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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, May 4, 1987 Roan 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:03 p.m. on Monday, May
4, 1987, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Fifty-five members were present.
Presiding Officer of the Senate Thomas Rehm presided. In Secretary George
Ridge's absence, Senator Jacqueline Sharkey was appointed Secretary Pro Ten.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Aleamoni, Andreas, Aquilano, Atwater, Bayless, Beigel,
Billo, Brown, Butler, Carranza, Chen, Cole, Cosgrove,
Cusanovich, Dickstein, Epstein, Ewbank, Fahey,
Fenstermacher, Figler, Fleming, Ganapol, Goetinck,

Hasselmo, Hetrick, Horak, Jones, Kinkade, Kof f 1er,

Krutzsch, Larson, Logan, McConnell, McGraw, Mishel, J.
O'Brien, S. O'Brien, Paplanus, Patterson, Reed, Rehm,
Roemer, Rollins, Sharkey, Smith, Steelink, Stender,
Streitmatter, Swaim, Tomizuka, Tuchi, Watson, Weiss,
Witte, and Woolfenden. Dr. Robert Sankey served as
Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Bootman, Boynton, Cardon, Cartee, Chase, Chishoim,
Culicover, Cunningham, Daly, Drake, Gourley, Irving,
Kettel, Laird, Marcus, Martin, Mautner, McCullough,
Parsons, Peterson, Ridge, Ruiz, Scott, Silverman,
Stedman, Swalin, Tollin, Wilkening, and Woodard.

WELCOME EXTENDED TO NEW FACULTY SENATORS: On behalf of the Faculty Senate, Dr.
Rehm welcomed newlyelected Senators-at-Large Richard Cosgrove, Philip
Krutzsch, James McGraw, Donna Swaim, and Sam Stedman and new student represen-
tatives Reuben Carranza, ASUA President, Robert Bayless, Bruce Bulo, Rivers
Brown, Gina Daly, Dayvid Figler, Lance Martin, Craig Stender, and Corey Watson.

MINUTES OF APRIL 6, 1987: There being no corrections reported, the Minutes of
April 6, 1987 were approved as distributed.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: President Koff 1er said he had
hoped to be able to comment on the l987.-88 budget, but the Legislature had not
yet completed its deliberations. He said he would confine his comments to the
Regents' Task Force for the Study of Excellence, Efficiency and Competitiveness
of the Three State Universities.

"Senators have probably read in the press in recent days that Governor Mecham
has objected to the Board's plans for this Task Force, so let me review the
situation. The idea of the Task Force grew out of Governor Mecham's own justi.-
f iable concerns, expressed shortly after he took office, that the state's
resources should bespent wisely in education and in every other field. At its
March meeting, the Board voted to establish the Task Force to study the effic.
iency and standards of the Arizona universities as compared with their peers so
as to ensure that our resources are being used to best effect. The motion was
seconded by Governor Mecham, who spoke with warmth in favor of the intent, and
who subsequently confirmed that support in an article he wrote for the Scotts.-
dale Progress. The group is to consist of three Regents, two Legislators, and
six cormïunity leaders from around the state.

"Last week, the Governor expressed concern over the manner in which the Board
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was proceeding in appointments dealing with the Task Force. He suggested that
the membership may be biased and that the involvement of University staff in
the study would destroy its objectivity. The Governor suggested that the study
should be merged with a broader MiniGrace type of cormìission which he has
proposed to examine all state agencies. Board President Pf ister has recently
responded to the Governor. He expressed confidence that the integrity of the
Task Force members themselves will ensure an unbiased study and indicated that
the personal participation of Governor Mecham as a Regent member could help to
allay any fears he may have about objectivity. Mr. Pf ister also pointed out
that it was inconceivable to proceed without the extensive data that only the
University staffs could provide, and that it was desirable to involve those
University personnel who would be called on to implement any recommendations
that the Task Force might make. Finally, Mr. Pf ister drew attention to the
fact that higher education is sufficiently different from other government
responsibilities to justify a separate study, and that it is necessary to
proceed without delay if a preliminary report and recommendations are to be

available before the next budget session. On these grounds, the Board will
proceed with the Task Force as originally outlined."

REPORT FROM THE PROVOST OF THE UNIVERSITY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Rehni said that regarding the pro.r
posed transfer of Speech and Hearing Sciences to the Faculty of Science, the
Faculty of Fine Arts had been asked to comment, as well as the University
community at large. He reported that there had been no negative comments
received, and the transfer had been approved; Speech and Hearing Sciences will
appear in the Faculty of Science in the 1987-89 General Catalog.

Dr. Rehm noted that Senators had received, with their meeting call material, a
number of annual reports: Budget Policy Corrniittee, Committee of Eleven, and
Faculty Center. He said that the remaining reports will be appended to the
minutes of this meeting when they are distributed in August.

Dr. Rehm said that some standing crnúttees have indicated their period of
operation would be improved if new committee members started at the end of the
summer rather than in May. For some of those committees, he said, that is the
structure we will be seeing in the future. He said it seemed to be a reason
able way of operating through the surrmer.

Placed on Senators desks' today were the degree lists for May Commencement.
While there was no item on the agenda calling for ratification of that list,
Dr. Rehm said he would insert it as item 6a.

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: Senator Carranza said that at the last
Board of Regents meeting, ASA suhnitted an Undergraduate Education Report.
ASUA's report, he said, outlined some specific concerns for l987.88, the major
concern being Academic Advising. He said the report stressed the recommenda-
tions that had been made to the Provost from the Academic Advising Task Force.

REPORT FROM THE ACADEMIC PERSONNEL POLICY COMMITTEE: No report.

REPORT FROM THE BUDGET POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator McConnell said that since his
reports during the year have been very brief, he hoped that he had built up
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enough credits to say a few words on this last occasion. He said the corrmittee

hoped its annual report was clear.

"The record of our activities is both entertaining and informative. We do have

four recommendations that we hope will be considered seriously. But there is a

little more to say so you can appreciate the committee's work and its

frustrations and its hopes. First, the formal charge to this committee is

ridiculously large. To meet those charges, the Committee would need several
leaves of absence with pay, a large staff, and in this day and age we might

even need immunity. We could become a mini.-equivalent of the Congressional
Budget Office, in service to the Faculty of the University of Arizona.

"Canrnittee members are listed in the report, and they all carried a share.

Some of them, I want you to know, went well beyond the twenty meetings listed.

There were hours and hours, and days and weekends in service to this Faculty.

I compliment them here and thank them in the hope that service is held in high

esteem and will be rewarded.

"Dealing with budget matters, especially this year, as President Koffler has

already alluded to, was a little like trying to eat alphabet soup with rubber

chopsticks: a very elusive task. This administration has done much to attempt

to organize, clarify, arid demystify the budget process, but it still remains a

slippery labyrinth. Thus our inclusion at the end of our report of the typical
spring budget process calendar, one of the first road maps I have seen to show

us the labyrinth's entries and exits. Our report, unabashedly, adopts a phrase
taken from President FZoffler's recent memorandum concerning the budget. We,

too, refer to 'the current economic and political environment.' We felt that

we had an obligation to the faculty this year to be discreet so that none of

our activities would be misinterpreted or cause for anxiety. My monthly
reports to you have been models of self.muzzling, up to this point. Even so, I

am told that a simple, general reference that I made in one of those brief
reports concerning the fact that the committee had obtained some statistics

generated some anxious telephone calls in middle layers of the administration.

I think they found that we were, indeed, discreet.

"The committee chose to give most oE its attention to the issue of funding of

instruction this year, setting aside all those other charges. That's the issue

that we believed to be the heart of the University's mission, and we pursued
those particular passageways of the labyrinth. We found cooperation from the
Provost's Office, for which we are more than grateful. In our service to the

faculty, we dutifully reported our findings and our views to both Faculty Chair

Rehm and Provost Hasselmo, and they were fully informed of our work and most of

our thoughts. In fact, the minutes of the last meeting, which I assume are
available to anyone who is interested, report on a joint meeting with Chairman
Rehm and Provost Hasselmo and contains phrases like 'more grass roots

involvement', 'faculty consultation process', and Tom's phrase, 'more feedback
to the troops', and 'more communication with the faculty.' I believe we have

an understanding and a pledge that that will be accomplished.

"The Budget Policy Committee has really done its best, has given its time and

energy and resources, and I can report to you that this committee is frustra-

ted. Many of the members are here today, in the Senate and in the audien.
The cliffs that we approached are very tall, ladies and gentlemen, and our

ladder is very short indeed. I believe that there is great merit, for example,

in having a faculty Regent, who can take the faculty's views from the institu-
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tions to that forum and would be a participant in the budget discussions there
to bring the news back to the faculty. I certainly recognize the value of this
body, which I prefer to think of as a University forum, but I long for a place
where teaching faculty could talk to each other about teaching and learning,
and the funding of learning. It is my personal opinion that the Faculty Chair
or the members of the Senate Executive Comnittee or the Corimittee of Eleven
should be regular participants of the University sessions where priorities and
data of the budgets are confirmed. If they could someway be granted the time
and energy to serve the faculty's interests in that way, too.

"The Budget Policy Committee, which was once also called the Planning
Corrniittee, consisted this year of a small group of hugely concerned people. I
believe that the Senate Executive Coninittee and perhaps this body needs to
think more about this committee's role in the interest of the faculty at this
difficult time. How can a small group of people like us represent the views of
an entire faculty in matters so big? Should be an audience or a choir?
Should we be a mirror or a monitor? Should we be observers or participants?
Those are some of the questions the corrndttee has, arid any consideration you
might care to give will be welcomed."

REPORT FROM THE INSTRUCTION & CURRICULUM POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Atwater said
said the coninittee's report would be attached to the minutes of this meeting.

REPORT FROM THE RESEAIH POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Witte said she wanted to
report on one special item which occurred with such speed that there wasn't
time to adequately inform the faculty: the Undergraduate Student Research
Program. She said the cornriittee had proposed it to Dr. Wilkening during one of
the conmittee's meetings, and within a few months the coinnittee reived notice
of approval and funding to initiate the program. She said a selection
corrmittee was appointed, chaired by Professor Lytle, and members included Doug
Bollerman, Nat de Gennaro, John Garcia, Charles Sherry, and Marlys Witte; the
carunittee met to set priorities and procedures. The comnittee received and is
reviewing 86 completed applications for the 15 fellowships. Senator Witte said
they are original and creative, and have come from all undergraduate colleges.
She reported that the program consists of the following: Research Fellowships,
carrying stipends, in which the student proposes a research activity which
would be carried out during the sumner or semester, and for which $40,000 was
allocated; second, an annual student research forum for undergraduate students
that will consist in large part of ongoing student research; finally, a faculty
program to establish mentor relationships with undergraduate students; $6,000
was allocated for these latter programs. Senator Witte said she believed this
program will be highly successful.

REPORT FROM THE STUDENT AFFAIRS POLICY COMMIPEE: Senator Mishel said she
would waive a report in lieu of continued discussion of the committee's
proposal, as scheduled on the agenda.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD: No questions.

APPROVAL OF DEGREE CANDIDATES FOR MAY 16 COMMENCEMENT: Dr. Rehm said that as a
result of a request from the Senate in December, a different format had been
prepared for the degree list, broken down by degree and college, rather than
the previous alphabetic listing. This revised format, he said, would be a
permanent replacement; he found the new format much improved. The list had not
accompanied the meeting call nor been placed on the agenda because of the time
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involved in getting the change-over completed. It was moved (motion 87/88-l)

and seconded that the list of degree recipients be approved, subject to
completion of requirements as certified by the Registrar's Office. A voice

vote indicated unanimous approval.

ELECTION OF PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE, 1987-88: Dr. Rehm turned

the chair over to Secretary Pro Tern Sharkey. Secretary Sharkey called for
nominations from the floor for the 1987-88 Presiding Officer of the Faculty
Senate. Senator Fahey nominated Dr. Thomas Rehm, and that nomination (motion

87/88-2) was seconded. A show of hands indicated unanimous approval.
Secretary Sharkey then turned the chair back to Dr. Rehm.

ELECTION OF TWO MEMBERS TO THE 1987-88 FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: Dr.

Rehm asked Senators to complete the ballots on their desks to elect two members

to the 1987-88 Faculty Senate Executive Conrnittee. [Votes were not tallied

until the meeting concluded. Results, however, are reported here. Elected

were Shirley N. Fahey and Henry L. Ewbank.]

ELECTION OF FIVE NOMINEES TO UNIVERSITY HEARING BOARD: Dr. Rehm asked Senators
to complete the ballots on their desks to elect two nominees to the 1987-88

University Hearing Board. [Votes were not tallied until the meeting concluded.

Results, however, are reported here. Elected were: Ellen Altman, Manan E.
Binder, H. Bruce Fowler, Mary H. Marion, and Donald A. Thomson.]

ELECTION OF THREE MEMBERS TO COMMITTEE ON CONCILIATION: Dr. Rehm asked Sena-
tors to complete the ballots on their desks to elect three members for two-year
terms to the Corrinittee on Conciliation. [Votes were not tallied until the

meeting concluded. Results, however, are reported here. Elected were: Roger

L. Caldwell, Leonard Dinnerstein, and Bernice Epstein.]

RATIFICATION OF CHAIRS OF FACULTY SENATE STANDING COMMITTEES: Dr. Rehm said
that three individuals have consented to serve as Chairs of Senate standing

corrmittees: Senator Marlys Witte, Research Policy Committee; Senator Douglas
Jones, Academic Personnel Policy Corrmittee; and Senator Merle Mishel, Student
Affairs Policy Cormnittee. The Chair and members of the Budget Policy Coirmittee
will continue on through the surrmer, Dr. Rehm reported, to make best use of the
knowledge they have acquired during this year on the Decision Packages, and the
Chair for the 1987-88 committee will be presented to the Senate in the fall.
He noted that he had not yet finalized the chairmanship for the Instruction and
Curriculum Policy Ccmmittee, and that recormrnendation would also be presented to

the Senate in the fall. It was then moved and seconded (motion 87/88-3) to
approve the appointments of Marlys Witte, Douglas Jones, and Merle Mishel. A

voice vote indicated unanimous approval.

APPROVAL OF UHAP CHAPTERS 3 AND 4 AS AMENDED BY THE FACULTY SENATE: Dr. Rehm
called on Senator Jones to seek Senate ratification of action taken by those
present at the April 20, 1987 meeting regarding UHAP Chapters 3 and 4. Senator

Jones explained that, a quorum not being attained, the group, acting as a
Committee of the Whole, discussed and approved final changes to the two
chapters, sutitiitting a recommendation for approval of same to the full Senate.
He said he wanted to take this opportunity to thank the members of the Academic
Personnel Policy Committee who had worked diligently this year on the many

revisions to Chapters 3 and 4. He said their participation had far exceeded

the normally expected hours of committee membership. Senator Jones then called

for any discussion on Chapters 3 or 4.



87/88 -6

Senator Steelink moved that the Senate ratify the actions taken on April 20;

that motion (87/88-4) was seconded. A voice vote indicated unanimous approval.

Dr. Rehm then called for approval of the amended docients, Chapters 3 and 4.

Senator Dickstein so moved (motion 87/88-5) ; the motion was seconded and unani-

mously approved.

DISCUSSION ON STUDENT AFFAIRS POLICY COMMITTEE PROPOSAL FOR THE REC0GNITION OF
STUDENT/FACULTY INTERACTION AS AN INTEGRAL COMPONENT OF EFFECTIVE TEACHING:
Dr. Rehm called on Senator Mishel to lead discussion, and she distributed

copies of the proposal to those who did not have one. She said this had been
discussed at the April 20 meeting, but no action had been taken, and she would
review the proposal's main points for the benefit of those who were not present

April 20.

Senator Mishel said the committee's proposal has three components: (1) to en-

large the definition of teaching to incorporate the concept of student/faculty

interaction outside the classroom; (2) to obtain an institutional conrnitment to
allocate a percentage of merit funds to the teaching criteria; and (3) to
specify that a percentage of a faculty member's teaching evaluation be
allocated student/faculty interaction activities. She said she wanted to make
it clear that the committee is basically asking for a commitment from the

University that a percentage of merit funds be allocated to teaching.
Departments would then determine what that percentage would be, and of that

percentage, what percentage would be allocated to student/faculty interaction.

She said the cormìittee saw this as being implemented on the department level

and saw that it might fluctuate from faculty member to faculty member based

upon the faculty member's point in their career. What the committee is really
attempting to do here is to bring teaching into the reward system of the

university by having it cone under some of the same rewards that other aspects
of our jobs have always come under. Senator Mishel said the committee is
trying to enlarge the definition of teaching because they know it involves many
other activities that are outside the classroom; the list included in their

proposal is just a beginning, and the corrmittee recommends bringing them under

the aegis of teaching and having them recognized as such.

Senator Mishel said that since the discussion at the April 20 meeting, she has

received several written comments including information from the Committee of
Eleven's Subcoituuittee on Communications which met with eight departments in

1986-87, and one of the topics addressed at one of those meetings was teaching

and the reward system. The concern expressed at that meeting was that teaching

should be more emphasized in promotion, tenure and merit deliberations, and

that teaching is perceived to be under-valued despite rhetoric and paperwork to

the contrary.

Senator Mishel called for comments or questions. Senator Fleming moved that

the Senate approve the proposal; that motion (87/88-6) was seconded.

Senator Witte said she is in agreement with the proposal and very much in

agreement with the spirit; if this proposal was approved she would like to add

"without an intrusive paid bureaucracy to enforce it." She said she was con-

cerned that faculty would be followed not only into their classes but into the

bathroom to document all their activities. She felt this would have a chilling

effect on spontaneity of faculty/student interchange. Senator Mishel responded

that she didn't believe anyone would disagree with Senator Witte on that point
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but hopefully the evaluations would be handled by faculty themselves.

Senator Kinkade said he was somewhat confused on why these activities were
being placed under the rubric of teaching, when they seem to him to be clearly
service activities. He said we do have traditionally a formula for rewarding
service as well as research and teaching: normally, 40-40-20. He said he
would be amenable to seeing that formula modified somewhat, but it mystifies
him as to why these activities are being placed under the teaching category
when teaching and instructional effort is clearly defined. Senator Mishel
responded that most of the literature the committee studied (1) grouped
student/faculty interaction as a component of teaching and (2) urged that the
definition of teaching be enlarged to include all contacts with students under
the umbrella of education.

Senator J. O'Brien said he would like to ask Senator Kinkade where the 40-40--20
is written, because he had never heard of it. Senator Kinkade said he did not
know that it is written, but rather is traditional when looking at merit,
promotion and tenure, and there seems to be agreement in his college that that
is the proper proportion.

Senator Witte said she had difficulty with the expression that what a faculty
member does outside the classroom is service; "insofar as all of us are serving
students, everything we do is service," she believed, and the ringing of the
classroom bell determining that subsequent action is service would be a narrow
definition. Senator Kinkade said he wasn't arguing that student/faculty inter-
action shouldn't be recognized, only questioning whether it should be placed
under the category of teaching. Senator Mishel said that many faculty do not
want to think that teaching begins and ends in the classroom, and that constant
contact with students is part of the teaching responsibility.

Senator Aleamoni said that in support of the comittee's broadened definition
of teaching, in working with various departments and other institutions he has
found most of them do concur with the expanded definition of teaching, in that
advising and other time spent one-on-one outside the classroom is a type of
instruction.

Senator Goetinck said that the Department of French and Italian has tradition-
ally placed these items in the category of service because teaching has to be
evaluated by student evaluation, and these other elements are not being eval-
uated by the students. He said it was deemed the only solution, but is taken
into consideration in the annual evaluation.

Senator Steelink said the Senate has nine student members, and he would like to
hear their opinions on what they consider the most valuable in their contacts
with professors. Senator Bayless said that contact with and instruction from
professors outside the classroom enhances the student's education, and is very
beneficial to students.

Dr. Hasselmo said he is concerned that the Senate is thinking about university-
wide formulas; he didn't believe it is possible to cast this proposal in per-
centages that have general validity to the entire university with variables
from year-to-year. He said the evaluation procedure contains a valuable ele-
ment in that those being evaluated are to describe and lay out objectives for
the coming year, discussing those objectives with the department head and the

faculty. He said it seemed quite appropriate to him that, as faculty members
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discuss activities for the coming year with the department head, that agreement
be reached concerning teaching activities. He believed that in that context it
is possible to include activities outside the classroom, and that it would be
appropriate to reach agreement about advising activities. If that is done, he
said, he felt there would be a basis on which the application of merit money
can be made and agreement reached, and that could well be certain activities
related to teaching--not just classroom instruction. Senator Mishel asked if
there was a way to define these activities. Dr. Hasselmo responded that
ideally, these are matters that have to be resolved at the department level
because departments vary enormously in their responsibilities and allocation of
faculty members' time.

Senator J. O'Brien said that if we are operating on a formula, and this propo-
sal is accepted, it could impact adversely on promotion and tenure because of
the contracts with department chairs; he felt the wrong message would be sent
to young faculty members: do advising, but it may not be counted. He added
that mention of these 40-40--20 percentages frightened him. Dr. Hasselmo noted
that the university does not operate with any official percentages; it varies
from department to department and college to college.

Senator Fenstermacher said he was a bit troubled by this proposal, and he was
trying to determine why, since he feels so strongly about teaching. He said he
supports the idea of conceptual teaching; what goes on outside the classroom is
properly instruction. While he likes the idea of urging people to consider the
expanded definition of teaching in the merit process, and the Senate's request-
ing departments give heed to these matters in the merit process, he wasn't sure
it would be appropriate for the Senate to make decisions affecting all units
when so much emphasis has been placed on the peer review process. He believed
peers should make these decisions. Regarding the second specification, he
said, that a certain percentage of merit be allocated, he finds the merit
process already burdensome and complex; by adding further stipulations, it

becomes more difficult to manage and less rooted in basic human judgment.

Senator Mishel said that the coninittee's thoughts were that this would be an
individually formulated idea; the percentage is not indicated in the proposal
and there is no attempt to stipulate either the percentage or what the
behaviors of student/faculty interaction are. The proposal is merely an
attempt to provide some ideas.

Senator Atwater noted that the words at the top of page 3 do indicate an
institutional coniiiitment is being requested to designate a certain percentage
of merit funds. It seemed legislative to her, and she fully agreed with
Senator Fenstermacher's coirrnents. She said she was concerned because the peer
review committee in her department had developed a very workable and
individualized program; to impose a departmental requirement on all faculty in
her department would go against the peer process they had established. Senator
Mishel responded that it was not the ccmtittee's intent to displace currently
existing mechanisms.

Senator Figler said that it didn't appear the proposal would force a department
to implement any formulas for merit considerations, but rather seemed to be
guidelines--a recoimnendation to consider these important criteria in merit pay
raise discussions. As a student, he said, he valued all the criteria contained
in the proposal, and he favored ratification of the proposal as a worthwhile
reconniendation.



87/88-9

Senator Tomizuka said he had no objection to the document itself, but wondered
about a possible legal case if an individual was denied tenure but had a docu-
mented record on file. A second problem he saw with the proposal, he said, is
that it takes away the spontaneity and would add intimidation. The basic issue
of improved teaching has not been resolved, he thought, and he would like to
see a more focused target on classroom teaching. He feared this proposal might
divert attention from that main issue.

Senator S. O'Brien noted that because this is a land grant university, we have
a cooperative extension service with faculty members, of whom 80-100 have
responsibility of 100 percent in the broad sense of education: information

delivery, educational delivery, problem solving, and research. She asked
Senator Mishel what the corrirtittee felt about merit dollars for that distinc-
tion--where there was no classroom activity as implied in the proposal, or none
of the specific items mentioned to broaden the definition of teaching. Senator

Mishel responded that the committee reconTnended departments or other units
define their own requirements. Senator Witte suggested that rather than go to
a formula, forums could be created where faculty and students could interact
and where student groups could meet with faculty committees like the Committee
of Eleven. Senator Mishel said that one of the things the corrrnittee plans to
do next year is to study, first-hand, student/faculty interactions.

Senator Watson said that as a student he certainly agrees with the spirit of
this proposal, and when faculty do things outside the classroom, he reflects
that in his evaluation of the teacher. He wondered whether some of these cate-
gories should be added to the student evaluation forms, so that such activities
could officially be categorized as student-evaluated teaching. He said he did
have some concern that, with the merit plan, it might encourage feigned out-of-
class efforts on the part of faculty rather than a genuine response.

Senator Epstein said that the principles the committee was trying to come to
grips with, i.e., an awareness of the expanded definition of teaching as well
as a weighting of that as a value, are admirable, and could be accomplished in

several ways, including that suggested by Senator Watson, without getting into
the hassle of the formula. Senator Mishel said that is exactly what the
committee is seeking: for that idea to be incorporated. Senator Epstein noted

that the language of the proposal did not say that. Senator Mishel invited her

to amend the proposal.

Senator Atwater felt there were good ideas in this proposal, and that thought
should not be lost. She wondered if the proposal could be separated into three
parts: (1) the spirit and support for the concept; (2) some of the details;
and (3) . . . Senator Mishel interrupted to say that she wanted to respond with the
committee's concern: that this not just be spirit, that something be
implemented that rewards teaching with dollars and cents. She said they had
considered Senator Atwater's suggestion, but had decided to pursue the proposal
as it was submitted to the Senate. She said they would be amenable to wording
revisions to make it more flexible in some ways, if that was desired.

Senator Goetinck wondered, since so many graduate assistants are assigned
teaching duties, whether this would apply to them as well, and would they
become part of the merit increases each year. Senator Mishel said she didn't
believe graduate assistants fall under the same guidelines as faculty, and
cited the recently approved EJHAP Chapters 3 and 4.
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Senator Fahey said she was also troubled with the percentages; she believed she
understood what the intent was, and sensed there was a lot of support for that.
She said she didn't believe the precise formula section would be successful,
and she would suggest the document be taken back to committee and reworded in a
way that reflected a strong statement in support of the expanded definition of
teaching. She then moved (motion 87/88-7) that further discussion be tabled
until the Fall, and the committee return with a document outlining changes as
suggested by Senator Atwater. This motion was then seconded.

Senator Witte suggested that instead of postponing action until the fall, the
percentages on page 3 be deleted, allowing the Senate to provide the ccmúttee
wîth a coirinitment, and completing the details in the fall. The statement would
thus read as follows: "The Student Affairs Policy Committee of the Faculty
Senate of the University of Arizona proposes that the University recognize the
significance of the faculty's teaching obligation by making an institutional
commitment to recognize this in a highly visible, material, and spiritual way."
She noted that the next paragraph would be deleted completely.

Senator Steelink agreed that, before postponing action on the proposal, some
suggestions could be made to the committee to work on during the sumner.

Senator Fahey said her intent in moving postponement was to try to avoid
revising on the floor of the Senate, which never works very well, although
suggestions made now would be very helpful to the committee in its future
deliberations.

Senator Swaim said that she believed the simple act of redefining what teaching
is will make available to the individuals within the departments the
opportunity to point out the fact that teaching has been redefined and the new
definition should be considered in their merit. She felt that something
concrete would thus have been given to people within departments.

Senator Epstein suggested taking a sense of the Senate so that the momentum
generated today of support for an expanded definition of instruction is not
lost.

Dr. Rehm said that he would like to determine if there is support for the
redefinition of teaching, or if this committee should put in more time to
develop revisions, or if the Senate is opposed to the whole concept and it
should go away. Senator Fahey said that, on a point of order, there is a
motion on the floor, and she would like to see that motion voted on.

Dr. Rehm agreed that the motion to postpone until the September meeting is on
the floor, discussion had occurred, and perhaps the committee had learned
enough from discussion to know how to proceed. A voice vote was inconclusive,
but motion 87/88-7 was approved by a show of hands: 29 in favor, 15 opposed.

Dr. Rhem then asked for a sense of the Senate regarding the expanded definition
of teaching. A show of hands indicated unanimous approval. Dr. Rhem then
asked for a sense of the Senate regarding the reward system: should there be a
more structured way in which teaching activities outside the classroom should
be recognized and rewarded at the various administrative levels? A show of
hands indicated unanimous approval. Senator Fenstermacher added the qualifying
statement that this was approved without knowledge of what the coninittee might
draft for presentation at the September Senate meeting; he believed that the
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University Handbook for Appointed Personnel already states that the merit
review process shall take account of teaching, and the committee has
accomplished a major objective in redefining the concept of teaching.

There being no new or old business brought before the Senate, Dr. Rehm asked
non-Senators to leave the room so that the Senate could go into Executive
Session.

George W. Ridge, Jr., Secretary

MOTIONS PASSED AT THE MEETING OF MAY 4, 1987:

87/88-1 Approval of degree list for May 1987 Commencement.
87/88-2 Election of 1987-88 Presiding Officer of Faculty Senate.
87/88-3 Approval of three Chairs of 1987-88 Senate standing committees.
87/88-4 Approval of actions taken at the April 20, 1987 meeting regarding UHAP

Chapters 3 and 4.
87/88-5 Approval of UHAP Chapters 3 and 4, as amended.
87/88-6 Motion to approve Student Affairs Policy Committee proposal.
87/88-7 Approval of motion to table until the Fall further discussion on the

Student Affairs Policy Conmittee proposal.
EXECUTIVE SESSION:
87/88-8 Approval of honorary degree candidate.

MATTERS PENDING:
Student Affairs Policy Caïinittee: Proposal for the Recognition of Student/

Faculty Interaction as an Integral Component of Effective Teaching
Research Policy Committee: (1) Conflict of Commitment Policy; (2) Facilities

Use Policy; (3) Motion to Create the University Committee on Ethics and
Caimi tment

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED TO THESE MINUTES:

Academic Personnel Policy Committee Annual Report
Budget Policy Committee Annual Report
Committee of Eleven Annual Report
Faculty Center Annual Report
Instruction & Curriculi Policy Committee Annual Report
Student Affairs Policy Cuiftuittee Annual Report




