)

RECOMMENDATION FROM COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN REGARDING APPROVAL BY FACULTY SENATE
OF MATERIAL TO BE PUBLISHED IN THE FACULTY MANUAL: Mr. Carrillo read the
following resolution which had been sent to the Senate by the Committee of
Eleven:

"It is moved that any modifications in the Faculty Manual,
i.e., changes, additions, or deletions subsequent to the 1977
version be subject to discussion and approval by the Faculty
Senate prior to publication; moreover, that the Senate in
cooperation with the President or his designee establish the
appropriate review and approval procedures."
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President Schaefer commented that generally speaking he had no
problem with the resolution but took exception to the word "approval". The
Faculty Manual contains some items that are not negotiable, for example,
state laws, rules, and regulations promulgated by the Board of Regents. While
he felt it was quite appropriate that faculty and staff discuss items that
affect their well-being, he did not think the words "and approval" were
appropriate.

Dr. Witte was recognized and said she wanted to comment on the role
of the administration. She thought the role of the Regents was clearly stated
in the statutes and the role of the faculty was clearly stated in another
legal document, the Faculty Constitution, but the role of the administration
was not specified anywhere, nor had the Regents delegated formally in any
legal, nonlegal, or informal fashion power to the administration. For that
reason she thought it most appropriate for the faculty to have to approve
what the administration does because if it did not the Faculty Manual would
not have any legal status or even status under common law. She thought the
faculty was there to establish the common law for the institution. They
had every right to go beyond the decisions of the court. What they were
doing was not illegal; it was beyond the law but not above the law. She
thought that the wording the Committee of Eleven had put into this was very
important and the Faculty Senate had to assert itself; otherwise it would have
no role at all.

Dr. Steelink stated that the Senate was made up of both faculty and
administration. The entire University vas represented in Senate discussions.
He added that the Committee of Eleven was avare that in the past there had been
the unfortunate experience of material approved by the Senate's being left
out of the Manual. It was for this reason discussion and approval vere thought
to be necessary prior to items appearing in the Manual. He strongly supported
the resolution.

Dr. LaBan asked if President Schaefer could communicate to the
Senate those specific areas, outside state law, that he was uncomfortable with,
with respect to the use of the wording "approval". Dr. Schaefer replied that he
had no copy of the Manual to refer to but for the large majority of entries
therein he had no problem at all.

Dr. Hull asked if it wasn't correct that in most cases the faculty
would be deciding those matters pertaining to tenure policy and in very few
instances the Regents actually came into play and in those cases they took
precedence over the faculty. Dr. Schaefer said that was correct. The Manual
did speak to promotion and tenure policy. Suppose the Faculty Senate gave
everyone tenure. It would be meaningless even though it vas approved by the
Senate.

President Schaefer recognized Mr. Carr. Mr. Carr added that the
Regents are charged by law with full authority to operate the institutions;
they do delegate certain matters to the president. He moved to amend the
resolution changing the wording "and approval" to "and recommendation" in
two places in the resolution. The motion was seconded and then opened for
discussion.
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Dr. Witte reiterated that she did not deny the power of the Board of
Regents but what she did deny was the formal delegation of the powers of the
Regents to the administration on this campus or any other Arizona campus.
She had great difficulty in finding a legal basis for this delegation, she
stated. There was some legal basis for the faculty to have certain powers.
There is a specific disclaimer in the current Manual that this Manual is not
policy of the Board of Regents. That is, there is a disclaimer that the
Regents are responsible for this Manual. She thought the areas of greatest
controversy in the past few years with respect to the Manual had been In the
promotion and tenure and dismissal policy and she thought the statement had
been made on several occasions that indicated that the administration was not
in agreement with policies recommended by the Faculty Senate. She thought
the Faculty Senate now only acts as a recommending body and if it does not
put the full weight of its power behind the promotion and tenure policy
it Is abdicating its responsibility to faculty, students, and the entire
University.

Dr. Inman asked if it made any dïfference if the motion passed. Would
it be binding? The approvals the Senate gave to Chapter VIII before were not
binding.

Dr. Schaefer added that her point was well taken because the University
cannot be bound by any recommendation that conflicts directly with state law
or with directives from the Board of Regents. He added that he is most
sympathetic to the faculty and staff's controlling their own destiny as much as
possible but the Board of Regents must be considered.

Dr. Christopherson stated that since he as Chairman of the Committee
of Eleven had submitted the motion, he wanted to point out that the concern
of the Committee was not with material in the Faculty Manual set down by the
Board of Regents as state law; rather, it was with the items specifically that
were negotiable. He wanted to go on record as working with the administration
and acting in concert with it either for or against, as the case may be.
Concerning the suggestion to change "approval" to "recommendation", the reason
the committee had not used "recommendation" was that it had specifically gone
over the Manual and had made recommendations to the administration which were
not followed. Perhaps there is a way to determine what is negotiable, he said.

Dr. Schaefer replied that most items are negotiable. He thought that
with the new Senate organizations that are being implemented there would be
opportunity of having a subcommittee designated to deal with the Faculty
Manual and to review the contents contained therein on an annual basis, or
more often if appropriate. Further, this committee would review any proposed
changes in the Manual.

Dr. Bartlett stated he was not impressed with the idea that the Faculty
Senate might take a frivolous action on something presented to it but it
seemed equally frivolous If things were just brought to the Senate for discussion.
He wondered if the Senate was only to talk about Issues and then go home, or
were they there to approve or disapprove motions before them. There should be
some reason for any discussion.

Dr. Schaefer said the Senate could also initiate. There was no
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reason why the faculty could not initiate something it would like to see
included in the Faculty Manual.

Dr. Witte said that what was being discussed was not only an issue on
this campus but one being considered nationwide. Where did the line of authority
of administration, faculty, or students lie? She thought if the Faculty Senate
was not willing to fight for the faculty, they should not be representing them.
She thought this Senate was dealing with the same issue every similar body
was dealing with, specifically where the lines of authority are. Such lines
of authority are not found in courts, or books, but are different on each
campus depending on the relative strength and weakness of the various factions.

Dr. LaBan stated that sometimes we overlook the fact we cannot have
responsibility without authority and make it effective. If indeed this body
wishes to vote itself the responsibility without the authority it would be an
exercise in futility.

The question was asked how the amendment one way or another affected
the current issue of the Faculty Manual. Dr. Schaefer answered that it did
not speak to the current edition but subsequent versions to be published.
There were certain items such as Chapter X in the current Manual that could
be discussed by the Senate.

Dr. Steelink said there was a standing Committee on Academic Procedures
in the Senate and asked if this committee would be looking at the Faculty Manual.
Dr. Christopherson answered yes. Dr. Steelink continued that if it was correct that
at some point this committee would come before the Senate submitting recommendations,
at that time the Senate could approve or disapprove them. He viewed this as a
way of getting a better Faculty Manual.

Dr. Manes then called for the amendment to be repeated.

Dr. Schaefer said that the proposed amendment was to change certain
wording in the original motion from "subject to discussion and approval by
the Faculty Senate" to "subject to discussion and recommendation by the
Faculty Senate" and from "appropriate review and approval procedures" to
"appropriate review and recommendation procedures".

The vote on the motion to amend was called for and the motion failed.

Dr. Schaefer then called for the vote on the original motion. The
motion carried with several dissenting votes heard.

NEW BUSINESS: Dr. Hawkins vas recognized. He stated that in the light of the
previous discussion he was not sure whether a motion he had been prepared to
make would be in order, but in any case he wanted to share it with the members
of the Senate. It involved Section 2.11 in the current Faculty Manual dealing
with work outside the University. There were two sentences he wished to have
modified. These were:

"All such work undertaken by a faculty member must be approved by the
department head and dean involved in advance and. in writing. The
memoranda or forms should be kept on file in the college."
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The motion he had planned to make and which he would now probably
refer to a Senate committee would have been to replace the two sentences
just quoted with one sentence as follows:

"Memoranda or forms on all such work undertaken by faculty members
should be kept on file in the faculty member's college."

In other words he wanted to change the procedure back to what it was before
the fourteenth edition of the Faculty Manual. Prior to publication of
the new Manual, before a faculty member could consult he was expected to
notify his department head and college dean of that consulting and information
about the activity was to be kept on file. One reason for his proposed change
was that the new language implies a faculty member may not be using good
sense and his judgment must be approved by an administrator. Secondly, he
did not think it was in the best interest of the University to have the dean
and department head approve such activity. For example, a faculty member
might choose to do some consulting for an organization which had alleged
Mafia connections. If the department head and dean had approved the
consulting and a member of the news media got word of it, one can imagine
hbw the affair mïght be interpreted.

Dr. Hawkins said that the recommendation was not totally his. The
matter had been discussed with him by other faculty members and two department
heads in his college.

In any case he now did not want to bring the motion forward but
would rather turn it over to a Senate committee for consideration.

Dr. Schaefer added that this was an example of what he had been
speaking about earlier. The Board of Regents have specified that each
university was to develop a policy on outside consultation which meetS the
approval of the Board of Regents. He thought this had happened within the
last two years. If that is the case, we are now at a point where regardless
of what the Senate might say about consulting policies, we are bound by the
Board of Regents' policy. That does not prohibit study being undertaken of
the policy on consultation and a proposition taken back to the Board of Regents,
in an attempt to persuade them to change existing policy, he said.

Dr. Schaefer said he did not think it would be appropriate to act on
Dr. Hawkins' proposal at this tizne. He certainly would need to go back and
check through the Board of Regents' statutes and rules and regulations.
Dr. Hawkins reiterated that he did not intend to make a motion at this time.

Dr. Steelink asked if the Senate did come up with a policy that was
considered just and was recommended to the President to take to the Board
of Regents, did Dr. Schaefer see anything wrong with such procedure. Dr. Schaefer
answered not at all, that representing the faculty to the Board of Regents was
one of the most important aspects of his job. He added that the question of
outside consulting is a very sensitive issue, however.

Dr. Witte said that when she heard the phrase, "Each university hsU
develop its own policy," she immediately assumed that it meant the policy would
come before the Faculty Senate to be discussed jointly by the faculty and
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the administration. She nov gathered that Dr. Schaefer assumed that the
expression "each university" meant "each university administration" should
develop its own policy. She wondered if the Regents really intended it
that way. This would not be her interpretation of what the Regents wanted,
but rather would be an inappropriate delegation of power. She said people
frequently talk about "the University" when actually they mean a segment of
the University. Dr. Schaefer said he considered himself a part of the University
and a part of the faculty.

Dr. Dresher stated that about two years ago the matter of consulting
had been discussed by the Advisory Council. The feeling at that time had been
that there was a good possibility of the faculty's losing the privilege of doing
outside consulting if the deans as administrators did not monitor the consulting
in some way and demonstrate to the Board of Regents that such monitoring was
being done. At that time his college adopted a formal system whereby the
department head concerned and the dean approved outside consulting and kept
the information on record in case there was ever a challenge by the Regents
or anyone else. The administration then has the information available to show
that the consulting that was being done was with the cognizance of the depart-
ment head and the dean.

Dr. Schaefer suggested that his office col].ect all information, rules,
and regulations pertaining to outside consulting by the faculty and submit
these to the appropriate Senate committee for review and subsequent presentation
to the Senate.

Dr. Rosenberg said that since there vas a standing Committee on Academic
Procedures that group could have been instructed as part of its charge that it
was to have a continuing watchdog capacity over the Faculty Manual. Any kind of
formal recommendation such as that suggested by Dr. Hawkins could be submitted
to the Academic Procedures Committee who could then bring a proposal to the Senate.

Dr. Peterson then asked if any progress had been made on the Academic
Calendar. Dr. Schaefer said that the issue had come up at the last Regents'
meeting and was to be studied by the Academic Affairs Committee. Dr. Weaver
stated that the Academic Affairs Committee had not finished its study of the
matter but hopefully would soon.

The meeting adjourned at 3:15 p.m.

/
/

Ail I /i/'
u: PCarrillo, Secretary tem
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MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF NOVFBER 7, 1977:

Approval of minutes of October 3, 1977.

Election of Russell Barefield as replacement for College of Business and
Public Administration representative.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletin Vol. 7, No. 1.

L Approval of degrees conferred September 1, 1977.

5. Approval of recommendation from Committee of Eleven regarding approval
by Faculty Senate of material to be published in Faculty Manual.

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

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

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

Review of curricular material ("Curriculum" bulletin, Vol. 6, No. 10,
issue date of April 28, 1977) pertaining to the Reorganization of the
School of Home Economics and the proposed change in the title of the
School of Home Economics.




