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Summary of President Koffler's Remarks
Presented to the Arizona Board of Regents

October 4, 1985

Submitted to Faculty Senate Meeting of
October 7, 1985

The Department of Spanish and Portuguese is undergoing its regular program
review. This review consists of a self-study and a university-wide review,
both of which are completed, and an external review still to be undertaken.
These reviews have given great insights into the strengths and weaknesses
of the department, as well as its problems.

Some of those problems are academic, but many are based on poor personal
relations among faculty members, and between the department and the commun-
ity.

Traditionally, most departments in the country have stressed the languages
and literature of the Iberian Peninsula, but many have begun to stress Latin
American language and literature; more recently, several have extended this
emphasis into Chicano language and literature. This question of the relative
emphasis on these various areas has been in part responsible for many of the
problems, and the strain between the department and the community.

The reviews so far point out, among other important conclusions, that the
department has a unique responsibility and opportunity to design a strong pro-
gram in Mexican American language and literature. The University is determined
to take advantage of this opportunity. More intensive development of such a
program will allow the department to provide a more balanced program and to
better take advantage of its unique location. Such a development will also
provide an important cultural focus for the community, thereby helping to
improve the relationship between the department and the community. The Univer-
sity also views such programmatic improvements as a key element in the overall
emphasis on regional identity, as is illustrated by the proposed decision
package on Southwest Studies. The University will work hard and as expedi-
tiously as possible toward the creation of a favorable environment in which
the development of a strong program in Mexican American language and litera-
ture can take place successfully. We are not waiting for the completion of
the external review before implementation of a strong program. However, this
review which will involve the participation of several outstanding scholars
from other universities needs to be completed to obtain a full, objective
assessment of the department.

We recognize that the availability of high quality personnel is key to this
programmatic development. This recognition, however, does not mean that
established personnel procedures can be ignored. Such procedures exist to
protect both the future quality of the institution as well as the individuals
involved.

Recent personnel decisions have created concern in the Hispanic community
regarding the commitment of the University to this programmatic change. At the
same time, these decisions were made after thorough review in accord with Univer-
sity procedures designed to assess individual performance. Opportunities to
appeal these decisions by established procedures still exist and may be used by
some of the individuals involved, if desired. Others already are in the midst
of the appeal process. We shall monitor the progress of these reviews and
appeals and shall continue to seek information to ensure the fairest judgments as
rapidly as possible.



ANNUAL REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE, 1984-85
INTEIOLLEGIATE WRITING CO?1IN'EE

I. Performance on the Upper Division Writing Proficiency Examination (UDWPE),
1984-85.

i

(NOTE: These students are also included in the appro-
priate population of students in the above two groups.)

C. Comparison to Prior Years. In all, 2139 students took the test prior
to 1984:

2139 takers
Unsatisfactory: 862 (40%)

Satisfactory: 1172 (55%)

Excellent: 105 5%)

This data is somewhat suspect, as many or even most of these
students took the test realizing there was no consequence to
performing unsatisfactorily. The pre-1984 population cannot be
differentiated into groups (i.e., University composition student
or not).

II. Implications

A. The 964 "Unsatisfactory" Grades:

The U/A entrants: There is a potential "diminishing problem"
effect from more students being sent into Eng. 100 before Eng.
101 and 102, based on poor performance on the placement test at
entry. Data are being collected now on cohorts of entering stu-
dents to check the efficacy of adding a third semester of compo-
sit ion.

Transfer and Foreign students: We can only assume stable numbers

A. Overall: 3097 takers
Unsatisfactory 964 (31%)

Satisfactory 1952 (63%)

Excellent 181 ( 6%)

B. Group Performances:
1. University Composition Students: 1282

Unsatisfactory 339 (26.4%)

Satisfactory 865 (67.5%)

Excellent 78 ( 6.1%)

2. Transfer Students: 1815
Unsatisfactory 625 (34%)

Sat i s factory 1087 (60%)

Excellent 103 ( 6%)

3. International Students: 168

Unsatisfactory 107 (64%)

Satisfactory 59 (35%)

Excellent 2 ( 1%)



of unsatisfactory grades in the future (730+ unsatisfactories).

3. Remediation options:

Sophomore composition as remediation: Relying substantially
on these courses is not a plausible sole option. Also, the
course is not intended to be developîental or remedial.
Workshops of 1 to 3 units: One unit workshops are now being
tried experimentally as Eng. 397 (46 students in 5 sections)
paid via grant funds. Problems in using as an overall solu-
tion include staffing and cost.
Noncredit Writing Clinic (6 weeks with $50 fee). This option
essentially puts the responsibility and cost of developing
adequate skills directly on the student.

4. One exemplar program: The College of Agriculture has developed a
course co-taught in the college by an Agriculture and a Ccniposi-
tion faculty member.

5. Other responsive colleges: Pharmacy, Architecture and Nursing
(using the one unit Writing Workshop mentioned in 3a). These
colleges require students to pass LJDWPE or the Workshop as a pre-
requisite to upper division courses.

The Paradox: Unless there is a "consequence" to failing the UDWPE,
students will see it as unimportant and merely a gratuitous insult.
However, assuming 700 or so fail it annually, providing irrinediate re-
mediation alternatives has enormous resource implications. Thus,
there is a strong impetus to ignore the failures at the college level.

Other Irritants of an Enduring Nature:

Grading: The struggle to obtain 200 faculty graders per year and
the issue of whether to pay them remain. One proposal being con-
sidered is College administration to provide a list of eligible
faculty to the Composition Board. That would move the "selection"
problem to the proper administrative level.

Upper Division writing Courses: The UCE wants to set up a network
to assist the faculty developing and teaching these courses. UCB
can disseminate pedagogic techniques, offer workshops, etc. There
is a need to assure that these courses are available and all share
the desired characteristics.

The Infamous Fee: A primary student concern, perhaps more so
because there is no predictable consequence to failing of the
UDUPE. There seems no iinnediate remedy for this conflict.

III. Sumary.

The IC was revived in Spring, 1985. Looking back at Dr. Peterson et al's
report to the Senate in April, 1984, which led to this Annual Report, one
concludes: "Plus ca change, plus c'est la meme chose." The major prob-
lerns articulated in that Report stubbornly remain. One change is the
prospect of better data to analyze. The UCB is working with the Dean of
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Students to develop an integrated data base that can fol low cohorts of
students through their academic careers. That will help determine the
efficacy of adding a third semester of composition for entering students
who perform poorly on the placement test (i.e., Eng. 100, as well as 101
and 102). The ultimate goal must be to reduce substantially the number of
students failing the UD1PE, as those students create the gravest resource
crisis--the need for remedial intervention. That need will never
disappear as the transfer and foreign students will still disproportion-
ately contribute to the number of failures.

Other problems, such as grading and writing emphasis courses, are simply
not susceptible to a "single unit" solution. Even if the burden of
preventing and remediating (JDWPE failures is housed in the UCB/English
Department, these additional obstacles require coordinated, university-
wide commitment. The grading issue is fairly wed to other resource diffi-
culties, but the writing emphasis course problem (i.e., that it is more
myth than inevitability in the student's life) cannot be resolved without
explicit support at the college level. Support must mean something more
than a memo reminding departments and divisions of this policy. The
identification and evaluation of the writing emphasis courses across
colleges can and should occur within those units.

Although the problems accompanying this star-crossed attempt at systemic
reform have been intractable thus far, they may yet yield to continued
effort. Although resources remain the core of many problems, there also
appears a lack of confidence in the benefits of the goals when the costs
are experienced so immediately and continuously. The ultimate question is
whether the largely symbolic commitment to the program at the institution-
al level and the grossly inconsistent implementation at the unit level can
be replaced with a systemic, programatic response. That response may
vary to reflect college or departmental characteristics, of course, but
the locus of students' enrollment should not determine whether the insti-
tution's expressed commitment to universal writing skills affects their
academic progress or graduation.

The I will continue its investigation and evaluation of various policy
alternatives during 1985-86. Its recommendations will go to the Under-
graduate Council, and thence to the Senate.

INTERCOLLEGIATE WRITING COMIIrPEE MEMBERS, 1985-86

Dr. Norman Austin, Classics
Dr. Eleanor l3auwens, Nursing
Dr. William Cosart, Chemical Engrg.
Dr. Bernice Epstein, Family &

Consumer Resources
Dr. Roy Johnson, Music
Prof. Kirby Lockard, Architecture
Dr. James Logan, Management &

Policy

Report Suhnitted to
Faculty Senate 10/7/85
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Dr Jack Marietta, History
Dr Gerald Peterson, Electrical/Computer

Engineer i ng

Dr Kathryn Russell, Exercise & Sports Sci.
Dr Mike Sacken, Chair, Educational Systcns

& Organizations
Dr Cornelius Steelink, Chemistry
Mr. Eric Stevenson, Student Member
Ms. Beth Jo Zeitzer, Student Member
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October 7, 1985

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85724

COLLEGE OF MEDICINE
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY
PSYCHOLOGY PROGRAMS
(602) 626-764

April 25, 198

ÌIEMORANDUN

TO: Sarah Dinham, Ph.D, Chairman of the Faculty
Tom Rehm, Ph.D

PLEASE NOTE:

FROM: Larry E. Beutler, Ph.D, AEPP
Chairman, CAFT

ADDENDUM TO THIS REPORT IS ATTACHED (PACE 3).

SUBJECT: Annual Report, Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
For Presentation to the Faculty Senate

The 1984-85 academic year has been a very busy one for the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure. At the beginning of the year, two cases
were pending before the CAFT and one of these cases involved a joint

complaint. Four other complaints were brought before the Committee, one
of which was dismissed as inappropriate. Four matters are still before

the Committee and are in the process of hearings.

During this past year, the Committee submitted findings and

recommendations to President Koff 1er in regard to the complaints of
three individuals. The final report in the most recent matter was
submitted on April 10, 1985. To date, there has been no response. In

the other two matters, the recommendations of the Committee were
rejected by President Koff 1er. In rejecting the Committee's findings,
President Koffler misconstrued the Committee's conclusions, relied on
evidence not provided to the Committee and ignored pertinent University
policy statements.

President Koffler's rejection of the recommendations, following

intensive and laborous work on the part of Committee members, has

presented a serious concern to the Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure and, in our judgment, presents a significant threat to the

University at large. In response to these rejections, various panel
heads have engaged in a dialogue with President Koff 1er around major
points. In all instances, the arguments and findings of the Committee
have been rejected. In order to place this reaction on the part of
President Koffler in context, we reviewed the available files from 1979
through 1984. In no instance were we able to find a precedent for the
President's across the board rejection of the Committee's

recommendations.

-1-



MEMORANDUM
April 25, 1985
Page 2

Coincidentally with the foregoing, we have noted another rapidly
developing obstacle to the deliberations of hearing panels designated by
the CAPT. In two recent hearings, administrators of the University of
Arizona have refused to attend hearings for complaints lodged by faculty
members against those administrators. These refusals have come from
department heads, members of departmental committees, and from two

college deans.

The Faculty By-Laws are specific In pointing out that all faculty
members have a right to be heard before the Committee and to question
witnesses. Moreover, the faculty manual emphasizes that all faculty
members should consider it to be their obligation to attend such

hearings if called. Yet, the deliberations of two hearing panels have
been aborted, cancelled, or delayed because administrators and faculty
members have decided a priori what the conclusions of the Committee's
hearing should be and have refused to attend. This has been of such

critical importance to the CAPT that we have met with University
attorneys and have petitioned Vice President Hasselmo to encourage

administrators and faculty members to particpate in the hearing

processes. It is our opinion that any failure of the University
administration to participate in duly authorized hearings on behalf of
faculty members constitutes frank disregard for faculty members' rights
to due process. It is our judgment that the disregard of the Committee
findings, evidence, and recommendations has permeated the adminstrative
structure very broadly and the University faces a serious crisis of
confidence.

Finally, it bears emphasizing that the University attorneys have been
cooperative with the Committee and have worked diligently to assist us
in finding means by which hearings might proceed. Similarly, Vice

President Hasselmo has been responsive to complaints and concerns

registered by the Committee. We assume that he speaks on behalf of
President Kof f 1er, although direct correpondence with President Kof f 1er

has been difficult and unrewarding.

It is our recommendation that the senate reiterate the responsibilities
of the members fo the University community to participate in the

proceedings of the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure. If it is
true that individuals within this community have such broad latitude as
to override the findings or abort the proceedings of the Committee,
there is certainly no need for a Committee such as this and its presence
is a facade. Threats to the University process can only be resolved by
serious dialogue between faculty and administration to develop a

procedure by which there will be greater accountability for

administration actions and so that the activities of the CAY will have
some binding effect upon the University community.

LEB:jmj

cc: President Kof fier

Dr. Hasselmo
Members of CAFT
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85724
COLLEGE OF MEDICINE
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY
PSYCHOLOGY PROGRAMS
(602) 626-764g

September 16, 1985

MEMORANDUM

TO: Samuel Paplanus, M.D.
Department of Pathology

FROM: Larry E. Beutler, Ph.D, ABPP
Professor and Chief, ClinicalPsychology

SUBJECT: CAPT Report, 1985

Please append the following to the committee report which was submitted
in April.

Subsequent to the submission of the final report for the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure, two events have transpired which have
bearing upon the matters presented by that report. First, as outgoing
Chairman of the CAFT, I met with President Kaff 1er to review the
concerns of the committee. He assured me that it was the position of
the administration that faculty members and administrators at the
University of Arizona should participate in duly authorized couunittee
hearings. He declined, however, to provide direct encouragement for
them to do so.

Secondly, one of the co=ittee reports which had been submitted and
which was considered "pending" vas subsequently accepted by President
Kof f 1er. This was report of the committee on which I had served as
Chair. President Koffler specifically sent a letter complimenting
myself and the co=ittee for our work and indicating that he would
proceed according to our recommendations.

LEB:jmj

cc: Dr. Kennith Foster

A D D E N D U M TO 1984-85 CAFT REPORT




