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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, April 1, 1985 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:17 p.m. on Monday,
April 1, 1985, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Fifty-three members were
present. Secretary of the Faculty Ridge presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Atwater, Beigel, Butler, Cavitt, Cole, Demorest,
Dickinson, Dickstein, Duncan, fliery, Epstein, Ewbank,
Fahey, Farr, Flemrning, Fox, Garcia, Goetinck,
Hasselmo, Hetrick, Irving, D. Jones, Kelly, Kinkade,
Koffler, Marcus, Mishel, Myers, J. O'Brien, S.
O'Brien, Paplanus, Peterson, Phipps, Prosser, Rehm,
Ridge, Roby, Roemer, Rollins, Sacken, Salzman,
Sampanes, Scott, Sharkey, Smith, Sorensen, Steelink,
Stevenson, Swalin, Tuchi, Wert, Witte, and Zukoski.
Dr. Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian. Invited
guest: Donald Pitt, President, Arizona Board of
Regents.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Aleamoni, Altman, Antinoro, Aquilano, Bootman, Brand,
Cardon, Ch, Cunningham, Dinham, Ebeltoft, Gimello,
Gourley, Hegland, Hill, L. Jones, Kellogg, Kettel,
Kuehl, Laird, Lytle, MacLeod, McCullough, Nach, Obst,
Parmenter, Robinson, Rund, Silver, Woodard and Zube.

MINUTES OF MARCH 4, 1985: It was moved, seconded, and unanimously approved
(motion 85-34) to accept the minutes of the meeting of February 4, 1985, as
suhiui tted.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT: No report.

REPORT FROM THE PROVOST: Provost Hasse 1mo reported that the promotion/tenure
review process is proceeding very close to schedule. He had hoped to be able
to get out all letters by early April, and this morning he had received the
last recommendations from the University committee, thus ensuring he would be
able to stay close to the time commitment.

He also reported that he had sent a letter of notification to the Deans,
requesting that evaluation procedures be initiated; so that the process could
be completed by the end of the fiscal year, he requested a submission date of
May 15. He realized, he said, that this is a tight schedule for Deans and
Department Heads. He noted that the appeal period would be 15 working days
after receipt of the evaluation, and that any faculty mnber who felt he or she
had received an unfair evaluation could request a review by the Dean.

Regarding decision packages, Provost Hasselmo said that the announced
submission deadline is May 10. The decision packages will then be reviewed,
and he expected a good deal of give and take in the review process.

Provost Hasselmo said he had received a Communication Studies committee
report about two weeks ago. Should it be determined that a reorganization is
in order, and transfers of faculty between colleges/faculties will be required,
then Senate reorganization procedures will be followed. He reported that he
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and Dr. Dinhaxn had discussed the matter, and they would report back to the
Senate as information became available. Because of the contractual obligation
to students presently enrolled in the departments concerned, he said, he has
every intention of ensuring they will be allowed to graduate under existing
requirements.

SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY REPORT: Secretary Ridge said that Senator Stephen
Shanfield, a College representative with one more year left of his two-year
term, had resigned. During the election of 1984, Dr. Barry Weiss of the
College of Medicine had also run; because he had received the next highest
number of votes, he was eligible to fill this vacancy. Secretary Ridge
reported that Dr. Weiss had agreed, and he called for ratification of Dr.
Weiss. It was then moved, seconded, and unanimously approved (motion 85-35) to
ratify the election of Dr. Weiss to the Faculty Senate for the 1985-86 year.
He will begin his term at the May 6 meeting. Secretary Ridge took this
opportunity to thank Senator Shanfield, who was unable to attend this meeting,
for his service to Faculty Senate.

CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY REPORT: Secretary Ridge read Chairman Dinham's report:

A reorganization committee is being assembled for Communication Studies.
It will begin its work this spring and will extend into the Fall 1985 semester.

Reports are expected from the Engineering/Mines and Fducatiori reorganiza-
tion committees on May 6.

The Chairman will this month appoint a Senate ad hoc committee to re-
examine the Reorganization Policy and to determine whether it can be simplified
and made more flexible. That group should be able to report in the Fall.

The Committee on Corrmittees has had two resignations, and Dr. Jan Monk, a
geographer and head of the Southwest Institute for Research on Women, was
appointed for a two-year term. A second appointment will be made very soon.

The Chairman received notice that the Department of Soils, Water, and
Engineering (College of Agriculture) wished to divide into two departments,
returning to its status of some years ago. After consultation with the
Agriculture College Faculty Senators to verify the faculty's unanimous approval
of this change, she notified Provost Hasselmo that the change would not require
use of the formal reorganization policy.

Dr. Hasselmo recently consulted with the Chairman about the recent
directive to deans and department heads concerning a schedule for merit pay
decisions. She said she believes it imperative to complete the process each
year by July 1, since hopefully future annual raises will be effective on that
date, and current six-month interest-free loans to the general state budget
will end.

At the May 6 Senate meeting two Senators will be elected for the Senate
Executive Committee. Nominations should reach the Faculty Center by phone or
letter by NOON APRIL 15.

The Elections Committee has announced the fol lowing results:

Chairman of the Facul 1y: Dr. Thomas R. Rehm



Senators-at-Large:

Stanley M. Alcorn
Anne E. (Betty) Atwater
William V. Boynton
Frances L. Chen
Michael A. Cusanov ich
Michael J. Drake
Bernice Epstein
Henry L. Ewbank
Shirley Nichols Fahey
Celestino Fernandez

Corrrriittee on Academic Freedoen and Tenure:

Charles Albanese
Diane S. Fordney
Jane H. Hill

The Committee of Eleven election is still underway. Results will be
announced by the Elections Committee approximately April 12.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: Senator Stevenson thanked the faculty who
attended Spring Fling; he said all attendance records had been broken, and it
was a great success.

The main item he wished to discuss today, he said, was student parking for
next year, and the fee increases that have been proposed. He said students
felt a more equitable fee would be $50. While he felt any increase would
impose a hardship on students, $50 represented a ca1ìpraiise. He made the point
that a parking sticker didn't represent an actual parking place but only a
hunting license for a parking spot. He stressed the necessity for strong
enforcement of the University's parking regulations.

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PROCEDURES: Senator Farr brought the
Senate up-to-date on progress of the revised Faculty Manual. Dr. Wilkening's
office has staff working on a revised version of Chapter 8, which will be
forwarded to the Committee on Academic Procedures when completed, and the
Committee will then report its findings to the Senate. He reported that the
Corrinittee had completed its work on the Constitution and Bylaws and would next
consult the Senate Executive Committee to determine whether Constitution arid
Bylaws would come before the Senate as one package, or whether it would be
delayed until Faculty Manual sections could be included in one large package.

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING: Senator Peterson reported
that the Committee will be meeting over the summer months to review Decision
Packages.

REPORT FROM THE COMMIEE ON TEACHING EFFEKTIVENESS: No report.

REPORT FROM THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON SALARY ADJUSTMENTS: Secretary Ridge asked
Senator Roby to wille to the podium to report on the results of the evaluation
and salary questionnaire. He asked the Senate for approval to invite Dr.
Jessie Pergrin, co-chairperson with Senator Roby, to address the Senate this
afternoon. It was so moved (85-36), seconded and approved. They stated that
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Margaret B. Fleming
J. D. Garcia
David L. Hetrick
Fred S. Matter
Robert W. Mautner
Hiroshi Muramoto
Charles M. Sacamano
Cornelius Steelink
Carl T. Tc*nizuka
Marlys H. Witte
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the report, which Senators received with their agendas, was the result of a
questionnaire distributed in February; responses totalled 893. (A copy of the
report is attached to these Minutes.) In response to a question, they reported
that 4,000 copies were mailed to departments or colleges, and they had no
knowledge of specific details on the distribution, which was handled by
Printing/Reproductions. Dr. Pergrin noted that the comnittee is now involved
in writing a further report, but that if faculty are interested in pursuing
this matter, they could contact the dean of a given col lege to learn the number
of voting faculty in that college. The Committee also has the same information
by department, and that has been provided to Provost Hasse 1mo. Future surveys,
they stated, would be the responsibility of the next committee. This
Committee's charge was to examine the procedures enacted by the Board of
Regents and make recommendations. Senator Peterson, also a member of the
Committee, said that the Committee hoped to be able to, with this survey,
inform the Senate and the General Faculty whether the faculty were generally
satisfied or dissatisfied with the process thus far. He said he shared the
frustrations of the Senators who were seeking some interpretation of this
report, but that it was difficult to conceive of the ccwplexity and difficulty
in preparing such a report until one worked with it as closely as Committee
members. Obtaining a list of voting faculty is apparently impossible.
However, he felt that given the resources that they had, this report was the
best that could be done. Senator Fahey suggested that if the Senate wished to
have another survey done, they could specifically request that and a funding
commitment would have to be provided. Senator Cole, a Committee member,
sympathized with the frustration Senate memi: rs felt as evidenced by their
questions and comments, and reported that it was the Committee itself which
proposed the survey, rather than the Senate, and they had a budget of $150. i-le

estimated that a questionnaire with results provided that included return-
receipt responses and identification of faculty records would encompass at
least a year's worth of work. Senator Dickstein asked if the Committee felt
sure that at least everyone who should have received a questionnaire did, and
was there enough of a return to ensure that the results were worth examining.
Dr. Pergrin felt that the return rate did indeed provide sufficient
information; the Committee did not have enough information available about
distribution to be sure of the fact that everyone did receive a copy, and that
Deans and Department Heads were now potentially the best source for developing
interpretations.

DONALD PITr, PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF REGENTS, ADDRESSES THE FACULTY SENATE:
Secretary Ridge then introduced Mr. Donald Pitt, President of the Arizona Board
of Regents. Regent Pitt's remarks follow:

I have two objectives. One is to be a little bit of a reporter.
Secondly, to convey sane ideas as to where the Board of Regents is going, what
it is trying to achieve, what pressures we are putting on the Presidents of the
Universities to meet these objectives. And, the most important of all, to
answer questions which you may ask.

The Board of Regents is trying to change. The fact that the Board has
operated in a certain way for 100 years does not mean that that's the way the
Board is going to operate the next 100 years. Perhaps the first thing we've
done is to say that we are going to set policy by objective. Notice that I
said 'set policy', not manage by objective. Management is with the President,
the aìinistrators, Deans, and Department Heads, not with the Board of Regents.
We are trying to identify areas which we hear displeasure about. If it is



factual, then we're all going to try to do something about it. If it's
perception, it may be even more important to change the perception, because a
wrong perception creates probleis.

In areas of importance to you:

Pre-tax contributions for retirient: we have pushed that bill in the past
two or three sessions. I believe that the bill will go through the Legislature
this session, and there will be pre-tax contributions for retirement.

Salary adjustments in July, rather than January. I think it's a loser.
The Legislature borrowed the money and hasn't paid it back, and that is a
proper statement. We are aware of it, we fight for it, but we can't move the
Legislature.

Merit evaluation: We pushed for merit evaluation because we are trying to
help excite and motivate the faculty. We know that a merit evaluation carries
with it many difficulties. We also know that merit evaluation can often be
made by putting more weight into one area than another. Our ears are open and
we are trying to help find that balance. There will be a report which you will
receive the day before the Board of Regents meeting here in Tucson which will
alert us as to different perceptions, what has happened the first year, and the
problems are different on each campus. I believe they are going to be less
here than they are on ASU's campus, primarily because it's almost like two
faculties there: an old teacher college faculty, and a newer faculty that
consists of those whose strong interests are both in teaching and in research.

Colleges of Education: As a non-educator, one of my two major criticins
of a University system, and one which I am sure I will change during my term on
the Board, is that the University cormunity moves with extreme deliberation.
It doesn't move as fast as society is moving today, and as fast as society is
demanding that it move. Somewhere between a magic wand and this slow
deliberation, there has to be a balance. What are perceived as problems with
the College of fk5ucation, the knowledge has been there for some time and there
is pressure to make change. If that change is not made by institutions, then
you are implying legislative change. That would be the worst kind of change.
The Board has directed the University presidents to get their changes in place
now. That direction did not just come this year. It really started about two
years ago. That is important.

Fnployment opportunities and pay equity for women and minorities: We have
passed that message to the Presidents, and we have passed that message to the
administrators, but to the extent that any of you are Deans or Department
Heads, we are passing that message to you because determinations start at your
level. That is an objective that the Board intends to see fulfilled. We want
quality people, but we are conmitted to affirmative action.

Improved Undergraduate Education: We know that there can be a balance in
excellent institutions between research and the quality of undergraduate
education. To improve undergraduate education in an institution that is
dedicated to a strong research program requires a lot of effort because it is
not the intention to diminish in any way research effort. There is a
perception among students and parents and in the legislature, that when it
comes to education they are not satisfied. That may be a perception, but if
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it's a perception, then the perception must be dealt with. If it's a reality,
then the reality must be dealt with. To me, there is a reality which exists
when we made a survey which we had done, and got a report on it in February,
that within the entire University system, six to eight thousand freshman
students are taking auto-tutorial courses. It may be a good way to teach
mathematics to well-qualified students in private universities who score 750 on
their SAT's, but this is a public university. Our objective is not just to
have admittees to the institution, but to keep them here, to retain them, to
move them through and educate them. And people need help. The UA isn't
singled out because it's prevalent in the system. It isn't just the
Mathematics Department. The whole area of teaching effectiveness is something
we urge you to move on. That may be your key to the legislature moving back to
July, or to legislature providing more funding of the operation of the
University.

This coniiiunication with you today is not intended as political rhetoric.
Terms such as "excellence in education" are for politicians or for writing
reports. That's, to me, educational rhetoric. If we want to talk about
improving education, and moving from level C to level B, and we set some
objectives, and we work toward attaining these objectives, that is what we have
to do. We have to be a little bit specific, and, again, you as leaders of the
faculty must participate in developing programs.

I would like to close by telling you where the Board of Regents is going
with a planning effort. There are going to be changes in the University system
for the state of Arizona. We have been going through a process, trying to
determine how we are going to approach the long-range plan. Basically, we will
be holding a town hall, but the town halls will be in various locations. We
will be encouraging those who may be affected by the system to participate and
to provide us input. Our responsibility will be to listen and to try and mold
together a working plan to move education down the road in Arizona for the next
twenty-five years.

I have a few questions which I would like to pose to you. The first
question that we are going to have to answer is what service does the State
want the heart of the educational system to deliver? Are we going to continue
to deliver everything that we possibly can because to some extent funding is
driven by enrollment? Is that how we are going to deliver quality education?
We must also remember that these are public universities, and our obligation is
to educate the wide range of constituencies and groups that live in the state
of Arizona. We cannot, therefore, compete on an undergraduate level with a
Harvard or a Brown or a Yale or a Stanford. On the other hand, we can compete
with the finest public universities if that's what the state wants, and that's
what the faculties want, and that's what the students want, and that's what the
population wants.

Second, at what level of service are we going to deliver? Let's go back
to the College of Education. Through a conversation Dr. Hasselmo and I had, it
became apparent that within a College of Education there are different levels
of service. You have got to come to the Board, and the Board has got to go to
the legislature and say here are five levels of service. This level is totally
unacceptable because it is a poor quality. This level is totally unobtainable
because we don't have the resources to reach it. But there are choices which
you can make in levels B, C, and D depending on the resources you want to put
into the service. Do you want to deliver the same level at each institution?
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That goes into the next question: What number of institutions will deliver
this service? That gets into the question are we going to have three
universities in this state or maybe four as ASti West develops. As a member of
the Board of Regents, even though I am a Tucsonan, I am committed to a good
educational system for the state of Arizona. My colleagues on this Board today
are equally committed to a good system. We are putting aside parochial
interests and trying to step down the road and do what is necessary. All
institutions may not necessarily deliver the same service and not necessarily
at the same level. What is going to be the niche of each institution? That is
going to be a difficult question, because that has economic, political, and
social community ramifications. But the Board is going to at least try and
reach out. What's it going to cost to implement the objectives? And who's
going to pay for it? Is our tuition too low? If we raise tuition, are we
going to deny access to students? If we raise tuition, are we going to extend
the financial aid pot to protect those students who might be denied access?
Can we bring industry in to participate and develop matching grants?

That's where the Board is going, that is what we will try to accomplish.
We have a plan. We are going to start this process this month at our Board
meeting. We will then be going into the public sector and we hope to have a
first cut plan by March of next year. At times we say that will be the final,
and at times we say it will be a first cut. I hope it will be somewhere
between a final and a first cut. It will be a big job and we will need a lot
of participation.

Senator Rehm: What about the change contemplated by the Legislature--
elected vs. appointed Board of Regents? Regent Pitt: That's a dead dog.

Senator Roer: How do you see community col leges serving the public's
needs? Regent Pitt: Important. We're very fortunate in Arizona that we have
only a two-tier higher education system: basically, the four-year
institutions, at the universities, and the two-year institutions at the
community colleges. This means that we have more resources available for each.
The community colleges will be able to do more developnent work for students
who will be admitted to the universities. At the present time I think the
universities should be doing developent work right along with the community
colleges. I think that the community colleges offer certain vocational
opportunities that can be delivered at the community college level at a lesser
cost than at the university level. Today one of the secrets of being well
educated is to be able to find knowledge, and also make a living. We're going
to have to define what the universities' objectives are in the twentieth
century.

Senator Epstein: You mentioned three missions of the university, and the
third one was public service. Has the Board given much consideration to its
position on that? Regent Pitt: Yes, it's a very important item. Public
service ties in, in many ways, to both teaching and research. Outreach is an
important matter in public service today.

Senator Kelly: As a student in the College of Education, I'd like to
learn what ideas you have and what you foresee as a trend in centralization in
Education. Regent Pitt: We have asked the President and the Academic Vice
Presidents at each institution to review the colleges and to undertake such
reorganizations as they deem appropriate. We are not going to substitute our
judgment for an educator's judgment.
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Senator Dorest: You were quite right in talking about the slowness with
which a university reacts. There are two reasons. One is that the university
probably does not have enough autoncmy to react to situations as it wants to.
The second one is that it has beccxne extraiely hard to get people to serve as
Department Heads in the last few years, in great part because the paperwork
that seens to be issuing essentially frc*n the Board of Regents has multiplied
considerably, to the degree that it no longer is a challenge to become a
Department Head. I wanted to ask you if there is any hope of self-discipline
on the part of the Board of Regents so that less paperwork and mandates come
down. Regent Pitt: I would appreciate, Dr. Demorest, if you might seek me
out, or I'll seek you out, to explain what you mean because I always feel that
criticism should be listened to arid should be well-defined by specifics in
order to be responded to.

Senator Goetiock: With regard to the question of merit, everyone is
always talking about 'teaching' and 'research.' However, the University isn't
stressing 'research;' it is stressing 'publication.' Research is necessary for
teaching, and the distinction should be made there. There is another point I
would like to make: it's the distinction between teaching and lecturing.
Almost 20 percent of the faculty teach; the others lecture; teaching takes
considerably more energy. Research goes into teaching and also into lecturing.
In order for the researcher to do a good job in teaching, there is hardly any
energy left for experimentation. That is a point the University fails to
address, and the whole question of merit. It ties in, actually, with the
quality of undergraduate education. Regent Pitt: I appreciate your renarks.
You make a point, in a way, that hasn't been made to me before: the enphasis
between research and publication. I'd be interested if you'd like to enlighten
me on that. I am concerned, Board methers are concerned, that we not upset the
systen. What is the basis for tenure? We know the pressure to publish to get
tenure. We understand the pressure of research and to get published. I'd
like to hear more about it.

Senator Witte: Speaking of the importance of greater participation,
doesn't that come with the knowledge that what faculty, students, staff and
others think and do has a meaning? What will the Regents do in developing this
25-year plan to show that they are not only listening, but that the words will
be used. What will you do to encourage and reward it? Regent Pitt: Perhaps
the most important part of the hrnan process is recognition and then compensa-
tion, although some persons may turn around and say compensation comes first,
recognition comes next. We have excellent universities in this state, and we
had a significant caiuitment from higher education by the Legislature through
1978. Since 1978, there has been a big drop-off. In terms of dollars, higher
education has only increased 2.9 percent. If you wanted to compare that with
other units during that same time period, general government has increased 23
percent; health has increased 115 percent; welfare has gone up 7.2 percent;
elerientary and secondary and other education has gone i.p 33 percent; protection
and safety has gone up 140.8 percent. That is in terms of constant dollars,
what a dollar bought in 1978 and what a dollar will buy in 1985. Higher
education has been short shrifted.

QUESTION PERIOD FOR PREVIOUS REPORTS: Secretary Ridge asked if Senators had
any questions for the previous regular reports.

Senator Garcia asked the Planning Committee if a synopsis of the long-
range plan would he made available to the Senate, and if so, when. Senator
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Peterson responded that it would, although he couldn't say for sure when. He
did not anticipate that it would be before the fall.

Senator Peterson asked the President about the Parking Task Force report
that Senator Stevenson commented on. He asked President Kof f 1er whether he was
now reviewing the report, and what the likelihood was that it would be
implemented as submitted. President Koff 1er said that the report dealt with
many aspects of the parking problems; one of those involves managing parking
spaces more effectively; another deals with fee structures, as Senator
Stevenson discussed; the third area deals with the acquisition plan, with
necessary concern for the neighborhoods bordering the University. Future
construction of garages is another serious matter, he stated. Because of the
serious nature of the matter, he would not act hastily, but would go before the
Board to submit a plan for acquisitions and a fee structure.

ELECTION OF UNIVERSITY HEARING BOARD, 1985-86 and ELECTION OF COMMITTEE ON
CONCILIATION, 1985-86: Secretary Ridge asked Senators to mark the ballots
which were placed at their desks prior to the start of the meeting. He ar3 Dr.
Sankey collected the ballots. Immediately following adjournment of the
meeting, they counted the ballots. Results are as follows:

University Hearing Board

Billie Jo Irinan
James F. LaSalle
Robert W. Mautner
Joan W. Norvelle
Charles W. Weber

OLD BUSINESS: Senator Hetrick said that at the last meeting the Senate passed
a rule to the effect that the Chairman of the Faculty pr?: ides over the
meetings of the Faculty Senate. He apologized for not being able to locate his
copy of the Constitution, but said his memory was that the Constitution
prescribes that the Senate shall elect its presiding officer. Secretary Ridge
said he was unable to answer this question. Senator Garcia said the Senate
could certainly choose to ask the Chairman of the Faculty to preside over
Senate if it so wishes, that is in lieu of an election of the presiding
officer. Senator Dickstein said she remembered that it was understood that
some of the recommendations the Senate made would be recommended for
incorporation into current Constitution and Bylaws. Secretary Ridge called upon
Parliamentarian Sankey, who said that at the current time, the Senate would
still elect its chair, in conformance with the present Constitution and Bylaws.

The meeting adjourned at 4:57.

Ccrrrnittee on Conciliation

Patricia Van Metre
Philip Mangelsdorf
Bernice Epstein ) TIE VOTE
William H. Thweatt) TIE VOTE

George W. Ridge, Jr., Secretary
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MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF APRIL 1, 1985:

85-34 Approval of Minutes of March 4, 1985.

85-35 Election of Dr. Barry Weiss to fill the vacancy created by the depar-
ture of Senator Stephen Shanfield, College of Medicine Representative.

85-36 Approval to permit non-Senator to address the Senate (Dr. Jessie
Pergrin, for Ad Hoc CrnIittee on Salary Adjustments).

PENDING:

Ad Hoc Corrrnittee on Student Life will sulxnit ìts full report to the Senate at
the May 6 meeting.

Executive Session minutes of February 4 to be considered at next scheduled
Executive Session.




