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MINUTES 0F MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, October 6, 1975 Kiva, Room 211 College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3 p.m. on Monday,
October 6, 1975, in the Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Sixty-three

members were present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Aamodt, Ares, Bartlett, Boghosian, Briggs, Butler,
Caidwell, Chin, Corrigen, Davis, Damer, Dinowitz, DuVal,
Edwards, Elliott, Fahey, Garcia, Gegenheimer, Graham,
Haldermen, Hetrick, Hull, Ingram, Laman, Jensen, Kass,
Kassander, LaBan, Livermore, Lytle, Manes, Manning,
McCoy, McCullough, McMillan, McWhorter, D. Myers, L.
Myers, Nelson, Noyas, Odishaw, Peacock, Peterson,
Picchioni, Rhodes, Roby, Rosaldo, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt,
Schaefer, Simpson, Stairs, Steeliuk, Stubblefield, Svob,
Trier, Teniizuka, Vanselow, Weaver, Wiersina, Windsor,
Witte, and Woloshin. Student representatives present
were Mike Ceballos, Merlan Feffer, and David Hameroff.
Dr. Robert Sankay was present as parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Atwater, Cappotti, Carr, Christensen, Dresher, Gaines,
Johnson, Kearns, Malik, Marchello, McConnell, M*mroe,
Munsinger, Nigh, Palseon, Paulsen, Ray, Roemer,
Sorensen, and Woods.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the Senate meeting of May 5, 1975 vere approved
as published, after the secretary stated he wished to rescind a memorandum he
had sent members of the faculty under date of June 12, 1975 indicating he had made
an error in the minutes of the May 5 meeting. A note at the end of those minutes

had read, "Attached is an updated version of Chapter VIII of the Faculty
Manual incorporating all revisions approved by the Faculty Senate in 1974-75
including those approved at the meeting of May 5, 1975." The secretary on
June 12 had by memorandum informed the faculty that the version of Chapter VIII
circulated with the minutes of the May 5 meeting reflected revisions approved
by the Senate through Section 8.05 only and that the changes in Sections 8.06-
8.24 inclusive, indicated by underlining, had been proposed but had not yet
been formally acted upen by the Senate. Dean Windsor explained that this latter
comment by him was incorrect, the May 5 Senate action in fact having formally
approved the entire new version of Chapter VIII. In other words the minutes

as originally written and distributed were correct and his supplementary
memorandum had been incorrect.

INTRODUCTION OF NEW MEMBERS: President Schaefer introduced the following new
members of the Senate: New ax-officio members: Dr. Gary Munsinger, Vice Presi-
dent for Planning and Budgeting; Dr. Albert Picchietti, Acting Dean of the College of
Pharmacy; and Dr. Paul Rosenblatt, Dean of the College of Liberal Arts. New

senators-at-large, to serve two years: Dr. Charles Ares, Law; Dr. Anne Atwater,
Physical Education; Dr. Neil Bartlett, Psychology; Pr. Robert Briggs, Plant
Sciences; Dr. Roger Caidwell, Plant Pathology; Dr. Albert Gegenheimer, English;
Dr. David Hetrick, Nuclear Engineering; Dr. Helen Ingram, Inst. of Government
Research; Dr. Clifford Lytle, Political Science; Dr. Doris Manning, Home



Economics; Dr. John March11o, Animal Sciences, Dr. Richard Munro, Physical
Education Dr. Edward Nigh, Plant Pathology ; Dr. Erle Peacock, Surgery
Dr. Marlys Witte, Surgery; Dr. David Woloshin, German. Newly re-elected
senators-at-large: Dr. Gordon Grahani, Agricultural Communications; Dr. Edgar
McCullough, Geosciences; Dr. Carl Tomizuka, Physics. Mr. Ray Davis of Law
was also introduced. Mr. Davis was elected at the April 7, 1975 Faculty
Senate tìeeting to replace Dr. Paul Rosenblatt, orIginally elected as senator-
at-large, who became Dean of the College of Liberal Arts on July 1, l75.
President Schaefer also introduced Mr. 1ke Ceballos. Student ApproprIations
Board newly selected student representative to the Faculty Senate.

ELECTION OF REPLACEMENT TO FILL VACANCY IN THE SENATE, AND ELECTION OF NEW MEMBEP
TO COMMITTEE ON CONCILIATION PLUS ALTEP.NATES : It was explained that because
of the resignation of Gerald D. Paleson it was necessary to elect a new non-
college senator. The Committee on Committees had nominated the followIng persons
for this post: Paul Barton (Library), Arline B. Hobson (American Indian Students
Advisor), Marshall Townsend (University of Arizona Press). The Senate voted by
ballot on these three nominees and Mr. Townsend was elected.

The Senate was reminded that annually it must select one member of the
Committee on Conciliation, and two alternates. The Committee on Committees had
nominated for membership on the Committee on Conciliation John R. Bergan of the
College of Education and Robert E. Tindall of the College of Business and Public
Administration. The four nominees for the two positions of alternate members
were Robert T. Grant of the College of EducatIon, T-louis A. Dixon of the College
of Business and Public Administration, Frank K. LaBan of the College of Fine
Arts, and Thomas Rehm of the College of Mines. The Senate voted by ballot on
these nominees and elected Dr. Tindall the new member on the Committee on
Conciliation and Dr. LaBan and Dr. Rehm the alternate members. (Preceding the
balloting Dr. Inman raised a question about nominating two persons for the
Committee on Conciliation from the same college, one for the position of member
and one for the alternata position. Dr. Inman pointed out that the Faculty Bylaws
provide that not more than one member of any college faculty should he on the
committee at the same time. Dr. Steelink explained thEt the Committee on
CommIttees had been aware of this bylaw when they made their nominations and had
been aware that both Dr. Bergan and Dr. Grant were members of the faculty of the
College of Education. However, he said, it was understood that if both were
elected both would not serve on the committee at the same time in considering a
particular case.)

ANNOUNCEMENT RE ELECTION OF ADDITIONAL COLLEGE REPRESENTATIVES: President Schaefer
pointed out that as a result of the appointment of an additional vice president,
namely, Dr. Munsinger, Vice President for Plennlng and Budgeting, the Senate
now had an additional ex-officio member. Under the Constitution two additional
college representatives therefore were to be elected. TInder the appropriate
formula concerning college representation the College of Fine Arts and the
College of Medicine would now each have an additional college representative.
The University Committee on Faculty Elections is currently conducting elections
among the faculties of those two colleges to select these additional senators.

ANNOUNCEMENT RE APPOINTMENT OF AD HOC COMMITTEE : The secretary informed the
Senate that following the Senate action of May 5 asking the President t create
a committee to review the University policy which restricts the opportunity of
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University higher administrative officers to work toward a U of A advanced
degree, the Committee on Committees had provided the President with suggested
names for appointment to this committee. The President had appointed
Mitchell G. Vavich of the Department of Nutrition and Food Science, Oliver
Sigwarth of the Department of English, and Robert L. Scale of the Department of
Nuclear Engineering to serve on this committee, with Dr. Vavich serving as
chairman.

APPROVAL OF CATALOG MATERIAL AS REPORTED IN "CURRICULUM" BULLETIN: The Senate
approved catalog material as furnished Senate members in Curriculum bulletin
Vol. 6, No. 1 (issue date of August 13, 1975) with the exception of the
references on page 4, under the Department of Mathematics,to changes in the
prerequisites for enrollment in Math li and Math ha-lib-lic, and Math 20 and
Math 20a-20b-20c. It was explained that the matter of prerequisites for
enrollment in these courses is uìider study by the Undergraduate Council.

ELECTION OF U OF A REPRESENTATIVES TO ARIZONA COLLEGE ASSOCIATION: The Senate
elected as the University of Arizona representatives to the Arizona College
Association the following two persons, the nominees having been made by
the Chairman of the Faculty: Loyal Gryting of the Department of Romance
Languages and Karen Newman of the Department of Special Education.

ELECTION OF TWO FACULTY SENATE REPRESENTATIVES TO THE STUDENT APPROPRIATIONS BOARD:
At the request of Mr. Hamerof f, Associated Students President, the Senate elected
the following faculty representatives to the Student Appropriations Board:
Bruce Barrett of the Department of Physics and Frank LaBan of the Department of
Speech Communication.

COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN REPORT: The attention of the Senate was called to the report
to the Faculty Senate of the Committee of Eleven for the year 1974-75. Each

Senate member had been provided a copy of this report. A copy is appended to
the minutes of this meeting.

NEW MINIMUM GRADE AVERAGES REQUIRED TO BE IN GOOD STANDING, APPROVAL OF: The
next item on the agenda was consideration of new minimum grade averages required
of all undergraduate students to be in good academic standing as recommended
by the University Undergraduate Council and the Advisory Council.

The proposal was as follows:

Total units completed

Fewer than 25 units
From 25 through 55 units
56 or more units

Previously the following minimums

(Total units completed

(Fewer than 25 units
(From 25 through 55 units
(From 56 through 86 units
(87 or more units

have been required:

Average reqyired)

1.4000)
1.5500)
1.6500)
1.8500)

Minimum grade point average
based on residence work

required to remain in good
academic standing

1. 7500

9000
0000
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Dr. Gegenheimer moved that the proposed new averages be approved,
and several seconds were heard. Dr. Gegenheimer and Mr. Hamerof f asked when
the new averages would take effect and if they would apply to all students
regardless of when they entered the University. Dean Windsor explained
that the new averages would take effect at the close of the fall semester
1975-76 and would apply to all undergraduates. 11e emphasized, however, that
disqualification from the University is not automatic and that each case is
individually reviewed in the college and by the University Advisory Council.

Dr. Noyes pointed out that the catalog for 1975-76 - 1976-77, published
in the late spring of 1975, included a cautionary note explaining to students
that grade levels for probation were currently under review by the University
and it was expected that such levels would be raised soon. Students were
advised by the statement to consult with their academic dean to determine their
academic status.

Dr. Peterson pointed out that under th minimum averages previously
required students could, and sometimes did, approach the point of graduation
so far as credits and courses were concerned while being far off the mark of
meeting the graduation grade average requirement. It was felt the new standards
would rectify this situation.

Dr. Dinowitz asked how the new averages would affect such students
as participants in the New Start Program and American Indian and other minority
students. President Schaefer said that these students for the most part
have been found to do as well as or better than other undergraduates. In
any event, the progress of each of these students is individually followed
with care, and no student is automatically disqualified until his or her
individual case has received careful review.

Dr. Tomizuka asked how students would become aware of the new standards.
If was pointed out that the new levels if approved would be tnounced in the
Arizona Daily Wildcat. Further, each student would receive notification of the
new grade levels in a mailing from the Registrar's Office.

The Senate then unanimously approved the new minimum grade averages
required to be in good academic standing.

REPORT OF AD HOC COMMITTEE TO REVIEW THE ACTION OF THE SUMMER OF 1974 BY 13
DEPARTMENT HEADS ANT) THE FACULTY OF THE COLLEGE OF MEDICINE CONCERNING MEMBERS
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF SURGERY, AND TO MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING PROCEDURES
IN THE FUTURE WHEN DIFFERENCES DEVELOP BETWEEN AND AMONG GROUPS BELONGING TO
THE SANE COLLEGE WITHIN THE UNIVERSITY: President Schaefer asked the Senate to
turn next to the report of the ad hoc committee appointed to review the August
1974 action of 13 department heads and the faculty of the College of Medicine
concerning members of the Surgery Department as well as recommendations for
the future concerning the procedure to be followed in the case of disagreements,
grievances, or complaints between and among groups belonging to the same
college within the University. (A copy of this report is attached to these
minutes.) The President noted that the members of the committee were present
and he asked Dr. Peter Toma, Professor of Political Science and chairman of
the committee, to present the report, a copy of which had been provided each
senator a week prior to the meeting.



Dr. Toma said that the other members of the committee had bean
Dr. Leslie Forster of the Department of Chemistry, Dr. Frank LaBan of the
Department of Speech Communication, Mr. Robert Mautner of the Science Library,
and Dr. Thomas Rehm of the Department of Chemical Engineering.

Dr. Toma explained that during the committee's deliberations the
group was guided by priùciples of absolute intellectual honesty, confidentiality,
and integrity. The committee acted with the greatest degree of objectivity
that he felt was humanly possible. In their recommendations the committee
sought to develop an institutionalized rather than a personalized process of
redress. The committee had not been interested in seeking opinions from
various parties in the Surgery-Medicine dispute as to who was right and who was
wrong. The committee did not hold hearings. Their concern was solely a review
of the procedures followed in the summer of 1974. The committee had addressed
itself to two basic questions: (1) Whether or not the rules of the College
of Medicine were followed in this dispute. (2) Whether or not the present rules
are adequate to deal with such problems as those that took place between the
days of July 30 and August 2, 1974 in the Coll*ge of Medicine.

Dr. Toma said the committee's findings were based on documentary
evidence. The committee had gone through all the documents thaf were available
concerning the conduct, that is, the procedural behavior of all the parties
involved.

Dr. Toma said he would not insult the intelligence of the Senate by.
reading the full report since all of them had been sent copies some days earlier.
He said he thought the best procedure would be to answer questions about the
report.

Dr. Witte asked Dr. Toma if during the committee deliberations the
members had met with any of the grievants who had submitted this matter to
the Faculty Senate. Dr. Toma answered no, because the charge to the committee
by the Committee of Eleven as implemented by the Faculty Senate was to consider
strictly the procedural matters, rather than substance. Dr. Witte asked if the
first of the charges to the committee was not that they were to look into the
circumstances surrounding the July 30, 1974 document signed by thirteen
medicine department heads and the August 2, 1974 vote of 99 members of the
faculty of the College of Medicine. How could the committee look at the
circumstances without talking to the people who were present during those
circumstances?

Dr. Toma said that such interviewing would have been not only
cumbersome but superficial for the simple reason that the procedural matters
pertaining to the issues that are charged in items b, c, and d of the
Committee of Eleven instructions to the ad hoc committee in no way called for
interviews of the parties involved. To interview individuals would have
brought the committee into the substantive matter of what were the problems
between the Surgery Department and the College of Medicine. Dr. Witte said
it would not have been necessary for the committee to get into substantive
matters. In order to see whether or not the procedure followed had been one
which provided all concerned with the necessary facts, one could have interviewed
certain people present. This would have been a review of a procedural issue
rather than a substantive one. Dr. Toma asked Dr. Witte if she would not
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agree that if in the documents furnished the committee there was a detailed
spelling out of procedures to be followed, ând if the committee then found
evidence that. these procedures had been followed, should not this material
be accepted as satisfactory without going afield and asking for personal
interpretations? Dr. Witte said there always is interpretation of the written
word. She said she thought the committee should have gone beyond the written
word. She said the written word is very ambiguous anyway and she would have
more to say about this later. She said she thought the committee's interpretation
was indeed open to alternative interpretation.

Dr. Toma said he felt that the committee's interpretation was correct
as stated in the report. In order to put things in a proper perspective, the
ad hoc committee considered two interpretations: one by the overwhelming
majority of the College of Medicine (arguing for admonition) and one by the
members of the Department of Surgery (arguing for grievance). Dr. Witte said
she did not see that as correct interpretation. Dr. Toma said that what
might be referred te as a grievance was felt by the committee to be only an
admonition. Dr. Witte said there 'was an alternative possibility. There might
be an admonition, there might be a grievance, or there might be what happensd
at the College of Medicina. This was a conviction that went even one step
further, and yet charges were not even laid out. "We were convicted without a
hearing and I think that is the third alternative," she said.

Dr. Toma said that in the opinion of the committee there could have
been conviction only if penalties had been meted out. There was no evidence
of penalties having been meted out to members of the Department of Surgery.
The committee was not cognizant of any grievance referred to either in the
document by the thirteen heads of departments of the College of Medicine or
at the meeting on August 2 of the entire faculty of the College of MedIcine.

Dr. Witte said that she thought that there were specific actions which
members of the Surgery Department ware convicted of, if not accused of, and
that these were specifically outlined by the thirteen department heads and
by the faculty. She said she felt these actions were the basis for charges
leveled at certain tenured faculty members who were to be dismissed. Dr. Toma
said that if there were such actions the committee was not cognizant of them.
Dr. Witte said they were included within the statement signed by the 13
department heads, the three acts being releasing inaccurate news to the press,
threatening the dean, and adopting bylaws that were not democratic. "Those are very
specific charges that we were convicted of," she said. "That is going further than
just being charged. W. were convicted that night.' She said she considered it
a severe penalty to have had her name released by the administration to a
medical periodical that is circulated throughout the country, as having been
censured for her behavior. That was a penalty upon her reputation.

Dr. Toma said that was Dr. Witte's personal interpretation. He said
ha wanted everyone to know that all documents had been looked at carefully
by every member of the committee. Committee members had scrutinized every

word. It took many hours to go overall the documents and charges and allegations.
The committee had tried to separate procedural matters from substantive ones,
recognizing that the problems of the College of Medicine were long-standing.
They had not begun on July 30, 1974. The committee consequently was trying to
address itself only to the question of whether at this University we can deal



with procedural matters in terms of institutionalized processes rather than
personalized ones. The committee emphasized strongly that the University,
and this means the entire University community, needs an institutionalized
process rather than a personalized one.

Dr. Peacock addressed President Schaefer saying that the assumption
had been made by Dr. Toma that members of the Senate had had an opportunity
to read the committee's report. This vas not correct in his case. 11e vas not

aware he had received the report until the previous Thursday. He was in
surgery all day Friday and involved in the care of patients all weekend and
had not yet had an opportunity to read the report. More important, he said,
he had not had an opportunity to discuss it with people whoa lives were
vitally concerned with it. He said he felt an appropriate consideration of
the matter would require many hours of work. For instance, he would like to
know whether or not the committee had had opportunity to study tapes of the
Medicine faculty meeting of August 2, 1974. Did the committee indeed know who
had the tapes? There ware many questions which certain persons would like to
present to the committee, he said, but he thought such questions would be
interminable and should not appropriately be voiced in front of the full Senate.

Dr. Peacock then asked Dr. Tema if he would be willing to hold an
open meeting of the ad hoc committee after interested persons had had an
opportunity to studythiommittee's report. He said he knew it took a lot
of time to prepare the report and it would take a let of time to study and
analyze it. He would like to sit down with the committee and have the
opportunity to ask questions so that he could be aware of exactly what the
report said and what effect he believed it would have. "If you could grant
us this, it would save a great deal of the Senate's time and make it possible
for us to approach this matter in a very scholarly way," he said.

Dr. Toma responded that it vas not up to him to decide if the
committee should be called into session again and open the question of
procedural matters. He said he would again like to explain hew the committee
arrived at its conclusions. He said that the committee's review of documents
had been deliberate, thorough, and detailed. The committee had considered
what they thought were all possible interpretations of all documents presented
to them. They discovered that the major question about the problems in the
College of Medicine that developed July 30 through August 2, 1974 was whether
or not they were problems of grievance or admonition.

Dr. Peacock said he could appreciate what Dr. Toma vas saying and he
would like to express the gratitude of those aggrieved persons whom he felt he
represented to the committee for ite hard work. Now he asked Dr. Toma, as
chairman of the connñittee, te request the Senate to give the grievants the
same opportunity to study the report as carefully as the committee had an
opportunity to study documents in preparing the report. Would the committee give
the grievants the opportunity to talk the report over with them under conditions
other than in a large open meeting? Could the grievants come before the committee
with a reaction to the report rather than trying to discuss the matter before
they had even read the report?

Dr. Witte said she would like to make a formal motion voicing the
attitude expressed by Dr. Peacock. She had only had a few days to study the



report and she had underlined almost every sentence in it. She felt she
needed more time to digest the report and perhaps aven put in writing some
fora of rebuttal or alternate interpretation. She then moved that consideration
of the report be delayed until the next Faculty Senate meeting at which time
consideration of the report couldprocead paragraph by paragraph. Dr. Schaefer
asked if there was a second to the motion. A second was heard.

Dean Vanselow said he would like to point out several things. First
of all, if opportunity was to be given to Dr. Witte and Dr. Peacock, for
Instance, to meet with the committee, ought not opportunity to meet with the
committee similarly be given to the 99 faculty members in the College of Medicine
who stand accused by these Individuals? This of course then could go on forever.
He said he would like to point out that Dr. Trier's letter to the Faculty
Senate of April 1975 constituted a formal grievance against the thirteen
department heads and 99 faculty members of the College of Medicine. Dr. Trier

had accused the department heads and the faculty members of inappropriate,
unprecedented action which had deprived members of the Department of Surgery
of their rights as members of the University community, as citizens of the state
of Arizona, and as citizens of the United States. Dr. Witte, as a member of
the Department of Surgery, speaking before the Senate in May after having
received permission of that body to speak, had said, "This precipitous action
was in direct violation of the spirit and letter of the faculty members' code
of conduct, College of Medicine bylaws, our state and federal constitutions,

and the basic element of fair play. Furthermore, we urge the Faculty Senate to
look into the grievance and not turn its back on the responsibility." Dr.

Vansalow said that what he wished to emphasize vas that 99 faculty members
of the College of Medicine stand accused as do the thirteen department heads.
They stood accused over the summer of 1975 and he felt to postpone action on
the ad hoc committee's report after the committee had spent almost an entire
summer working on it was not fair to those who stand accused or to the members
of the committee.

Dr. Trier asked Dr. Toma if the committee had addressed the question
of due process as a procedural safeguard. He said by due process he meant
the bringing of specific charges against specific individuals, the presentation
of evidence, the right to cross examination, the provision of sworn testimony,
etc. Dr. Schaefer said that the motion before the house spoke to the issue of
whether or not action on the report should be deferred. He did not believe
Dr. Trier's comments ware relevant to the motion. Dr. Trier said that he was
trying tosupport Dr. Witte's point. He did not believe that the committee
had addressed itself specifically to due process as guaranteed under the
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. He did not believe the committee had
carried out much of an investigation. Therefore he felt that a great deal of
further study of the report was necessary. He said the right of cross
examination must be maintained. In the instance under discussion was this
safeguard granted the individual faculty members concerned? Such safeguards are
in keeping with the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. Were they provided
in the Medicine faculty meeting of August 1974?

Dr. Toma said that such questions went beyond the charge his committee
had received from the Committee of Eleven and the Faculty Senate. He said
that he would like to explain once again that the committee went through all
documents available to them. As for charges or allegations being made nov,
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whether the committee had the opinion of this person or that person, he said
that such questions were disposed of early in the committee's deliberations for
the simple reason that the committee was made to understand that they were
to deal not with substantive matters but with procedural matters. The committee
was not an appropriate body to make an adjudication.

Dr. Witte said she would like to comment on Dean Vanselow's comments.
It seemed to her that again he was ìn a hurry. "He was in a hurry ori July 31,

(l9u1) when thirteen department heads censured us," she said, "and the news was
released to the press by the administration. He was in a hurry the evening
that we had our faculty meeting. He was in so much of a hurry that when one
of our faculty members of the Department of Medicine asked that the publicity
of the censure not be released he said it has to be released because we have to
have an official statement. That is in the minutes of the meetIng. Now he is
in a hurry again. We are not in a hurry," she said. "In August l971 we filed
this grievance with the Faculty Senate. Corney knows that. We have waited
until today to have this get to the Faculty Senate floor. We are not in a hurry,"
she reiterated. "We want to give the administration and those 99 faculty
members every opportunity to justify something that has never occurred on an
American campus before. We want them to stand up because we thInk a lot of
those 99 don't want to have it happen again and would love to undo it." She said
that a former student of hers and faculty members she has written papers with
had Indicated to her that some faculty members didn't mean what they voted
that night and they would like to take it back. She again urged postponement
of consideration of the committee's report. She said she would like to make
a few other statements. She would like to go straight to the text of the report
just to show that there were many things that would have to be discussed in
detail. She said she had a prepared statement that she had hoped to make to
the Senate and she would like to give just the first sentence of that statement.
"Many times in the past two years I have felt like Marlys in Wonderland where
up is down, black is white, right is wrong, and the truth is a liesomething
to be laughed at, hidden, twisted, and censured." That is just the first
sentence, she said. She said she would not go into the rest of the statement
which says that no official body can take somebody's rights away without due
process, and yet the Medicine faculty as an official body acted to censure. A
private society might get away with it, but it should not be allowed to
happen here.

Dr. Witte continued that the most significant points of the ad hoc
committee's report to the Senate were its recommendations. What the rbindations
are in effect doing is taking away the hard-won grievance machinery, she said,
"....a lot of which you have won the last two years since the Peacock affair
began when we are now represented by faculty members on our grievance committee.
Now we have interposed an elaborate administrative network before you can get
to the Conciliation Committee and the Committee on Academic Privilege and
Tenure." She said she would soon have spent almost $10,000 with two of her
colleagues to clear her name of unjustified charges. "Don't think too many
faculty members happen to have $10,000 to spare to get through administrative
machinery as well as academic machinery before they can go to the courts to
finally get a little justice," she said. "I say don't pass this today," she
continued, "if you haven'.t read what this grievance machinery does. The President
is now the final arbiter to whom we must say and acquiesce that we agree." Dr. Witte
referred to the fina], sentence of the report which she said could almost be taken
from either Mein Kampf or the Communist Manifesto. This sentence reads
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"This belief is based on the premise that each individual upon becoming a
member of the University community does not lose individual freedom by
submitting his or her special Interests to the general interests and well-
being of the University community." Dr. Witte said she didn't think she would
mind surrendering her special interests, if indeed that's what they were,
for truth and justice to the total University community. "But I sure do mind
surrendering them to a few power-hungry, ambitious politicians."

Dr. Witte said that some of the Medicine faculty have been accused of
laundering dirty linen in public. She said she would like to know how you can get
your dirty linen clean if you have no washing machine working at your house. She
said she would like to provIde the Senate with the origin of the phrase "dirty
linen". She gave the following quotation: "I am the state. I alone am here the
representative of the people. Even if I had done wrong you should not have reproached
me in public. People wash their dirty linen at home." This quotation was from
Napoleon Bonaparte, she said.

Dr. Inman asked if there WøZ'O specific penalties imposed against Surgery
Department members. Dr. Witte said yes, there were. She said she could read them
from a document which Dr. DuVal has. She then read the following quotation, "We,
the undersigned department heads or acting department heads, deplore the conduct
of the members of the Department of Surgery for the following acts committed since
June 1, l97ì: i) The dissemination to the news media of reports, some of which are
inaccurate and misleading concerning controversial and confidential affairs of the
College of Medicine prior to the processing of these issues through the established
College of Medicine and University mechanisms for the handling of such issues.
These releases have brought unfair and damaging publicity and have undermined the
college's public image. 2) The unilateral adoption of bylaws by the Department
of Surgery prior to the promulgation and adoption of College of Medicine guidelines
for departmental bylaws. Aspects of these bylaws are potentially disruptive in
the administration of the College of Medicine and are in conflict with the well
established practices in this and other medical colleges throughout the United
States. 3) The offensive beiaviOr of some members of the department in dealing
with the administration including use of a threat to obtain their ends."
Dr. Witte said this last-named charge was against Dr. Philip Gildenberg but he
was not named. "These are the charges," she said. Dr. Witte continued reading,
"We affirm our support to Dean Vanselow of administrative actions appropriate
to insure that such acts cease and to preserve the integrity of the college."
Dr. Witte asked, "What are appropriate actions? Dismissal?"

Dr. Peacock said the answer to Dr. Inman's question in his judgment
was yes. Dr. Schaefer commented that no specific individuals had been mentioned.
Dr. Inman said her question had not been if there were specific charges against
5pecific individuals. She had asked if specific individuals were penalized in
specific ways. She had not asked what the charges were. She had asked what the
penalties were.

Dr. Witte said to Dr. Innian that that is what you have hearings for
and that she thought that she and her colleagues would be able to show the
Senate what had happened in terms of specific penalties that were placed on
Surgery Department faculty members.

Dr. Schaefer asked if there was further discussion on the question of
whether consideration of the report should be deferred to a future meeting.



Mr. Mautner said ha would like to make one minor point. He said he
had just conferred with Professor Forstar and wished to state that the last
four lines of the report, that is, the final sentence, make a statement to
which he and Dr. Forater did not subscribe.

Dr. Peacock said he would like to respond to Dean Vanselow's remarks.
He said he would agree that the 99 faculty members should b. present at a
meeting when the report is reviewed and he would try to speak as eloquently
befor. them as Dean Vanselow had at the meeting of August 2, 1974 when 33
members of the Department of Surgery were asked to polarize themselves in
front of a member of the University administration. This was an unprecedented
act where faculty members were asked to take sides and polarize themselves
in front of the administration where from that point forward they would always
be known as OflPS who voted yea or nay. Ha said he would be glad to speak
for 33 fine Department of Surgery members who have labored for a year under
what they honestly believe to be false accusation and false penalty. He said
he would welcome an open meeting lasting as long as necessary to learn the truth.

The question was called for and a voice vote was taken on the motion
to postpone further consideration of the committee report. The chair was
uncertain of the voice vote and voting by a show of hands was called for.
The motion then failed on a vote of 20 yes and 33 no votes.

President Schaefer said that the report was not one on which formal
action was necessarily required. The Senate could vete merely to accept the
report. He pointed out, however, that beginning with Item 5 the report
contained recommendations on how problems of the nature of those that developed
in the College of Medicina should be handled by the University community in
the futur.. He said it would be his suggestion that the Committee of Eleven
study Item 5 with the view of determining how properly these recommendations
could be adopted and incorporated in the Faculty Manual.

Dr. Steslink said that he assumed that the vote just taken did not
preclude the Senate from discussing any or all of the report at the next
Faculty Senate meeting. Dr. Schaefer said that Dr. Steelink was correct.
Dr. Steelink said that he would like to point out that the matter of the
Medicine College situation has already been before the Committee of Eleven.
He thought if there was any part of Dr. Tome's report that needed further
discussion it should be by the Faculty Senate. He said he would be unwilling
to take the matter back to the Committee of Eleven. He would like the opportunity
to be provided the members of the Senate to sift through some of the problems
the ad hoc committee alludes to. Dr. Schaefer said this procedure would be fine.
Dr. Witte said it was with that spirit in mind that she had asked that consideration
be delayed because she felt some. Senate members had not had sufficient time to
study the report. She said they could go over the report at this time in a
preliminary fashion point by point. She said she was prapard to do so.
She had reviewed the report andin fact had underlined almost every sentence.

Dean Livermore said he had a question. The first four sections of the
report consider something that happened in the College of Medicine. He did not
think the Senate had any business trying to amend the 'findings of the ad hoc
committee in their review of what had happened in the College of Medicine. He
said ha thought it was appropriate to discuss procedures recommended for the
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future and he was prepared to address such a matter. He said it vas difficult
for a group like the Senate to be a fact-finding body. That seemed to be what
some persons were suggesting the Senate attempt to be.

Dr. Gegenheimar said he had voted against the motion to defer because
he felt the same concerns that Dean Livermore had expressed. He said it
seemed to him that the committee report before the Senate was essentially a
two-part document. The first part was a report on certain events that had
transpired and the Senate had asked to have such report made to it.
The second part was made up of proposals for procedures which presumably would
prevent such events happening in the future. The Senate surely is not qualified
to turn itself into a fact-finding body, he said. That is why the committee
was appointed in the first place. What the Senate might well do would be to.
address itself to the procedure that was recommended in the latter part of the
committee's report. If members of the Department of Surgery feel that these
recommendations and procedures do not cover the situation as it arose in the
College of Medicine, then they need to object by pointing Out what they feel
are errors in the statement that describes things that happened in the summer
of 1974. "The Senate must attempt to stay clear of confusing the recording of
history with the attempt to prescribe remedies for the future and we should try
to keep these two concerns as separate as possible," Dr. Gegenheimer continued.

Dr. Peacock said if consideration of the report was not to be post-
poned until a future Senate meeting then he would like to direct further
questions te the committee.

Dean Fahey said he agreed with Dr. Gegenheimer that there was a need
for clarification of the Senate's posture. In the interest of clarifying at
least a portion of the Senate's. postura vis-a-vis this report, he moved that
the first distinct portion of it, namely the first four parts, be accepted
by the Sanate. Several seconds vare heard. Dr. Witte asked Dean Fahey for
clarification of the motion. She asked if he was implying by "accepting"
that the Senate was going to take the committee report as this body's
interpretation of what had happened, or did he simply mean that the report
was going to be brought onto the floor. Dean Fahey said the question of what
is meant by "accepting" a report inevitably arises in a legislative body
whenever a motion to accept a report is made. His own, and he thought the
proper prevailing parliamentary interpretation of acceptance was that the body
takes note of the contents of the report and makes it a part of the record.
Dr. Schaefer said acceptance did not imply approval or disapproval of the
document.

Dr. Peacock said it was necessary that h. receive answers to certain
questions and that is why he felt he must persist in asking them. Turning
to Dr. Toma he asked, "Did you locate the tapes?" Dr. Toma answered, "No."
Dr. Peacock asked, "Did you find who has the tapes?" Dr. Toma said, "No."
Dr. Peacock asked, "Did you feel like you wanted in order to fulfill your
charge about procedure to listen to that procedure as it is recorded on the
tapes?" Or. Toma replied, "The answer is no." Dr. Peacock continued, "Did you
find any procedural safeguards for those who stood accusedV' Dr. Toma said,
"Dr. Peacock, I am not in yir witness chair and you are not my prosecutor. - I

am here to answer questions about the ad hoc committee report only. The answer
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to your question is yes." Dr. Peacock apologized and then asked if Dr. Toma
could tell him what procedural safeguards ware provided. For instance,
were the surgery and faculty members allowed to deny charges? Dr. Toma
said he would ask Dr. Peacdck a question. "Were the members of the Surgery
Department denied the opportunity to be present at the faculty meeting of
the College of Medicine, yes or no?" Dr. Peacock replied that he was thrown
out of the meeting. Dr. Toma said he did not know that. Dr. Peacock said
that he knew Dr. Toma did not know that and that was why he felt a hearing
was needed end he did not understand why the committee's report had to be
railroaded through the Senate. Dr. Toma asked Dr. Peacock if he was thrown
out of the meeting bodily. Dr. Peacock said yes he was -- bodily. He went to
the meeting and he was removed. Dr. Toma asked why Dr. Peacock was removed.
Dr. Peacock said because he was suspended by the University. Dr. Toma: "In 1974?"
Dr. Peacock: "In 1974." Dr. Toma: "On August 2?" Dr. Peacock: "August 2."
Dr. Toma: "In that case yeu wore not a member of the faculty of the Department
of Surgery."

At this point Dr. Fahey rese to paint of order saying he didn't believe
the just-heard exchange was relevant to the motion. Dr. Peacock said he did
not feel it was out of order for him to question Dr. Toma. He said he thought
questions had been invited. 11e would like to continue speaking. Dr. Schaefer
said the motion before the house was that items 1 through 4 be accepted.
Dr. Peacock said that in order for him to vote on that motion he felt he needed
to question Dr. Toma and members of the committee, further. He asked if it
would be out of order for him to continue his questions. Dr. Schaefer said
not so long as they related to items 1 through 4. Dr. Peacock then asked
Dr. Toma if he had looked at any documents in the office of the President
which in any way could be considered a penalty on members of the Department
of Surgery. Dr. Tema said that the committee had looked at all documents that
pertained to procedural matters relating to the case. Dr. Peacock said that
he understood Dr. Toma earlier to say that there was no penalty involved.
Ha asked Dr. Toma if he had asked the President of the University to let him
ace any documents in his possession which would indicate in any way a penalty
as a result of censure. Dr. Toma asked, "Against whom?" Dr. Peacock responded,
"Members of the Department of Surgery." Dr. Toma said that the members of
the Departtnent of Surgery brought no such specific charges. Dr. Peacock said,
"So your answer is no?" Dr. Toma replied that his answer obviously vas no.

Dr. Peacock asked if Dr. Toma had asked members of the Department of
Surgery if they had in their possession any documents which would show that
procedural irregularities had caused them penalties. Dr.Toma said that the
committee had not questioned faculty members for the obvious reason that all
documents submitted from all sides had related to matters strictly relating to
procedural concerns. Dr. Peacock said he again must ask Dr. Toma the question,
"Ware any members of the Department of Surgery asked to turn over to your
committee documents which would show that they were penalized because of
procedural irregularities?" Dr. Toma said the answer was no because there
had no place been any indication in the procedure that there had been any
penalties. Dr. Peacock said, "If you did knew that there were such indications,
would you feel that this report is fair and that it should be rammed down the
throats of the Senate before any opportunity is given to question the committee
in public?" Dr. Toma said he would disagree with the inference that the report
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should be rammed down anybody's throat, not only the Senate. He said the
committee's intent was to be noble, honest, and sincere. They looked at all
aspects of the problem dealing with the procedural matters concerning the
case, and they could find no penalty involved. They could not even find
evidence that there was any single charge by anyone against any individual
in the College of Medicine. The question was simply, did the thirteen
department heads follow the rules as prescribed by various documents? The
answer to that was yes. And then the question was, once the dìpartment heads
came to the dean, how did the dean interpret their complaint? Obviously it
was an admonition, because there were no specific charges, and since that was
the case, under the bylaws of the faculty of the College of Medicine the
dean could not follow a procedure which would have established committee hearings.
He instead called a special meeting because the charges were general. The
committee had a clear understanding as to the interpretation of the complaint.
It was an admonition, not a grievance. On that basis the committee again asked
the question, how did the dean behave in tarins of following up the complaint
by the thirteen department heads? And the answer is very simple. He did the
only thing he could do. He held a special meeting. At the special meeting
every member of the College Of Medicine could have participated. There was
24 hours of notice distributed to all members of the Medicine faculty. If ha
was not a member of the Department of Surgery at that time, Dr. Toma said
to Dr. Peacock, obviously he could not'participata. Therefore the allegation
that Dr. Peacock was thrown out bodily, physically, he could not accept
because Dr. Peacock was not entitled to be present inasmuch as ha was not at
that time a member of the Surgery faculty.

Dr. Peacock again asked Dr. Toma to answer a question. If Dr. Toma
knew that there were documents which the committee had not seen ---- at this
point Dr. Tome asked, "What kind of documents, Sir?" "Letters signed by the
President." (Peacock) "Dealing with procedures?" (Toma) 'EYes." (Peacock) Dr. Peacock
continued, tt1f you knew that there were documents which shoved penalties upon
members of this faculty, your colleagues, caused by procedural irregularities
and failure to give procedural protection to them, would you indeed recommend
this report being accepted today if you knew that?" Dr. Toma responded that
the question was entirely too hypothetical. He said he did not know what was
in the. letters referred to. He said obviously he could tell Dr. Peacock one
thing. If there was new evidence or evidence that was contrary to the
committee's findings which shed new light on the issue, he would be willing to
examine it and submit this not only to the committee but ha would ask the
indulgence of the members of the Faculty Senate te look into it. However,
that was a brand new hypothetical problem which Dr. Peacock was bringing up,
he said.

Dr. Peacock asked if Dr. Toma would put his remark in the form of a
motion, Parliamentarian Sankey pointed out that there was already a motion on
the floor. (Dr. Toma is not a member of the Senate and could not make a motion
in any event. DLW)

Dean Livermore said ha wasn't sure he understood Dr. Peacock. He
said he assumed he was speaking against acceptance of the report on the grounds
that the committee was making the report without in his view having found all
the evidence that could have been found. Dr. Peacock said that was correct. Dean
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Livermore said. he would like to have a reading from the minutes of the last meeting
as to what the precise charge to the coittee had been. Dean Livermore read
from the minutes of the May Senate meeting that the charge was "to consider
the circumstances surrounding the July 30 document and then determine what
procedural safeguards are appropriate for the future." Dean Livermore then
asked again if it was Dr.. Peacock's pósition that the committee had not
obtained enough evidence to make its report. Dr. Peacock answered yes.
Dr. Sankey pointed out that the minutes of the May meeting include three or
four pages of extended discussion on what the charges to the committee were.
The point had been, made repeatedly that the committee was not to make substantive
judgments. They were to consider only procedural matters. Senate discussion
had pointed out that it was felt it would be inappropriate for a committee of
the Senate to pass judgment on the action of the Medicine faculty. Dr. Witte
interrupted at this point to say that while this point had been made in the
discussion it wag not made in the form of a motion. She said there were a lot
of things said by people who voted against the motion and these people were
really just trying to gain clarification on specific charges. She said the
communication from the Committee of Eleven had referred to looking into the
circumstances surrounding tha happenings of July 30 and August 2, 1974 i
the College of Medicine. She thought circumstances referred to specific events.
Was what happened an admonition or a conviction?

Dr. Tema said to Dr. Witte that it was obvious that according to the
bylaws of the College of Medicine there were two avenues open for complaint--
a general complaint or admonition or gripe, whatever you want to call it,
without specific charges, and it was the college dean's interpretation that
this was in fact what he had been provided. The other alternative or action
is specific charges, in which case the document submitted must identify the
individuals who ceininitt ed the act or violation, and in that case the
collega bylaws under Section II, B. 3 would call for a hearing. What was
open to the dean was obviously only ene option. The option was to hold a
special meeting. The dean interpreted the situatIon rightly, according to
the committee's view of the document, to be an admonition with no specific
charges. What e 18e could the dean be expected to do?

Dr. Witte said that the group was back to the broken record. She said
she had tried to read specific charges. Turning to Dr. Toma's remark about
admonition she said, "What if the dean called this meeting and what it the dean
said that h would resign if he didn't have a vote of confidence. Wouldn't
that change the circumstances under which this complaint was then brought by the
department heads? ..." It would be something completely procedurally different,
something procedurely that might even be very improper. She said it had been

said that the Surgery faculty could have been at the meeting like anyone else.
That was like saying that somebody who was going to be lynched should decide
to appear before the lynch mob. Yes, the surgeons did have the opportunity
to be present before they were lynched. She said that there was someone in
the Senate who did know the penalty meted out and that was Dr. DuVal. She said
Dr. DuVal had stated In correspondence and in deposition that the action taken
by the faculty was very serious action taken against the Department of Surgery.

Dr. Schaefer said he felt the discussion was again getting beside
the point. Dr. Witte said her remarks were to the point. Dr. turnan had asked
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what the penalties against the Surgery faculty had been. She wondered if

Dr. DuVal could help the Senate by telling the group whether indeed the
results of the faculty meeting were serious so far as the Surgery faculty
members were concerned.

Dr. Schaefer pointed out that the Senate had indicated earlier that
it did not want to get involved in the specific issues or positions of the
Medicina situation. The peint had been made that colleges de indeed have a
certain amount of autonomy and ability to control their affairs and the
Faculty Senate does not want to run the colleges. The colleges run themselves.

The Senate had indicated it did not wish to get involved in the specific
details of the actions which had led up to the grievance that Dr. Trier
presented to the Faculty Senate. The Senate should address itself to the
question of whether or not the type of situation that developed in the College
of Medicine in the summer of 1974 ought to have some basic ground rules to
govern it. This is the question to which the committee had addressed itself
and this is the essence of the recommendation the committee is making as t
hew the University can deal with similar circumstances in the future. The

Senate has a motion before it, the President reminded the body, that items 1
through 4 of the ad hoc committee report be accepted.

Dr. Myers wondered if the Senate wished to discuss the matter further.

He realiEed time was limited. President Schaefer said there was considerable

time left in today's meeting. There being no further discussion the question
was called for and by voice vote the motion carried. The President explained

that items i through 4 were accepted for the record. Now the question was, the

President said, what to do with item 5.

Dr. Witte rose to a point of order asking the President if the fact
that the Senate had accepted items 1 through 4 meant that the body could not
go ahead and discuss them. She said that acceptance was just a formality of

putting a matter before a group. Was discussion to proceed to point 5 of the

report without further discussion of points i through 4? President Schaefer

explained that points i to 4 were new parts of the record without approval

or disapproval. Dr. Witte asked if the Senate could not discuss points i to 4

now that they vere part of the record. Dr. Schaefer turned to the parliamentarian.
Dr. Sankey said that the body effectively put sections 1 through 4 into the

record and by such action had suggested a lack of Interest in discussing

them further. Dr. Witte said there was no lack of interest on her part.

Dr. Sankey said ha would like to point eut several things that
bothered him greatly, parliamentary errors that the Senate commits rather

regularly. The body tends to discuss things before there is a motion on the

floor. A motion should b. made for something activelyto be done and then one
discusses the matter presenting his or her views one way er the other.
Another thing that the Senate tends to do, and this is opposed to the whole

philosophy of parliamentary procedure, is to engage in personalities rather

than issues. A parliamentary body is an issue-oriented body. Indeed if ene

followed this philosophy to its full extent one would not even use specific
names in such a body Individuals should be referred to impersonally. The

third thing which Dr. Sankey said bothered him as parliamentarian was that the
Senate fails to move things along. The chairman of any parliamentarian body
should make rules on actions as "in order" or "out of order" and then if the



- 17 -

body disagrees it objects to the chairman's ruling and the chairman can of
course be overruled. If the Senate would follow these several procedures
more carefully it would greatly expedite its business, Dr. Sankey emphasized.
Instead the body gets into wrangles, engages in personalities, and reaches a
point where it is impossible to make a parliamentary determination because
the discussion has gone so far afield.

Returning to the question at hand Dr. Sankey said it seemed to him
that the appropriate interpretation of what the body had just done was that
the Senate by its vote on the motion simply to accept sections 1 through 4
of the report had indicated that it wished to dispose of further discussion of the
matter. Dr. Schaefer then suggested that a motion be made to endorse the
reconunendations in Section 5 of the report in order to get this Section befare the
Senate for discussion. Dr. Steelink made that motion and several seconds
were heard. Dr. Hetrick said ha had a aucetion in reference to paragraph 5,
d, (7) of the report. It seemed to him that this procedure would change to
some extent the role of the Committee on Academic Privilege and Tenure, at
the same tinte in part duplicating the activities of the Committee on Conciliation.

President Schaefer said it was his understanding of this section
that the Committee on Academic Privilege and Tenure in the future could extend
its role to consider issues of importance to groups of individuals of the faculty
in addition to the grievances of a specific individual.

Dr. Gegenheimer said he thought it would be appropriate to refer
Section 5 to the standing Committee on Bylaws. Perhaps the proposed recommenda-
tions could be submitted to the Senate as amendments to the existing bylaws
with appropriate bylaw numbers affixed. The overlap of other committees
which concern Dr. Hetrick could be dealt with appropriately by the Committee on
Bylaws. If the recommendations of Section 5 are simply approved as such, he
said they would later have to be converted into bylaws anyway. He saw value
in a report coming te the Senate that spelled out a more specific procedure
for implementing the sense of what was recommended. He then moved that the
proposals of Section 5 be referred to the Committee on Bylaws to be brought
back to the next meeting of the Senate in the form of proposed bylaw changes.
Several seconds to Dr. Gegenheimer's motion were heard. Dr. Steelink noted that
there was already a motion on the floor. Dr. Sankey said that a motion of the
sort made by Dr. Gagenhaimer was in order.

Dr. Steelink said he thought the time had come for the Senate to face
up to its responsibilities and sweat through the project of considering these
recommendations. If they were referred to a coimnittee they would simply
come back to the Senate later and this body would still have to consider the
principles. He thought the Senate should discuss the recommendations at this
meeting.

Dr. Gegenheimer said that h. thought the proposals could be more
appropriately considered, that is, more intelligently discussed, after they
were put in bylaw form by a committee which would give careful study to the
proposals and put them in a form which could be adopted as legislation. Even
if the principles were adopted by approval by the Senate today, to activate
them would require that they be put in some kind of bylaw form. Dr. Gegenheimer
said he thought the procedure he was pr.posing would save a great deal of time.
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Dr. Weaver supported Dr. Gegenheimer's point of view, fie thought
that recommendations from the Bylaws Committee could help prevent establishing
methods of approaching problems which would conflict with other methods.

Dr. Peterson said he had no objection to referring the matter to a
committee to prepare the material in more formal structure, but he thought
that since there was still some time remaining before the automatic adjournment
hour that time could be well spent having some helpful discussion by the senators
about what they did or did not like about the proposals in terms of philosophy.
If such discussion is appropriate, he said he would like to make a comment to
Dr. Toma. President Schaefer said such discussion would be in order. Dr.
Peterson said that in reading the proposed procedures it seemed that the only
real change made was that more administrative involvement is built into the
procedure. Following review by the Committee on Academic Privilege and
Tenure cases that are not resolved at that level are referred to the Executive
Vice President and subsequently the President. Without impugning anyone's
intentions it seemed obvious to him that such procedure would not Solve a
problem like that in the College of Medicine. The argument the surgery people
have is with the administration and simply to formalize procedure in the Faculty
Bylaws so the President would have the final word would not solve the problem
at all. It seemed to Dr. Peterson more consideration should be given to
whether or not the final body of appeal should be either the Senate or the
General Faculty of the University.

Dr. Toma responded that the philosophy behind the proposal was that
problems have developed in the past because of high emotions, haphazard
actions on the part of individuals, lack of confidence in the rules or the
procedures of the institution, or for that matter because of ignorance, not
knowing where to start, how to proceed. It was the consensus of the committee
that they should try to establish a first instance for recourse thatwould
require a confrontation where both parties would be forced t discuss the matter
in a civilized manner and try to resolve it. For this reason the committee
felt that before a matter went before the ConcilIation Committee there should
be an institutionalized process of rules which would make it easy for the parties
to discuss the matter of concern together.

If there is no resolution as a result of this discussion then the
feeling was that th. matter should next be brought to the attention of the dean.
If in due time the dean cannot bring about a resolution of the problem, the
matter should be referred to an ad hoc review committee. If the ad hoc
committee review does not bring resolution the matter should next be reported
te the Executive Vice President and if he cannot resolve the matter the case
would then move on to the Committee on Conciliation. Dr. Toma said that whether
from ignorance of the rules or lack of confidence in the rules or lack of
clarity in the rules, the present system was felt to be lacking. The committee
was trying to fill gaps. In order to fill one gap the committee had earlier
recommended under 5, c that an outside objective resource person be
available for consultation who would explain rules and procedures to anybody
involved in a grievance, admonition, or any conflict that might arise.

Dr. Schaefer reminded the Senate that the motion before the house
was to refer the recommendations of Section 5 to the Bylaws Committee. He
said if senators had further comments about the recommendations they could
direct them to the Bylaws Committee.
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Dr. Myers asked if there was a functioning Bylaws Committee.
Dr. Schaefer inquired of Dean Windsor who consulted with Mr. Butler. Dean
Windsor and Mr. Butler responded that they did not think there was presently
a Bylaws Committee. Dr. Gegenheimer said that one was provided for in the
Constitution though it may not have been active in recent years. After the
secretary and the parliamentarian had consulted the Faculty Manual Dr. Schaefer
explained that while there are references in the Constitution, both the present
and the proposed ones, to a Committee en Bylaws ne ene had readily found an
indication that there was such a committee in existence.

Dr. Myers said that if the Senate voted to refer Section 5 to the
Committee on Bylaws to take care of technical aspects would not the Senate
essentially be saying that it wanted to adopt these recommendations? Dr. Schaefer
said that would not be his understanding of the implication of Dr. Gegenheimer's
motion. Rather the Committee on Bylaws would look into the recommendations, try
to formalize them, try to understand what was being attempted, and then in
bylaw form put them before the Senate for adoption or rejection. Dr. Myers
asked if the Bylaws Committee would have the prerogative of perhaps making
different recommendations than those submitted by Dr. Toina's committee.
Dr. Schaefer said he thought that would be within the purview of the Bylaws
Committee.

Dr. McCullough asked if he understood the procedures provided for
under recommendation 5 correctly when he understood that the proposed steps
would require that a grievanc, of an individual not satisfactorily resolved up
to the point of review by his dean would have to be forwarded to the Executive
Vice President before going to the Committee on Conciliation. Dr. Toma responded
that that was correct. Dr. McCullough asked again if that was true for any
and all grievances. Dr. Tema responded that that was true. Dr. McCullough said
then that this would be a change from current policy. Dr. Toma said that that
would be a change. Dr. Weaver said that Dr. McCullough's peint was well taken
and that if this matter was referred to the Committee on lylaws that committee
would have to see where the procedure provided for in the new recommendations
might be in conflict with present bylaws. It might not comfortably be compatible
with the present bylaws.

Dean Stairs pointed out that there vere two motions before the body,
one to endorse the recommendations of Section 5 and one to refer the matter to
a committee. He wondered if the Senate should not consider a motion to restrict
discussion to a limited period of time and then refer the matter to some such
review group as the Bylaws Committee. He thought otherwise the Senate could
use up lets of time discussing which motion should receive first consideration.
Dr. Witte asked if a motion to limit discussion would not require two-thirds
vote of the house and the parliamentarian replied in the affirmative. Dr. Schaefer
said that a Committe. on Bylaws as called for by the Constitution would be created.
He would ask the Committee on Committees to make nominations for membership on
such a standing committee.

Dr. Steelink suggested that the Senate ge through Section 5 of the
document before it, section by section, line by line. Dr. Schaefer said this
could be done. There might be a question as to whether this would be an
efficient sort of procedure. Dean Stairs said he would like to restrict debate
until it was determined in what order this body was going to considertha
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motions before it. Was Dr. Steelink's motion to endorse recommendation 5 to
be debated or should the house consider Dr. Gegenheimer's motIon to defer
consideration of the proposals until they had been reviewed by the Bylaws Committee?

Parliamentarian Sankey pointed out that If the Senate wished to discuss
the motion to endorse the report then lt should reject the motion to defer action
on the proposal and refer it to the Bylaws Committee. The Senate could then of
course go ahead and discuss the matter and still later refer it to a committee.
As long as some significant discussion has taken place during the Interval, a motion
to refer could be made again. Those wanting to refer the matter to the committee
immediately should vote in favor of Dr. Gegenheimer' s motion, he explained. Those
who wanted to discuss it should vote against the motion and then discussion could
continue if the motion to refer the matter to the Bylaws Committee was defeated.

Dr. McCullough asked just what the Bylaws Committee would do. Take the
recommendations as submitted and couch them in legal terms? Study them to see if
there would be conflict with procedures provided for in existing bylaws? Dr.
Schaefer said the committee could consider, review, make recommendations, do what-
ever it wished. Dr. McCullough asked if the committee would be charged with
determining where recommendations conflict with current policy.

Dr. Ares asked if the Bylaws Committee could come back to the Senate
recommending favorably as to some aspects of Section 5 and unfavorably as to others.
For instance, he personally could draw a distinction between grievances against
individuals and grievances against groups. Perhaps we ought to have a more specified
procedure in one case and no procedure at all in the other. He said he would not
want anyone to think that a vote he cast on either of the motions before the Senate
at the moment would infer what he would take as a final position on whether Section
5 ought to be adopted at all or not. He said his point was that he would like it
understood that the Bylaws Committee should also be free, if it wants to, to reject
the entire proposition presented by recommendation 5 of the Toma committee report.
In other words, the Bylaws Committee may feel that no change in present procedure
should be made at all.

The vote was then called for on the motion to refer Section 5 of the ad hoc
committee report to the Bylaws Committee. The motion carried and the President
said the Committee on Committees would be asked to help him select a five-person
Bylaws Committee.

Dr. Witte said she felt she did not believe the matter of items i through
1 of the report had yet been settled. No one has moved there be no debate on them.
She asked if' since that. part of' the report had been accepted, could it be put on
the agenda of a future Senate meeting. Dr. Schaefer asked if she wished to place
it on a future agenda. She said she would like the matter to be on the agenda of
the next meeting. Dr. Schaefer said that agenda items are submitted in writing to
the Senate secretary, Dean Windsor. Dr. Witte said she would do so.

ANNOUNCEMENTS: President Schaefer announced that the proposed new Faculty
Constitution of the University of Arizona, as approved last spring by the General
Faculty of the University, was under study by the Arizona Board of Regents. A
subcommittee of the Board chaired by Regent Elliott Dunseath was reviewing the
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document. The President had been asked to appoint two faculty members to
participate in the Regents' study and. he had asked Faculty Chairman Steelink
and Professor Ray Thompson to do so. The President said the suggestion had
been made that a common constitution be developed for the three Arizona uni-
versities.

On behalf of George Evanoff, University Director of Personnel, Dean
Windsor announced a series of preretirement education programs to begin on
November 5, l9T5. A detailed statement about these programs is attached to
these minutes.

The meeting adjourned at 1&:15 p.m.

David Butler, Assistant Secretary




