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MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, February 3, 196k Room 111, BPA Building

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:40 P.M. on Monday,
February 3, 1964, in Room Ill of the College of Business and Public Administration.
Thirty-three members were present with Vice President McMillan presiding.
Dean Kirby also was present.

PRESENT: Bartlett, Blecha, Brewer, Conley, Forrester, Edwin Gaines, Gilimor, Gustavson,
Hudson, Kurtz, Kemmerer, Lacy, Lynn, Lyons, McMillan, Matsch, Muir, H.Myers,
L. Myers, Patrick, Paylore, Powell, Resnick, Rappeport, H.D.Rhodes, Roy,
Simonian, Svob, Vavich, Voris, Wilson, Windsor, Yoshino.

ABSENT: Canson, Delaplane, DuVal, F.P.Gaines, Gegenheimer, Hall, Harvill, Hiliman,
Johnson, Kassander, Little, Moore, Picard, Siegel, Steelink, Wallraff.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of January 6, 1964 were approved as
published.

OR. ROBERT M. HARRIS AS REPLACEMENT FOR DR. WILLIAM PISTOR, ELECTION OF: Mr. McMH Ian
informed the Senate that Dr. William Pistor had submitted his resignation from the
Senate since shortly he will leave the campus for a period of two years serving as
Chief of Personnel of the University of Arizona team going to Brazil under the auspices
of the Agency for International Development. Dr. Pistor's term of office as a
Senator-at-large would have extended until June 30, 1965.

The Senate then elected Dr. Robert M. Harris to serve as Senator-at-large
replacing Dr. Pistor for the balance of his term.

REPRESENTATIVES TO THE ARIZONA COLLEGE ASSOCIATION COUNCIL1 ELECTION OF: On motion
of Dean Rhodes, seconded by Dean Roy, the Senate unanimously elected Professor Joseph
Picard and Professor Curtis Merritt as University of Arizona representatives to the
Council of the Arizona College Association for the next year.

CATALOGUE MATERIAL: (See list of course material on dittoed sheet herewith)

In connection with the adjustments proposed by the College of Mines, some
of which will involve establishing a Department of Mining and Geological Engineering,
while retaining a Department of Metallurgical Engineering, where now there exists a
Department of Mining and Metallurgical Engineering, and transferring to the Department
of Mining and Geological Engineering certain courses heretofore listed under the
Department of Geology, Dr. Kurtz asked if such re-organization was necessary or desirable.
He asked why these courses could not continue to be offered under the Department of
Geology, which has distinguished itself as a strong academic department.

Professor Lacy explained that those adjustments resulted in part from a
recommendation from the Engineers' Council for Professional Development that the
engineering aspects of Geology should be taught under the acinistration of an engineer-
ing department, rather than that of a science department. Further, he said, the
adjustment is intended to bring into better alignment two closely related fields of
engineering, mining and geological. Mining engineering does not have nearly so close
a relationship to metallurgical engineering as it does to geological engineering.
Those aspects of geology which apply to engineering will be brought into the new
department, he explained. It is not felt that this adjustment will in any way
weaken the Department of Geology.
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Dr. Kurtz said that whtle certain courses in Geological Engineering are being
transferred to the new Department of Mining and Geological Engineering from the
Department of Geology, he understood that some of the instructors who have been teachin
them will not be transferred but will be retained to teach courses in Geology. Dr. Kurti
said he understood that the decision to make such an adjustment had been wholly an
administrative one and the Geology Department faculty had not had a voice in deciding
whether such an adjustment was appropriate.

Dr. Kurtz asked if the College of Engineering had been consulted in this
matter. Several merthers of the Senate explained to Dr. Kurtz that the College of
Engineering would not be involved in this since all of the departments concerned are
in the College of Mines, which is, also, one of the University's engineering colleges.

Dean Forrester explained that the College of Mines provides instruction in
the engineering approach to the problems of the mineral industries. He said he would
like to assure Dr. Kurtz and the Senate that the proposed adjustment had developed
properly through the established channels of the College of Mines and had in no way
come about through improper procedures from the point of view of the faculty. He
said that the ideal solution would be to develop an independent department of Mining
Engineering and an independent department of Geological Engineering, but this is not
economically feasible at the present time.

DR. DAVID I.. PATRICK, UNIVERSITY CO-ORDINATOR OF RESEARCH, REMARKS BY: Mr. McMillan
explained that President Harvill had asked Dr. Patrick to speak to the Senate on the
status of sponsored research conducted at colleges and universities in the United
States at the present time, particularly at the University of Arizona.

Dr. Patrick said he felt it was important that the Senate give some attention
to the question of continued federal support of scientific research and our position
at Arizona with respect to that question. He said that if one looks at a graph showing
the support of research in colleges and universities beginning in 19kO, the graph would
move upward at a gentle incline for fifteen years and then would rise suddenly, almost
vertically, from about three billion dollars in 1955 to twelve billion dollars a year
at present. However, there now is a sudden threat of a reduction of these funds at
the main reservoir, that is, Washington. Congress seems to be irked by some of the
types of research for which funds are now being requested and also by the competition
among the agencies applying for funds. Some persons have felt that there was competition
among agencies for research, one agency saying, "Take our grant, we will give you better
terms than so and so who is also offering grants." It appears Congress may now be
inclined to be less generous in appropriating money for research. Recently the Office
of Education, the National Science Foundation, the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, and other groups have had their appropriations for research cut heavily.

For some years the universities have been urging Congress to increase the
overhead on research grants. This has ranged from fifteen to twenty-five per cent,
depending on the agency. It had been hoped by the Universities that the overhead
figure could be raised to about twenty-five per cent for all groups. The National
Science Foundation had made a study of the cost to institutions of conducting research
and had found that for large institutions the overhead expense was about twenty-five
per cent. For small institutions it was about thirty-two per cent. Thus the suggestion
of twenty-five per cent had not seemed unreasonable. Congress, however, felt that to
give institutions research grants was doing them a favor rather than placing an extra
obligation upon them, and the effort to raise overhead costs has made no headway in
Congress. In fact, some agencies have had to cut the overhead allowance that they had
been permitting institutions.
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In the conduct of some research projects, considerable criticism had developed,
directed toward some agencies and some grantees. The National Institutes of Health,
particularly, came under strong criticism. NIH had attempted to permit its investigators
to operate with a minimum of control since it was felt that scientists did their best
work when they were as free as possible. Research programs cannot be blueprinted in
advance. The result was that in some instances records were inadequate, control was
slack, and some abuses developed. As a result, tighter controls are now being insisted
upon, Dr. Patrick said. A better accounting of time will be demanded, for example.
More adequate justification of travel costs will be necessary to verify the relationship
of the travel to the research. As an example of the abuse in this area, Dr. Patrick
cited the case of an individual's making a trip with funds from one grant to promote a
grant from another agency. More careful inventory of equipment will also be required,
Dr. Patrick explained. For instance, before money can be spent in obtaining a scientific
instrument, it first will have to be ascertained that a duplicate instrument is not
already on campus. This will require careful inventories of all equipment and when a
professor asks for a spectrophotometer, for instance, it will have to be determined
whether all spectrophotometers on the campus will be busy, making it unnecessary to
obtain an additional one. Thus, Dr. Patrick said, the overhead administrative work
involved in conducting research programs is going to grow while the overhead funds
available are going to be reduced. We can expect to see more accountants employed
in overseeing the fiscal records of research programs, he stated.

What caused the great increase in research between 1955 and 1963? "Sputnik
scared the wits out of everyone and for a while anything scientists wanted they could
have," Dr. Patrick said. Now, however, there is less concern about Sputnik and the
United States seems to be doing well in its research on missiles, etc. The manned moon
expedition has not been popular with the politicians and some scientists, Dr. Patrick
said. To many of them this looks like science fiction and many private citizens feel
the same way. Dr. Patrick said he suspected the moon project had done something to
disturb the image of science in this country. The mismanaged Mohole project to drill
through the earth's crust has also raised many questions in the minds of some of the
men in Congress, he said.

Further, there has been a growing feeling that government research funds
have been allocated much too heavily to a comparatively few institutions in the east
and on the west coast, and Congressmen from other parts of the country have begun to
object that funds have not been fairly distributed on a geographical basis with each
Congressman getting his share.

As a matter of fact, Dr. Patrick said, he felt the chief cause of concern
in Congress was simply that expenditures were mounting so rapidly they were outrunning
tax income and someone had to stop and take a hard look at what was going on.

Or. Patrick referred to the amusement everyone sometimes finds in studying
the titles of doctors' theses listed in Comencement programs. Some Congressmen
reading project titles and knowing nothing of the real significance of the research
make use of these titles to ridicule scientists and criticize the administration of
federal funds for science. One example reported in the press recently was a thesis
at the University of Arizona on the diving behavior of antarctic seals. Institutions
should make a special effort to make clear from the beginning the significance of any
research project, to save embarrassment to agencies supporting them. This can avoid
misunderstandings which can later have serious repercussions.

Dr. Patrick pointed out that some critics from academic circles have said
that the large amounts of money going into science have, in a way, put science into
a straitjacket. A scientist, knowing the prevailing view of a particular agency and
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knowing on the other hand that obtaining a grant will advance him in his professional
career, may be tempted to tie his request for funds to the attitude of the agency and
write the kind of proposal he thinks that agency will accept rather than the kind of
proposal that in conscience he really feels is most worth doing. This is a matter
of the ethics of the individual scientist, of course, Dr. Patrick said.

Some persons say that big science is submerging the individual, that the
best scientists are too busy raising money to spend any time in the laboratory.

With reference to facilities grants, some critics have said that 'in order
to provide matching funds and thus qualify for grants, institutions have taken money
from one division and given it to another in order to obtain the grant.

Another criticism has been that the panels of persons awarding grants seem
to support individuals whose reputations are already established. It is difficult
for an unknown scientist to obtain a grant. Since he cannot become known until he
does a distinguished piece of research and since he needs a grant in order to do the
research in the first place, a certain amount of frustration results. Government
agencies are apt to bet on what they regard a sure thing, Dr. Patrick said. If they
bet on an unknown quantity, they are taking a greater chance.

Another criticism has been that graduate students are being drawn away from
their real interests in order to work on a research assignment with a grant in a
limited field. If the graduate student wants to become a graduate assistant, then
of course he directs his efforts toward the research project and neglects his basic
interest. Thus he fails to do a piece of original work which he is qualified to do
and would have done under other circumstances.

The criticism is voiced that University administrators are pushing faculties
into sponsored research projects in order to enjoy the overhead the University will
receive if a menter of tie faculty receives a grant. Actually of course this is a
fallacy because it costs the University administration money to accept a grant. There
is no profit.

Dr. Patrick referred to a recent issue of SCIENCE in which appeared an
article by Dr. Abelson claiming that there are too many scientists today and they are
running out of material to study. Discoveries and developments are so quickly exploited
that new fields of investigation are needed and they are not being found fast enough.

Dr. Patrick said that a grain of truth may be found in any of these complaints.
He emphasized, however, that all of this viowing with alarm in the scientific press and
in the newspapers and magazines confuses Congressmen, both those sincerely interested
in helping science and education and those simply looking for a stick with which to
beat us.

In looking at the general picture, Or. Patrick said he felt rather optimistic.
Even if there is not going to be continually more federal money available for research
or even as much, he would still describe the general outlook as good. President Johnson
has a strong legislative record of support of higher education. His budget for 1965
calls for only a three per cent increase in funds for research and developmert compared
to a twenty per cent increase over the past seven years, but he is reducing in this
area only as he is in most other areas of the budget.

In evaluating government expenditures for science, Dr. Patrick said one
should remember that the gross sums cover research and development and that develop-
ment is always bigger than research and that some work classified as research is not
really research as we understand ìt.Consequently, of the twelve billion dollars going into
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research and development this year, only a small slice goes into research and only a
very small piece of that into the basic research in which University persons are
interested. Thus the total R and D budget could be reduced a great amount and there
would still be a considerable amount of money left for University research.

Dr. Patrick then listed the amounts proposed in President Johnson's budget
for the main federal agencies which have been sponsoring research in colleges and
universities. Most of these reflect a modest increase, Of course, he said, we must
wait and see what Congress will do. Congress may or may not continue its economy-minded
actions of last year. It would be a mistake to argue, however, that Congress is unfriendly
to higher education. Dr. Patrick pointed out that the last session of Congress did pass
the higher education facilities bill and the health training facilities bill. So far
as the University of Arizona is concerned, we are in a favorable position to benefit
from both of these. We will probably not notice much difference at Arizona, he
predicted. Our average rate of increase at Arizona for the past five years has been
20.5% each year and Dr. Patrick said he predicts a similar increase next year.

Dr. Patrick then referred to a study of research projects proposed at the
University of Michigan and at New York University over a period of two years, reporting
the number of proposals submitted and the number of grants made. Each institution had
been given grants for about 60% of its porposals. He then found that proposals from
the University of Arizona had fared as well. He pointed out that during the July 1, 1962
to July 1, 1963 year the University had received a total of $5,745,966 for research,
including facilities and equipment, plus $1,475,783 for instructional and non-research
projects, or a total of $7,221,749.

Dr. Patrick explained that the physical sciences, including engineering and
mathematics, had received 5/ of the grants, biological sciences 15.4%, social science
13.6%, Fine Arts .6%, Humanities .4% and General ll%(for the most part inter-disciplinary
programs that cannot be tied to one discipline). One might think the 59% for the
physical sciences was out of balance but he said he found that last year at the University
of Michigan, which had received twenty-seven million dollars as compared to Arizona's
seven million dollars, 5v/o had been granted to the physical sciences.

Dr. Gustavson asked where in the calculation of the allocations of monies
biochemistry had been classified. Dr. Patrick explained that it was under the physical
sciences. Dr. Gustavson said that most scientists felt that biochemistry should be
considered a biological science.

Dr. Patrick explained that the classification used in his reports was
determined by the department submitting the report and the fields of study followed
the classification in our catalogue. This results in some inaccuracies but the problem
of trying to separate today's merging sciences would be beyond the ability of his office.

On behalf of the Senate, Vice President Millan thanked Dr. Patrick for his
interesting analysis of the economics and politics of scientific research.

PRESERVATION 0F UNIVERSITY ARCHIVAL MATERIAL, REPORT BY LIBRARIAN PAYLORE RE: Mr.McMillan
explained that President Harvill had asked Miss Paylore to bring a matter of particular
importance to the attention of the Senate.

Miss Paylore stated that the support of the faculty was needed in seeing to
it that proper disposition is made of valuable University archival material. Both the
Library administration and the University administration are concerned about this,
she said.
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She reminded the Senate that the Library is collecting all documentary
material relating to the history, development, and operation of the University itself.
A good start has already been made collecting early photographs of campus buildings,
faculty, events, etc. associated with the University over the years. The Library has
a collection of the official papers of the University Presidents from 1901 to 191k
and is seeking these materials on the University beginning in 1891. The Special Col-
lections Library has the responsibility for these materials. Continuing and varying
demands for documents relating to the University are coming in greater volume and for
the Special Collections section to be able to meet these legitimate demands it is
necessary that all components of the University understand the needs and the provisions
necessary to meet them.

It is to this end, Miss Paylore said, that she pled with all members of
the Senate as deans, department heads, or faculty members, to make sure that any
materials of such a nature come to the Library for permanent preservation. The
Library is the central agency for the organization of these materials. The Library
can control them once they have them. But the Library cannot rescue them from being
discarded as trash or prevent their destruction when a department moves to another
building. The Library cannot tell a family when a member of the faculty dies that his
papers belong to the University. Yet all of these things have been done to University
archives and the University itself is the poorer for it.

Miss Paylore explained that it is a matter of everlasting regret that the
papers of some University names in the past have gone elsewhere. These men are
associated in history's mind with the University and it is humiliating and disgraceful
to see that the University itself does not have the material which characterized their
work for the University.

The Librarian asked the faculty and administrative officers to recognize
the importance of University archives and to work with the Library to the end that
history is saved for posterity and saved in the Library where it belongs.

Mr. McMillari responded that he knew everyone present would remember
Miss Paylorets comments and take them to their own colleges and departments to do
what is necessary to follow the suggestions she had made.

The meeting adjourned at 4:55 P.

a'*id L. Windsor, Secretary




