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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

Monday, December 7, 1981 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:00 p.m. on

Monday, December 7, 1981, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Sixty members

were present with Senate Chairperson Rebecca Kellogg presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Ahmad, Antinoro, Atwater, Barrett, Butler, Calder,

Cole, Cosart, Crowder, J. Cunningham, Ebeltof t,

Eckhardt, Epstein, Erickson, Ewbank, Fahey, Fleming,

Frank, Gallagher, J. Garcia, R. Garcia, Gibbs,

Goodwin, Henderson, Hetrick, Holmes, Johnson, Jones,

Kellogg, D. Laird, Maher, Marlowe, Munroe, Munsinger,

J. O'Brien, Paulsen, Pergrin, G. Peterson, Putt, Quinn,

Rehm, Roby, Roemer, Rollins, Selke, Shanfield, Sigworth,

Sorensen, Spera, Steelink, Svob, Swope, Thompson, Tyler,

Weatherly, Weaver, Werner, Windsor, Witte, and Zukoski.

Dr. Robert Sankey was present as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Armstrong, Cardon, C. Cunningham, Davis, DeArmond,

Edwards, Gaines, Geiger, Gourley, Ingram, Jorgensen,

Kassander, Kay, Kettel, Koontz, H. Laird, S. O'Brien,

Odishaw, Paplanus, R. Peterson, Rosenblatt, Schaefer,

Scott, Smith, Titley, Tomizuka, von Teuber, Westbrook,

and Young.

ACCEPTANCE 0F MINUTES: The Senate accepted the minutes of the November 2, 1981

meeting as distributed with the following correction. In the reference to

Senator Putt on page 27 under the Report from the Chairman of the Faculty her

first name should be spelled Arlene.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Senator Sigworth, Chairman of the Faculty,

informed the Senate that the ad hoc committee appointed to make minor changes in

the University of Arizona Faculty Constitution and Bylaws to satisfy the legal

counsel of the Board of Regents had almost completed its work. Members include

Max Jarrett, U of A legal counselor, and Senators Putt, Rehm, Thompson, and

Sigworth. It was planned to present the revisions proposed by the ad hoc

committee to the Faculty Senate at its January meeting.

RECONMENDATION THAT IMPLEMENTATION 0F COLLEGE REORGANIZATION, INCLUDING THE

APPOINTMENT OF NEW DEANS, BE DELAYED: At this point Senator Sigworth yielded the

floor to Senator Putt in order that she could bring to the Senate floor a

recommendation from the Committee of Eleven. Senator Putt then presented the

following:

"The Committee of Eleven sends as a seconded motion to the Faculty

Senate a motion asking the Senate to request the Board of Regents to delay final

implementation of the college reorganization, including the appointment of new

deans, until the new president has assumed office."

Senator Weaver spoke against the motion, saying that as the college

reorganization had evolved there had been appropriate faculty input in the

planning, just as there is at present appropriate faculty participation in the

search for the new deans. The search for deans is underway according to a
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suitable time schedule. This is a national search. National advertising
has been conducted and a number of candidates have submitted their applications
for the new deanships. It would be catastrophic at this juncture, Senator
Weaver said, to delay the process. Some excellent candidates have submitted
their credentials. These persons probably would not be interested in maintaining
their applications if they learned the whole process was being postponed.

Senator J. Garcia said he thought it would be a serious discourtesy
to the new University president if he or she was presented with a set of new
administrators, in the selection of which he or she had had no voice. He thought
it would be prudent to wait, as the motion proposed.

Senator Witte commented that the ultimate decision on implementing
the reorganization lay with the Regents anyway. This motion would simply acquaint
them with the opinion of the Faculty Senate.

Senator Henderson said he was troubled, as he had been before, when the
Faculty Senate chose to put itself on record in matters that are not properly the
business of this body. It is not the function of the Faculty Senate to Intercede
in internal affairs of the colleges. The reorganization involves only a few
colleges of the University. The suggested motion might be appropriate if it were
coming from the faculties of those concerned colleges. It seemed to him this was
not properly a concern of the Senate, however. He, for one, did not feel he was
qualified to vote on the matter and he doubted that a number of other senators
were. It seemed to him that if what the motion proposed came about there would
be an unfortunate impact on the candidates for the new deanships. "If the right
sorts of people are applying for these jobs," he said, "they will wonder what
in the world is going on." It is unlikely they would be willing to wait for an
indefinite period before their applications would be given further consideration.
Without question, he said, the University would lose some good candidates.

Senator Steelink said perhaps some good candidates are being lost right
now. He was acquainted with a well-qualified individual at another institution
who had decided not to apply for one of the new deanships when he learned that the
University did not yet know who its new president would be, did not know who the
permanent provost of the "super college" would be, and did not know what the role
of the executive vice president would be in the administrative organization of the
University under its new president.

Senator Ewbank commented that members of the faculties of the colleges
directly affected by the reorganization had in fact not been kept fully aware of
how matters were progressing. He had not known that it had been decided to begin
the search for new deans until he saw advertisements in the Chronicle of Higher
Education.

Senator Roemer noted that certain aspects of the reorganization plan had
changed from the original proposal. She understood that the College of Earth

Sciences now was not to be included in the new "super college".

Dean Cosart said that while his college, the College of Mines, was not
involved in the reorganization proposal, it was involved in a search for a new
dean and he objected to the motion because it implied that the appointment of all
new deans should be delayed until the new president had assumed office. If one

follows this rationale to its logical conclusion, absurd lengths are reached,
he said. "If you wait until after the new president is appointed to search for
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the dean, a year is taken. If you wait until after the new dean is appointed

to select new department heads, another year is taken. If you wait until after

new department heads are chosen to search for new faculty members, three years

will be required." An academic institution cannot stand still in that fashion

and flourish, he emphasized.

Senator Sigworth said that situations that are not analogous were being

compared. There are no deans at present, even "acting" ones, in the areas in
which deans are now being sought for the new College of Arts and Sciences, that
is, the Division of Humanities, the Division of Social and Behavioral Sciences,
the Division of Science, and the Division of Fine Arts. Perhaps the new
president of the University may not even want such an organization as the new
"super college" would provide. The new president should have a major voice in

developing such a drastic reorganization, he said. He saw no harm resulting from

delaying.

Senator G. Peterson said that if those persons who would be members
of the new College of Arts and Sciences wanted to urge delay, fine, but the
Senate should not involve itself. This is not the sort of matter that this body

should get into.

In answer to a question as to whether the reference to the appointment
of new deans referred to all deanships for which searches are now going on or
only those in the colleges involved in the reorganization, Senator Putt said the

reference in the motion was only to deans in the divisions of the new college

reorganization.

Senator Ahmad said that the reorganization as he saw it was not a

whimsical act being perpetrated by one person. It was a deliberate step being

taken after several years of careful and thorough study by a number of individuals.

The departure of President Schaefer and the arrival of a new president should not

have a major effect on the college reorganization. He commented that of course

no university can change any aspect of its operation or organization without some

faculty dissatisfaction.

Senator Cole said he would like to support Senator Henderson's point

that many members of the Senate had had no role whatsoever in the reorganization

discussion and would in no way be involved in its implementation and therefore

were unqualified to vote on the issue.

Senator Thompson noted that frequently the Committee of Eleven has

sought to restrict the authority and the power of the University president. Now

this same group was arguing that this action be taken in order to strengthen the

authority of the new president.

Senator Witte said that frequently University-wide opinion is sought

and expressed, for example, in matters of promotion and tenure. It seemed to

her to be appropriate for the Faculty Senate to express itself through action

on this motion.

It was then moved to close debate on the motion. That motion was

seconded and carried with the necessary two-thirds majority. The question on

the motion was then called for. Several persons requested that voting be by

written ballot. The motion carried 32 to 26.



-44-

REPORT FROM THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Senator R. Garcia informed the Senate
that the Associated Students are this year conducting a "Carol for Cans"
càmpaign, to collect canned food which would be given to the Salvation Army
f or distribution to the needy.

He noted that reports had been received that some faculty members
were violating the pòlicy adopted by the Senate in the spring of 1981
prohibiting giving tests in class the last two class days of the semester.
He said he hoped that such violations could be avoided in the future.

Senator Garcia reported that the Student Senate had endorsed the
placing of student representatives on the Graduate Council.

He reported that the Associated Students was investigating dis-
continuing the 10% discount traditionally given members of the faculty and
staff when they patronize the Associated Students' bookstore. A study is also
being conducted of the utilization of space in the bookstore.

Student government is continuing to study the flight patterns of
military aircraft from Davis-Monthan Air Force Base over the U of A campus.

Senator Garcia noted that a student committee had developed guide-
lines for all-campus parties and these had been forwarded to Mr. Robert Svob,
Dean of Students, for review.

Senator Garcia noted that student government was mobilizing its
forces to fight the proposal expected to be presented in the upcoming session
of the Arizona legislature to raise the minimum drinking age to 21.

Plans were being developed, he said, to attempt to channel some of
the tax revenue resulting from implementation of House Bill 2148 to the support
of a state-wide student loan program.

REPORT FRON THE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING: Senator Frank, Chairman of
the University Planning Committee, reported that that group had been briefed
by Vice President Munsinger on the administration's plans for compliance with
the Governor's request for a 5% reduction in the University operating budget
for the current fiscal year. The committee had also been made acquainted with
contingency plans for implementation in 1982-83, should a major budget
reduction in that year become necessary. In the event the situation becomes
so serious that emergency measures must be developed, Dr. Munsinger assured

the Planning Committee, Senator Frank said, that plans would be developed in
consultation with members of the committee.

APPROVAL 0F CATALOG MATERIAL AS FURNISHED SENATE MEMBERS IN "CURRICULUM"

BULLETIN: The Senate considered catalog material furnished Senate members
in "Curriculum" bulletin Volume 9, No. 10, issue date of November 23, 1981.

The Senate first approved the new Ph.D. program in Art History
proposed by the Department of Art, after it was pointed out by Senator Quinn
that the reference to "Mexican Columbian Art" in the "Curriculum" bulletin
should be corrected to "Mexican Colonial Art."

The Senate considered at length the following policy statement
on Administrative Drop.
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"Students are expected to be regular and punctual in class

attendance. The University believes that students them-
selves are primarily responsible for attendance. Instructors

will provide students with written statements of their
policies with respect to absences. Excessive or extended

absence from class is sufficient reason for the instructor
to recommend to the college dean that the student be
administratively dropped from the course. For those courses

in which enrollment is limited, missing the first class
session may be interpreted as excessive absence. If this

action is filed by the end of the fourth week of classes,
it will result in cancellation of registration in the course.
If the student is administratively dropped after the end of

the fourth week of classes, it will result in a failing grade
being awarded in that course.'t

Senator R. Garcia referred to the statement, "For those courses
in which enrollment is limited, missing the first class session may be

interpreted as excessive absence." He opposed adopting this proposal, saying

it was not fair to students. Many students, for valid reasons, have to miss

the first class session. Senator Butler noted that in such cases he was sure

most faculty members would consider the student's circumstances. He pointed

out that some arrangement was necessary to take care of dropping students

early in the semester. When the Senate took away the grade of "N", they
iiiunediately took away the right of the faculty member to drop anyone during

the first four weeks of the semester. Senators Weatherly, Epstein, Ebeltoft

and Ingram also spoke against considering missing the first class session as

excessive absence.

Senator G. Peterson said that the intent here was to warn students.

Before, the situation was not specifically referred to and was left up to the

judgment of individual faculty members. If the sentence in question is

eliminated, students have no warning at all of what might happen to them.

Senator Marlowe asked how students would be aware of this policy.

Senator Butler said it would be carried not only in the University catalog

but prominently published in the Schedule of Hours booklet and in registration

instructions.

Senator Weatherly said she thought interpreting the first meeting of

a laboratory as excessive absence would be justified but not the first class

meeting of a recitation or lecture.

Senator Roemer pointed out that the wording was permissive, not

obligatory. Senator R. Garcia asked when the policy, if adopted, would take

effect. The answer was the fall of 1982. Senator R. Garcia said that in

some classes all that happened the first day was that the syllabus was passed

out and the class was dismissed. He reiterated that he felt the policy would

be unfair.

Senator Ebeltof t said that faculty members were, in fact, not ogres.

Most would use reasonable judgment in enforcing such a policy.

At this point, several motions to close debate were heard. The

motion was seconded and carried with the necessary two-thirds majority.
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The question on the motion was then called for and the Senate voted to
approve the policy statement on Administrative Drop as proposed.

ELECTION OF MORRIS FARR TO REPLACE DAVID HETRICK AS SENATOR REPRESENTING THE
COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING: The Secretary informed the Senate that the faculty
of the College of Engineering had selected Dr. Morris Farr of the Nuclear and
Energy Engineering Department as senator from that college to replace Dr.
David Hetrick who is to be on sabbatical leave the spring semester of 1982.
The Senate then voted unanimously to seat Dr. Farr as a senator from the
College of Engineering, effective with the January meeting.

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN REPORT ON TEACHER EVALUATION AND
TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS: The Senate continued its consideration of the Report
on Teacher Evaluation and Teaching Effectiveness II as developed by the Committee
of Eleven. Chairperson Kellogg reminded the Senate that the report was before

the body as a seconded document. The Senate had thoroughly discussed all
sixteen of the recommendations made in the report, and was in the process of
amending the recommendations, shoul,d amendments be proposed. Recommendation 1
had been amended at the November meeting. Recommendation 2 and Recommendation 3
had been accepted without change. Action on the recommendations would resume
at today's meeting with consideration of possible amendments to Recommendation 4.

Chairperson Kellogg asked Senator Fahey, chairperson of the Committee
of Eleven subcommittee on Teacher Evaluation and Teaching Effectiveness, and
the other two members of the subcommittee, Senator Putt and Professor David
Woloshin, to come to the podium to participate in the discussion. The Chair

asked if there were proposed amendments to Recommendation 4. Recommendation 4

read:

The Office of Instructional Research and Development should
assist departments in administering the conditions
established by Recommendations 1 and 2 and should present
a report to the President for inclusion in the President's

report to the Faculty Senate, as described in Recommendation 16.

Recommendation 4 was accepted without change.

Recommendation 5 was also accepted without change. Recommendation 5

read:

Faculty should be encouraged to participate in workshops and
seminars designed to improve the quality of instruction.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 6, which read:

Activities concerned with the improvement of teaching should
be considered appropriate for a sabbatical leave from the
University. The applicant seeking a sabbatical leave for
this purpose shall outline goals and submit a plan for
reachíng those goals.

Senator Henderson said that since this recommendation did not

propose something new, he felt the words "continue to" should be inserted
after the word "should" in the first line and that at the end of the second
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sentence the following words should be added: . .as outlined in the Uni-

versity guidelines for sabbatical leave". He so moved. The proposed

revised Recommendation 6 would then read:

Activities concerned with the improvement of teaching
should continue to be considered appropriate for a
sabbatical leave from the University. The applicant
seeking a sabbatical leave for this purpose shall out-
line goals and submit a plan for reaching those goals,
as outlined in the University guidelines for sabbatical

leave.

Senator Henderson's proposed amendment was seconded and passed.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 7. Recommendation 7

had been referred to the Executive Committee of the Senate and the sub-
committee on Teacher Evaluation of the Committee of Eleven for further

review. Those groups had agreed that this proposal should be resubmitted

as originally stated. Recommendation 7 read:

The professional staff in the Office of Instructional
Research and Development should be expanded in order to
provide:

Research designed to enhance the quality of instruction
at the University of Arizona.
Additional assistance for individuals and groups of
faculty for the purpose of improving instruction.
Additional consultation services to deans, department
heads, and promotion and tenure committees (at all levels)
so as to develop consistent policies across campus on
how teaching will be evaluated and considered in promotion
and tenure decisions.
Additional instruments for evaluating instruction and
for diagnosing instructional weaknesses which take into
account the unique needs of individual faculty and

departments.
More information to the faculty about the instructional
support services available on campus. This information

should be distributed to all faculty annually at the
beginning of the new academic year.

Senator Fahey pointed out that each senator had been provided at

his or her place today a copy of the most recent issue of "Note to the

Faculty", issued by the Instructional Research and Development Office (lEAD).

She noted that the front page of this issue included a description of lEAD's

charge, a listing of the topics discussed in previous issues of the "Notes",

and a summary of lEAD's activities for 1980-81. These were all particularly

relevant to Recommendation 7, she noted.

Senator Fahey also noted that Dr. Lawrence Aleamoni, Director of

IRAD, was present should any senator wish to direct questions to him.

Senator Thompson referred to discussion at the November Senate

meeting about Recommendation 7. He noted again that the use of the word
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expanded implied an adding of staff when in fact it may not be feasible
for the University tò acquire additional staff positions. He moved that
the words "expanded in order" be changed to "supported at a level adequate".
Several seconds to his proposed amendment were heard and the motion carried.
Recommendation 7 as amended then read:

7. The professional staff in the Office of Instructional
Research and Development should be supported at a level
adequate to provide:

Research designed to enhance the quality of instruction
at the University of Arizona.
Additional assistance for individuals and groups of
faculty for the purpose of improving instruction.
Additional consultation services to deans, department
heads, and promotion and tenure committees (at all levels)
so as to develop consistent policies across campus on
how teaching will be evaluated and considered in promotion
and tenure decisions.
Additional instruments for evaluating instruction and
for diagnosing instructional weaknesses which take into
account the unique needs of individual faculty and
departments.
More information to the faculty about the instructional
support services available on campus. This information
should be distributed to all faculty annually at the
beginning of the new academic year.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 8 whích read as
follows:

8. A standing committee of the Faculty Senate should be
established for the purpose of overseeing the instructional
services at the University of Arizona. This committee
should be charged with providing direction for instructional
development on the campus, and should periodically report
its activities to the Faculty Senate. The committee should
be composed of faculty members who are recognized for their
excellence in teaching and who have a demonstrated interest
in the improvement of instruction. As specified by the
Faculty Constitution, a majority of the members must be members
of the Faculty Senate.

Senator Thompson objected to the word "overseeing", feeling that
that word carried an implication of supervising. Senator Putt said that
supervising was not intended here but rather referred to a monitoring
procedure. It was then suggested that the word "overseeing" be changed to
"reviewing". Senator Quinn thought the words "observing and reviewing"
would be more appropriate. Senator Fahey wondered how one could review

without observing. Senator Witte felt that something more than monitoring
should be indicated with the responsibility including that to critique.
Others, however, felt that this implied the committee would have a right
unduly to criticize. Senator Fahey emphasized that the intent was not to
imply that the committee members should be told that they must do something,
but rather to indicate that they would be providing assistance that would
be truly helpful.
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Senator Weatherly urged against adopting wording that would
be too specific. Senator Munroe wondered if the responsiblity of this
committee would conflict with that of the advisory committee that now
assists IRAD. Senator Fahey said no, and pointed out that she sits on
the IRAD advisory committee. The responsibility of the Senate committee
would be broader, she noted.

Senator Steelink then proposed to drop certain words of the
first sentence and the second sentence, combining the two to read,
"A standing committee of the Faculty Senate should be established and
charged with providing " Senator Quinn proposed that the word
"direction" be changed to "Impetus". This was agreed to. The several
proposed combined amendments as finally developed were then approved by
the vote of the Senate with the concurrence of the Committee of Eleven
subcommittee. Recommendation 8 then, as amended, read:

A standing committee of the Faculty Senate should be
established and charged with providing impetus for
instructional development on the campus, and should
periodically report its activities to the Faculty
Senate. The committee should be composed of faculty
members who are recognized for their excellence in
teaching and who have a demonstrated interest in the
improvement of instruction. As specified by the Faculty
Constitution, a majority of the members must be members
of the Faculty Senate.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 9 and after deleting
the word "more" preceding the word "vigorously" no further amendments
were proposed. Recommendation 9 will read:

For those faculty members for whom teaching is a
continuing responsibility, excellence in teaching
should be vigorously and consistently rewarded
through the promotion and tenure system.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 10 which read:

Departments and colleges should be required to include the criteria
for teaching excellence in their guidelines for promotion and
tenure and these guidelines should be adhered to by the promotion
and tenure committees at both college and University levels.

Several senators proposed that the word "the" be deleted
preceding the word "criteria". There was no objection.

Senator Weaver questioned the words "adhered to", pointing out
that while there should be good communication between promotion and
tenure committees at the department and college level and at the university
level and while consideration of promotion and tenure should be a cooperative
enterprise, there should not be a definite statement binding a group at
one level necessarily to follow the same guidelines that were followed at

another. Senator Putt noted that while departments and colleges do have
guidelines, it seems that the university-level committee does not always
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give full recognition to the recommendations of the promotion and
tenure committees at the lower levels, sometimes seeming more impressed
by research grants acquired than performance in the classroom, for
example. Senator Weaver said he could not completely agree with that
point of view. Senator Putt said it seemed to her that sometimes an
excellent teaching record was not given the same weight by the university-
wide promotion and tenure committee that a good research record was.
Senator Weaver said that in promotion and tenure considerations due
weight of course should be given to accomplishment in both research and
teaching.

Senator Thompson then proposed that the words "adhered to" be
changed to "given serious consideration". Senators Fahey and Putt and
Dr. Woloshin, after consulting, said they would reluctantly accept that
change. Senator Zukoski asked Senator Weaver if all college and department
promotion and tenure guidelines were not approved by his office anyway.
Senator Weaver said that they were usually approved by the university-wide
promotion and tenure committee. Senator Zukoski said that that being the
case, he did not see why there should be objection to the words "adhered
to". Senator Weaver said that problems sometimes do come about because of
a misunderstanding in communication. He said he liked Dr. Thompson's
proposed rewording.

Senator Thompson said he interpreted the wording "adhered to"
not as one level of review heeding the action of another level but rather
each group in its own deliberation adhering to its own guidelines.

Recommendation 10 was then approved as amended. Recommendation 10
then reads as follows:

Departments and colleges should be required to include criteria
for teaching excellence in their guidelines for promotion
and tenure and these guidelines should be given serious
consideration by the promotion and tenure committees at both
college and University levels.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 11. Recommendation 11

read:

The Executive Vice-President should require that evaluations
of teaching (except where clearly irrelevant) be a
mandatory part of promotion and tenure documentation before
submission to the University Advisory Committee on Promotion
and Tenure. This documentation should include:

A summary of student evaluations from all courses
taught during the previous two years.
One or more additional methods of evaluating teaching,
such as peer review of course descriptions, objectives,
examinations and syllabi; letters reporting on classroom
visitations; unsolicited letters from students; evidence
of student success in subsequent courses as well as after
graduation; evidence of innovative or imaginative teaching
methods and materials; development of new courses.
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Senator Ewbank said that some of the provisions of this recommen-
dation would not be appropriate for a graduate course. Dr. Woloshin explained
that the recommendation referred only to teaching in undergraduate courses.
As a matter of fact all of the recommendations referred only to undergraduate
teaching, he emphasized. Senator Fahey noted that the committee of course
hoped that everything possible would be done to make graduate teaching as
effective as possible as well.

There were no amendments to Recommendation 11.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 12 which read:

Documented teaching effectiveness should be one of the criteria
for awarding merit raises.

Senator Cole moved that the words "continue to" be inserted before
the words "be one of the criteria". Several seconds were made. Senators Fahey
and Putt and Dr. Woloshin did not agree to this change. The vote was called
for on Senator Cole's motion and the motion failed by a vote of 24 to 28.
Thus Recommendation 12 remained unamended.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 13 which read:

Department heads should review the teaching of all instructional
staff on an annual basis. Such reviews should be based on a
variety of measures, such as classroom visitations, student
evaluations and discussion of course materials, and should
consist of personal conferences with each faculty member. The
reviews should result in a written record, a copy of which is
given to the faculty member concerned. Heads of large departments
may delegate the task of teaching review to a departmental
committee on instruction.

Senator Thompson moved that the word "should" be changed to "may"
in the first sentence and that in the next to last sentence the word "given"
be changed to "made available". Senator Cosart seconded the motion. Senator
Henderson and several others asked that the two proposals be divided. Senators
Fahey and Putt and Dr.Woloshin also asked that both of Senator Thompson's
proposals not be included in one motion. This was agreeable to Senator Thompson
and Senator Cosart.

Senator Steelink said he thought that if "should" were changed to
"may" then the effectiveness of the statement would be seriously lessened.
Senator Thompson said that while department heads always have a responsibility
to review teaching, he thought the word "may" would give more flexibility. He
said he was not suggesting that an annual review of teaching need not be done.
Several senators said they thought the use of the word "may" would imply that it
might not be done. Senator Fahey noted that in a large department the teaching
review may be delegated. She thought the use of the word "should" provided a
more positive spirit. She noted that the word "must" was not used.

The vote on the proposal to change the word "should" to "may" was
called for and the motion failed. The Senate then turned its attention to the
proposal to change the word "given" to "made available". Senator Witte asked
Senator Thompson why he objected to "given". He said he thought this was a
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certain inelegance of wording. The question was called for and the changing
of "given" to "made available" was approved. Recommendation 13 as amended will
then read:

13. Department heads should review the teaching of all instructional
staff on an annual basis. Such reviews should be based on a
variety of measures, such as classroom visitations, student
evaluations and discussion of course materials, and should consist
of personal conferences with each faculty member. The reviews
should result in a written record, a copy of which is made
available to the faculty member concerned. Heads of large
departments may delegate the task of teaching review to a
departmental committee on instruction.

Attention next was given Recommendation 14. No amendments were
proposed. Recommendation 14 reads:

14. Effective teaching should receive more campus-wide visibility.
The following activities are suggested to increase the recognition
of excellence in teaching:

Selection by each college of a "teacher of the year" who
would be invited to speak at the college Honors Convocation
or a comparable event.
Faculty participation in the selection of recipients of
the Creative Teaching Awards offered by the University of
Arizona Foundation.

The Senate next considered Recommendation 15. Recommendation 15
reads:

15. The President shall appoint an officer on his staff who is
charged with facilitating the recommendations included in this
report.

It was agreed that the word "shall" should be changed to the word

"should". It was proposed that the pronoun "his" be changed to "his/her".
Several senators objected to that awkward phrasing. A number of suggestions
for rewording were made and it was finally agreed that the words "on his
staff who is" be dropped. Recommendation 15 as amended was then approved

as follows:

15. The President should appoint an officer charged with
facilitating the recommendations included in this report.

Recommendation 16 was next considered with the word "shall" changed

to "should". There was no other amendment on Recommendation 16 which was
approved as follows:

16. The President should report to the Faculty Senate annually on
the implementation of the recommendations."

Chairperson Kellogg said that the entire report, including the 16
Recommendations as amended, was now before the Senate.

Senator Sigworth said that the document before the house was a very
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important report. He said that action should not be taken hastily on matters
of importance. He said he thought another consideration should now be taken
into account. He wished to share with the Senate an opinion that was of concern
to some members of the faculty. He would like to read into the record of the
Senate the point of view expressed by Dr. Lawrence Wheeler, Head of the Department
of Psychology, in a letter to Dean Paul Rosenblatt of the College of Liberal Arts
discussing the Teacher Evaluation and Teaching Effectiveness II Report. He said
he had the permission of both Dr. Wheeler and Dean Rosenblatt to do this.

Senator Sigworth then read the following excerpt from Dr. Wheeler's

letter:

"As far as I can see, no one has addressed the primary question:
Can there be valid assessment of teaching performance without
degradation of academic freedom? I think the answer is a
resounding "No". Teaching style and teaching technique are
inextricably interwoven with the world view and personality of
the individual instructor. Only in the abstract can we separate
the concept, how well a person teaches, from what and how the
person teaches and who the person is.

"I am not, as you must be aware, against Motherhood, the Flag, or
Good Teaching. A great part of my work is the encouragement of
the last of these three, and the gradual improvement of an academic
situation that promotes and sustains it. But I also believe that
the assessment of teaching effectiveness is among the most difficult
and complex measurement problems in existence. It is not made

easier by the fact that the measurement attempts, themselves, may
be encroachments upon the individual and academic freedoms of the

person being evaluated. Such measurement efforts are, in essence,
moral or ethical problems first, and then problems of immense
technical complexity. I speak as someone who professes familiarity
with the fine points of measurement of human behavior.

"With great respect for the humanity and wisdom of the Committee of
Eleven, Dr. Shirley Fahey, and Dr. Lawrence Aleamoni, I have a
strong feeling of doom about the present report. We are moving too

fast, and without adequate consideration of the basic, moral
implications of the situation. The current proposal points some

dangerous weapons at the hearts of scholars, scientists, and
academics. Please, let us back off and do some deeper thinking."

Senator Sigworth then moved that final action by the Senate on the
report be postponed until the January meeting. Several seconds were heard.
Senator Quinn said that he thought people who felt that adoption of this report
would be a threat to academic freedom should either come up with proposed
safeguards, or propose a Recommendation 17 that would address the matter of

academic freedom.

Senator Fahey said that she would like to share with the Senate an

excerpt from an article on "How To Recommend Promotion For A Mediocre Teacher

Without Actually Lying" by Dr. Milton Hildebrand, Professor of Zoology of the
University of California, Davis, which appeared in Experiment & Innovation:
New Directions in Education at the University of California, May 1971 Vol. IV,

No. 1. In that article Dr. Hildebrand was discussing and responding to certain
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objections to or myths about teacher evaluation. One of these objections
is that student evaluation of teaching is an invasion of academic freedom.
In answer to this, Professor Hildebrand wrote:

"Professors, like other citizens, should be protected from
slander. Derogatory ratings that are atypical could, by
agreement, be discarded if malicious defamation is suspected.
As noted above, however, experience shows that most student
ratings, in fact, are responsible and generous. Many persons,
including, I believe, most voters today, believe that Academic
Freedom should not be interpreted as granting a professor
immunity from orderly and responsible appraisal of his
competence in so major an area of his professional activity
as teaching. Evaluation of a scholar's teaching, like
evaluation of his research and artistic and literary works,
should be accessible for use by those directly concerned.
The judgment of academic performance by professional standards
does not constitute interference with free enquiry and expression.
Indeed, it may well be that responsible evaluation by professional
standards of our own is the only way that we can protect ourselves
from political interference."

Senator Witte said she thought that a 17th recommendation
could be developed at today's meeting that would indicate that in any process
of evaluation of teaching, principles of academic freedom are not to be
violated. She urged that a vote on the report be taken today.

Senator Fahey said that from the very beginning the intent of the
Committee of Eleven had been to improve the quality of teaching. Never had

there been a suggestion that any punitive procedures be followed.

Senator Sigworth said he felt his motion was in order. A bare
quorum was present at this late hour. No harm would result from the Senate's
contemplating the point he had raised for one month. He thought the state-
ments made by Dr. Wheeler were worthy of consideration. He said he intended

to vote for approval of the document, but perhaps some additional amendments
were in order first. Senator G. Peterson said the document before the Senate
was indeed a very important one. There was no need to rush through it at a
late hour, particularly when by now nearly half of the Senate's membership
had left.

Several senators noted that academic freedom does not include the
right not to be criticized. Certainly an appropriate proviso could be
developed to add to the document if the majority of the Senate felt this would
be appropriate.

The question was called for and Dr. Sigworth's motion to postpone
consideration of the Report on Teaching Evaluation and Teaching Effectiveness II
be postponed until the January meeting çrried by a vote of 24 to 21.

The meeting adjourned at 4:47

David Butler, Assistant Secretary
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MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF DECEMBER 7, 1981:

Approval of motion from Committee of Eleven requesting the Regents to delay
implementation of the college reorganization, including the appointment of
new deans, until the new University President has assumed office.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletin, Vol. 9, No. 10, issue date of November 23,
1981, including the revised policy statement on Administrative Drop (Policy
on Class Absences).

Approval of motion to seat Morris Farr to replace David tietrick as senator
representing the College of Engineering.

Approval of a number of changes in the wording of certain recommendations of
Report on Teacher Evaluation and Teaching Effectiveness II.

Approval of motion that final action by the Senate on Report of Teacher
Evaluation and Teaching Effectiveness II be postponed until the January
meeting.

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

L Further consideration of Commi ttee of Eleven Report on Teacher Evaluation and
Teaching Effectiveness II.

2. Undergraduate Council report re requirements for bachelor's degrees at the
University of Arizona.




