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

Monday, December 4, 1978 Kiva, Room 211 College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3 p.m. on Monday,
December 4, 1978, in the Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education. Eighty

members were present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Altschul, Antinoro, Arendt, Arenz, Atwater, Barefield,
Barrett, Bartlett, Boone, Bried, Briggs, Brubaker,
Butler, Campbell, Cassady, K. Clark, R. Clark, Cole,
Coxon, Crist, DeArmond, Dickinson, Dresher, DuVal,
Edwards, Ehrenkranz, Fleming, Gaines, Gallagher,
Garcia, Gerber, Gibbs, Gourley, Hartsell, Hasan
Henderson, Hull, Hummel, Jones, Kassander, Kettel,
Krutzsch, LaBan, Laird, Marchello, Mautner, May,
Meredith, Metcalfe, Mueller, Munsinger, Myers, Nelson,
Paulsen, G. Peterson, R. Peterson, Pickens, Rehm,

Remers, Ridge, Rollins, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt,
Roubicek, Schaefer, Shanfield, Skinner, Sorensen,
Steelink, Sumner, Svob, Thompson, Tindall, Tornizuka,
Weaver, C. Wilson, H. Wilson, Windsor, Witte, and

Woloshin. Dr. Robert Sankey was present as
Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Armstrong, Caldwell, Dinham, Epperson, Graham, Hazzard,
Manning, Odishaw, Sterrett, Thomas, Townsend, Younggren,
and Zukoski.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of November 6,1978 were approved

as distributed, with one correction. R. Peterson and M. Townsend were present.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Myers said he had long supported
the principle that the University faculty should participate in the decision-
making process of the institution. He referred to an earlier time when a Faculty
Senate resolution in support of academic freedom had been a positive action

that was helpful. He said he thought the faculty had a definite responsibility
to participate in decision making that is as relevant today as it has been in

the past. He said he had recently learned that the Regents' staff has been
giving attention to Chapters VIII and X of the Faculty Manual. A document 35

pages long has been developed which conceivably could become implicitly a part

of an appointment to the University faculty or staff. The matter has not yet

come to the Board of Regents for official attention. It will be looked at by

appropriate personnel at the several universities first. He thinks that it

conforms closely with University of Arizona faculty attitudes on such issues

as promotion and tenure, grievances, etc. The point is, he said, that here
also there has been faculty involvement and this has been helpful.

Similarly, he said, he felt the attitude of the faculty was
important in decision-making about such issues as one coming before the
Senate later today, that is, consideration of certain aspects of the inter-

collegiate athletic program. The faculty here has the opportunity and the

right to help make important decisions. He felt it was appropriate for the
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faculty to speak to the issues and then each member vote his or her own beliefs.

He said it was inappropriate to say that the faculty should not be involved

in such matters. He hoped faculty senators would not take the position that

matters of this sort are not properly ones of faculty concern.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Mr. Ehrenkranz reported

that Bob Brubaker had been elected as a student representative to the Faculty

Senate replacing Paul Darman who had resigned. It was noted that Mr. Brubaker

was attending today's meeting.

Mr. Ehrenkranz then said he would like permission to yield the floor

to Mr. Frank MeKenna who wished to speak to the Senate on the matter of course

and instructor evaluation. Mr. McKenna was representing the organization SOTA,

"Students Older Than Average". President Schaefer asked if there was objection

to Mr. McKenna's addressing the Senate and there was none.

Mr. McKenna said that SOTA had requested the opportunity for a

representative to speak to the Senate about a subject that has been much discussed

by SOTA members, specifically the improvement of the quality of instruction

at the U of A. He referred to the recently published series of articles on the

subject in the Arizona Daily Wildcat. Perhaps some senators were wondering

what had generated this student concern. He said that SOTA, which has now

functioned as a student organization for three semesters, meeting weekly,

has again and again had discussion about the quality of instruction. It had

been discovered that many of the SOTA students in various colleges had complaints

about certain instructors. He emphasized that SOTA was not grouping instructors

and labeling them poor. SOTA members were surprised though that there were

poor instructors and they asked each other why. He said they had naively
assumed that some procedure would identify an individual who was not an
effective teacher and action would be taken to improve his or her teaching

skills.

The SOTA members had then asked themselves how poor instructors could
be identified, if no systematic attempt was being made to find them out.

Some members were aware that they had from time to time completed

questionnaires rating instructors and they then had embarked on an investigation
of the use of evaluation forms at the U of A. The students learned that there
is a course/instructor evaluation questionnaire used on this campus available

from the Office of Instructional Research and Development. The head of this

office is Dr. Lawrence Aleamoni and the questionnaire is sometimes called

Aleamoni's form. SOTA representatives had visited with Dr. Aleamoni to obtain

a better understanding of the use of the form. They had learned that the

forms are issued by his office upon request; that is, if an instructor wishes

to be evaluated by his or her students using Dr. Aleamoni's form, he or she

requests a supply of them with the necessary instructions. The instructor

distributes the forms to his or her students during a class period close to

the end of the semester. Class members complete the forms and they are collected

by a designated student and returned to Dr. Aleamoni'soffice. This office

quantifies the results and returns the forms to the instructor, after he or

she has awarded the final grades, so that the instructor may peruse the students'

written comments on the reverse side of the form.
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SOTA members had asked Dr. Aleamoni why an instructor must indicate
he or she wants to use this evaluation form. He had replied that with the
exception of the Master of Business Administration program, the College of
Agriculture, and the Department of Geosciences it was departmental policy
campus-wide to leave it up to instructors whether they chose to use the evalua-
tion forms or not. The three programs mentioned do require their instructors

to use the form developed by Dr. Aleamoni's office. When asked about University-
wide participation in the evaluation, Dr. Aleamoni had reported that only 800
of the 2,641 instructors use the forms issued by his office.

The SOTA organization then had formed a committee which was concerned
about the problem and it resulted in the series of Wildcat articles and an
opinion poll conducted in mid-November. During this period SOTA received much
input from instructors and students alike supporting SOTA's efforts to bring
about campus-wide use of the course/instructor evaluation questionnaire. In

the poll there were 454 "yes" votes and 5 "no" votes concerning use of the

questionnaire.

Mr. McKenna said SOTA's committee had learned several things from the

poll. The first was that not every student reads the "Personal" section of the
Wildcat classified pages where the ballot was placed. The second was that

there had been 5 "no" votes. The students concluded that these were probably
cast by instructors so they were disregarded. They thought the total number of

votes was unimportant. SOTA was simply seeking some sort of consensus to present

to the Faculty Senate.

Mr. McKenna said that since the series of special articles was
published in the Wildcat, SOTA members had received objections from faculty
members about the form developed by the U of A's Office of Instructional

Research and Development. One was, "Our department has a better form."
Another was, "I don't want to be rated by the students. They are biased."

Another was, "Use of the form will end up in a witch-hunt." A fourth was,

"Instructors will start awarding high grades so the students will rate them
higher," and finally, "Who else uses this system?"

As for the first question, Mr. McKenna said SOTA members did not

think the departmental forms were better. Most departmental forms are issued

and collected by the instructors. What student would objectively criticize

poor instruction when the form is to be collected by the poor instructor?

Using the U of A standard course/instructor evaluation questionnaire and

following the procedure established for its use provide the student necessary

security and protection. Some faculty members had objected to the U of A form

because they said its questions did not apply to the specific areas they wanted

evaluated. Mr. McKenna said he believed that statement indicated a lack of

knowledge about the versatility of the form. Dr. Aleamoni has provided two

additional sections on the form that will accommodate up to 42 specific questions.

He also has a bank of 400 questions which may be used which should satisfy the

needs of specific areas not presently evaluated. All one has to do is make his

or her needs known to Dr. Aleamoni's office and the questions will be included

on the form and included in the machine scoring of the results.

The question of whether or not students are biased may or may not

be valid, Mr. McKenna said. SOTA members believe good instruction will receive
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favorable ratings. With broad use of the questionnaire bias could be

eliminated, he said. He said it was interesting to note that experience has

shown that student ratings of instruction closely correlate with peer ratings.

As for the evaluation becoming a witch-hunt, SOTA could not accept

this objection. Good instructors would be identified and recognized, Mr. McKenna

said. If an occasional poor instructor is identified, SOTA believes that is a

worthwhile accomplishment. SOTA members also believe that if evaluation results

are reviewed by a faculty committee within each department or college, corrective

action can be taken to improve an individual's instructional ability.

The risk of grade inflation by instructors seeking to obtain higher

ratings was unrealistic, Mr. McKenna said. With the recent attention given by

the University to the whole question of grade inflation, he said he believed

this practice by an instructor hoping for a higher rating would be quickly

identified and corrected.

As for the last objection, asking who else uses an evaluation system

similar to the one available at the U of A, Mr. McKenna said this could best

be answered by referring to the list that had been furnished each senator

at his seat in the meeting room today. This was a list of 93 colleges and

universities in the country using a course/instructor evaluation förm similar

to the one available at the University of Arizona. Mr. McKenna pointed out

that this included a substantial number of institutions highly known for their

academic excellence.

Mr. McKenna said he would like to close with the following summary:

The University has the responsibility to provide each student with the best

instruction available. SOTA members believe for the most part that this has

been done, but they think there is room for improvement. The best way to improve

the quality of instruction is to identify and counsel the poor instructor and

to recognize the good instructor. The best procedure for this would be campus-

wide use of the course/instructor evaluation questionnaire and the system of

which it is a part. Since SOTA's goal is to improve the quali of instruction

and since the University has a responsibility to provide the best possible

instruction, Mr. McKenna said he believes that SOTA and the University are

in agreement. Therefore SOTA asks that the Faculty Senate endorse SOTA's

recommendation that action be taken to establish campus-wide use of the

course/instructor evaluation questionnaire as official University policy.

It was noted that each faculty member had been provided a specimen

copy of the Arizona Course/Instructor Evaluation Questionnaire (CEQ) at this

meeting.

President Schaefer explained that under the Senate's revised

procedural rules, the Senate's agenda is developed prior to each meeting by

the Senate Executive Committee. He suggested to Mr. McKenna that the proposal

be forwarded to the Executive Committee for consideration for placement on

the agenda of an early meeting of the Faculty Senate.

REPORTS FROM STANDING CONMITTEES: Dr. Rehm in the absence of Dr. Dinham reported

that the Academic Procedures Committee was proceeding with its study of the

matter of reviewing the performance of deans.
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Dr. Steelink, reporting for the Committee on University Planning,

referred to the earlier action of the Senate (based on the recommendation of the

Committee on University Planning) recommending that Professor Clark Hawkins be

appointed the representative of the University of Arizona to sit on the special

committee created by the Board of Regents to study fringe benefits for employes

of the Arizona universities. The Regents, in fact, had appointed Vice President

Munsinger to this responsibility, but Dr. Munsinger had assured Dr. Steelink

that he would be in continuing close touch with Professor Hawkins as various

questions concerning fringe benefits are discussed.

Dr. Steelink reported that the results of the Delphi questionnaire

circulated among Senate members were being tabulated and would be reported to

the Senate at an early date.

APPROVAL OF CATALOG MATERIAL AS REPORTED IN "CURRICULUM" BULLETIN: The Senate

approved catalog material as furnished Senate members in "Curriculum" bulletin

Vol. 7, No. 9, issue date of November 28, 1978.

ELECTION OF REPLACEMENT FOR COLLEGE OF ARCHITECTURE REPRESENTATIVE FOR SECOND

SEMESTER 1978-79: The secretary reported that Senator Ken Clark, representing

the College of Architecture, would be away from the campus during the second

semester 1978-79 while directing the U of A architecture program in Mexico

in cooperation with LaSalle University. The faculty of the College of

Architecture therefore had elected Professor Harry der Boghosian to serve as

its college senator during the period of Mr. Clark's absence. Dean Windsor

then moved that the Senate ratify the action of the Architecture faculty.

Several seconds were heard and the motion carried unanimously.

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF REPORT FROM COMMITTEE OF ELEVEN ON ATHLETICS: The

Senate next turned its attention to further consideration of the Committee of

Eleven Report on Intercollegiate Athletics. The President reminded the members

that since this body's last meeting they had been furnished a statement of his

own comments about the various recommendations, a statement of Director Strack's

comments, a statement by Professor Barefield about certain recommendations, and

a list of ten specific motions that the Committee of Eleven wished to be

considered by the Senate.

Dr. Schaefer explained that the Committee of Eleven motions came to

the floor as seconded motions and suggested that the Senate now move to

consideration of these one by one.

The first motion was as follows:

It is moved that President Schaefer be requested by the Faculty

Senate to instruct Director Strack, in cooperation with the

Business Office and the Division of Physical Resources, to

establish procedures for full and complete annual accounting,

beginning in 1978-79 for all income and expenses of the ICA

program as a whole and individual sport. Annual accountings

shall include sources of income, pro-rata share of salaries of

administrators, coaches, and staff personnel, pro-rata share

of maintenance and operating costs of athletic facilities,

value of grants-in-aid, tuition/fee waivers and other support
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given to studnt athletes. This annual accounting should be
transmitted to the Faculty Senate through the ICA committee as
soon as applicable after the close of each fiscal year.

Dr. Kassander said he would first like to say that he endorsed
Dr. Myers' earlier remarks about the appropriateness of faculty participation
in University decision making. However he said he would vote against this
motion. He said some persons would suggest that this motion appeared to be
an effort to involve the faculty in the conduct of administrative matters and
consequently, since he is a part of the administration, he would automatically
be in opposition. Neither the generalization nor the facts are correct, he
emphasized. He said he believed Director Strack is and should be held accountable
for the use of the large amount of public funds which is at his disposal, as
should every other University administrator at any level. Although there has
been some quibbling about whether you call something "revenue" or "subsidy",
no suggestion has been made that any athletic funds are not accounted for.
This motion would do nothing in the direction of accountability except generate
a new layer of redundant paper.

Dr. Kassander said he spent about 25% of his time and his associate,
Charles Peyton, about 75% of his time, trying to assist the faculty through
the maze and burden of paper generated by all sorts of regulations. He said
he would like to read to the Senate a recent memorandum from a young U of A
colleague which he felt expressed a typical feeling:

"Thank you for your serious response to my last memo,
which makes clear the University's interest in the matter
I raised. Let me say by way of explanation that I have lately
spent a disproportionate amount of time and energy trying to
understand and work with a vast array of administrative details
and procedures. Perhaps I am simply not experienced enough at
running funded projects to avoid, ignore, or endure these
complications; to me they often give the impression of existing
mainly for the purpose of providing pitfalls and obstacles for

the researcher.

"I hope you will bear with me, and I will save my next memo
for something more crucial to my work."

Dr. Kassander said that if Senate members honestly believed that
this motion would give the Faculty Senate a better and needed handle on the
expenditures and accounting of Athletic Department funds, and by precedent, the
funds of any other unit the Senate may wish to include later, by all means they
should vote for the motion. However, if they were voting yes simply because it
appeared prudent and that probably somebody else would like and understand the
information, Dr. Kassander asked those senators to have mercy on the already
badly overloaded University solid-waste management problem. "If you need it,
vote yes. If you confess that you will probably throw it away on the way back
to your office, vote no." He said that if an objective tally shows that there
is a real need to fill a vacuum that presently exists, then the University
should add the necessary number of bookkeepers, the hours of computer time, etc.
"Remember, however, that central bookkeeping is at your expense, not that of
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the Wildcat Club or student fees," Dr. Kassander continued. "I am not presently
getting the service I want out of the CORE accounting system, and I'll bet you
aren't either, if you are in the unhappy position of having to worry about this
sort of thing." He said that obviously the desired information was available
and any rearrangement of accounting as suggested was not going to change anything
except the number of bookkeepers

Professor Barefield stated that the Committee of Eleven, in putting
forth its recommendations on financial reporting, obviously ignored the cost
of preparing and disseminating such reports. They also overestimated the
benefits. In fact, their revised recommendation, as reflected in the motion,
was technically weaker than the original. This was so because the committee
partially and improperly attempted to prescribe accounting methods, he said.

Dr. Barefield continued, "Financial reports are special-purpose
tools custom-designed to serve a particular purpose. If one wants to judge
the 'cost' of intercollegiate athletics, one does not do it with an annual
reporting like that suggested by the committee. Similarly, if one wants to
judge the effectiveness of those managing ICA one does not do it with a report
like that suggested by the committee. To be valuable, a financial report must
be designed to serve a particular objective, and it must go to a knowledgeable
user who works in an apolitical environment where others will not frequently
intentionally misuse the report.

"Reports have value in the corporate setting because they meet these
criteria. However the committee's recommendation suggests an improperly designed
report be sent to an untrained user group. For this reason, I intend to vote
against this motion.

"Briefly, uniform accounting systems are costly to prepare and the
report that would be nationally acceptable would be incompatible with the
report suggested by the first motion. Moreover, persuasion of others to adopt
a uniform accounting system requires an enthusiastic advocate. I doubt if such
an advocate exists on this campus. I see no good reason to support the uniform
reporting recommendation. I also intend to vote against it."

At this point Dr. Schaefer asked if the house would approve Professor
Ares' speaking to the Senate as spokesman for the Committee of Eleven, in the
absence of Dr. Zukoski. There was no objection.

Professor Ares said that the Committee of Eleven was talking only
about a financial report on intercollegiate athletics and did not wish to
specify the construction of a particular accounting system. He said the
Committee of Eleven's concern is that the costs of the athletic program are
not widely known because they are not made known. He said he would be surprised
if the officials of the athletic department did not know what the expense of
their operation is. The fact is they do know and audited reports are prepared
annually. The work has already been done, but some major costs are not included
in the reports as made. The Committee of Eleven's conclusion was that without
more information the total costs of the program could not be generally known.
Such costs should be included and reported to the Senate. Also, the
committee had felt it would be desirable to have a similar system adopted



- 44 -

at other institutions that the U of A likes to be compared with. He thought
what was needed would not be onerous to prepare. A simple report to the Senate

once a year could be made.

Dr. Barefield said he would argue with Professor Ares' comments.
What is proposed would not be a simple task to prepare. He suggested that each

senator look at his own discipline and imagine developing some kind of report

about that discipline. What the person schooled in the discipline would be able
to conclude from the report would be far different from what the layman would

comprehend because of the different levels of knowledge. While a more elaborate
report on intercollegiate athletics would be more meaningful to persons involved

in the sports program who also had a background in accounting, the average senator
would not be able to get much from it. A simple report would not be meaningful,

he said. To be meaningful the report would have to be very lengthy.

Professor Ridge said he felt the comments about the extent of the
work involved in preparing what was proposed were a "red herring." He referred

to a one-page report which he had with him issued by Colorado State University

about its athletic program. In summary form it showed a breakdown of the income

and the expenditures of the athletic program at that institution. He thought it
would not be difficult for the U of A to produce something similar, but it would

contain information not included in reports heretofore. He said it is important

to know the amount of financial aid to athletes that is used to support the

program. Similarly, it is important to know the amount of student fees that go

into support of the program. As a matter of fact, it would be well to let the

general public have this information, he said, because people would be impressed

about the economic effect of such funding on the city of Tucson, for example.

Professor Peterson said he was completely "turned off" by Professor

Barefield's comments that to prepare a more elaborate report would require

more work than was justified. The alternative, he said, was to remain in

ignorance.

Dr. Campbell said that he had knowledge of accounting, he had knowledge

of disclosure, and he had knowledge of computers, and he resented an implication
that he wouldn't be able to understand the sort of report that this motion called

for.

Dr. Schaefer pointed out that from time to time a full financial

report on the intercollegiate athletic program is carried in the printed

football program.

Dr. Barefield said he was not making remarks about anyone's

intelligence. People usually just don't know a great deal in depth about a

discipline other than their own. He said he had only been trying to point out

in his original memorandum to members of the Senate that there were weaknesses

in the new accounting program proposed by the Committee of Eleven which he felt

rendered it useless. That is, what was being proposed would provide information

that was really quite useless. For example, it must be determined what expenses

would still exist if a particular sport were abandoned altogether. He said he

wondered if the Colorado State report was really as meaningful as had been suggested.

"We must be alert," he said, "not to be asked to consider information which

cannot be usefully used but which can be misused."
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Professor Tindall said he wished to speak in favor of the motion. He

said the present financial report referred to as furnished in printed sports
programs runs about one page. He thought everything desired by this motion

could be made available in an additional two or three pages. Perhaps even it

could all be included on one page. Certainly the expense of developing such a

modestly expanded report could be easily justified.

Dr. Schaefer asked if there was objection to Mr. Strack's speaking
to the Senate and there was none. Mr. Strack said he did not wish to withhold

from the public or the Senate or the student body any information about coaches'
salaries, use of student fees, financial aid to athletes, or any item. He

felt the Colorado State report might very well be similar to one the U of A
is preparing each year already. He said he was perfectly willing to be
completely open about any of the information under discussion.

Dr. Myers said there should be a distinction between providing
information and withholding information. Although it is not charged that
information has been deliberately withheld, it has not been fully reported.
What this motion would do would provide a regular report to the Senate, something
that is more complete than what is published in the football program. No one

was saying that anything had been wrong in the past, but the Senate wished to

be provided additional information on a regular basis hereafter.

Dr. Myers then said that he hoped that on all balloting that took
place today, the vote would be by written ballot.

Vice President Munsinger said that he was pleased to hear Professor
- Barefield's comments because he thought they were absolutely right. It is

costly to provide more and more information. For information to be correctly

understood it must be given in complete form. Here the Senate was being asked

to establish a unique accounting system just for the athletic program. Secondly,

it was being asked to try to get other institutions to adopt a similar program.
He said the University had just spent a large amount of money to develop a new

accounting system. As a result a wide-spread need for many additional bookkeepers
had developed, and several hundreds of thousands of dollars would be necessary
to provide this additional staffing, money which otherwise could be spent for

the important organic operation of the University. This motion would call

for still more expansion of systems and still more personnel.

Several senators commented that the year-end accounting for the
Department of Intercollegiate Athletics operation under the CORE system would

provide adequate information.

Professor Ridge read one by one the items included in the Colorado
State report under Income and Expenditures. He said he did not feel that much
bookkeeping time would be needed to provide this sort of a report. The informa-

tion is already available. A form could be designed with certain blanks to

be filled in each year. Professor Strack could probably provide this information

right now.

Dr. Thompson said it seemed to him that the motion called for a more
complex procedure than was necessary to accomplish what was desired by the
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Committee of Eleven. He then made a substitute motion, namely, "that the
intercollegiate athletic program provide the Faculty Senate with an annual
statement of receipts and expenses that attempts to address the problems
mentioned in the Committee of Eleven report". Several seconds were heard.

Questions were asked about Dr. Myers' suggestion that voting be by
ballot. Dr. Myers then moved that voting on issues coming before the Senate
today be by written ballot rather than voice vote. Several seconds were heard
and this motion carried.

There was then temporary uncertainty as to whether or not the Senate
could proceed directly to a vote on Dr. Thompson's motion. Parliamentarian Sankey
explained that first the senators must vote on whether or not they were willing
to consider a substitute motion. This motion was made with several seconds and
by a ballot vote it carried 55 to 20.

The Senate then voted on Dr. Thompson's substitute motion, and by
ballot vote this motion carried 62 to 14.

The Senate next turned to the following motion submitted by the
Committee of Eleven:

It is moved that President Schaefer and the Athletic Director be
asked by the Faculty Senate to discuss the revised accounting
procedures established under motion i above with the Board of Regents
and appropriate officials of the other Arizona Universities, the
Pacific Athletic Conference (men) and the Western Collegiate Athletic
Association (women) schools, and appropriate regional and national
intercollegiate athletic governing bodies and urge the adoption of
uniform accounting procedures for intercollegiate athletic programs
at all participating institutions.

Professor Ridge said that he realized the University could not push
new procedures on other institutions. He said he saw no need for the U of A
to be zealous in this matter as long as we were satisfied adequate information
was being provided the concerned parties at this institution about our own
athletic program. Dr. Ares responded by saying that what was felt to be needed,
particularly in Arizona, was comparability. He pointed out that at Arizona State
University the Sun Angels Foundation does not operate under the supervision of
the university. The Wildcat Club at the U of A is under U of A supervision.
"We should do all it is possible to do to influence other institutions to be as
open as we are and revised procedures might make this possible. It certainly
should be looked into," he said.

Dr. Peterson said that in view of the approval of the substitute
motion just adopted he thought this motion had become meaningless. He felt it
would be appropriate to wait and see what develops following adoption of the
substitute motion before we start trying to urge other institutions to follow suit.

Dr. Thompson said he thought the matter of athletics should be looked
at in the full context of the total University. More and more elements of the
University are feeling pressure from the Regents' staff that all three universities
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must act in a uniform way in a number of functions. This well might not be
desirable, he said. What works best at Northern Arizona University might
not work well for the U of A. He felt it would be unwise to go on record
asking the Board of Regents to set up uniformity in any area. Voting on this
motion by ballot then proceeded and the motion failed 63 to 13.

The next motion considered was the following:

It is moved that the Faculty Senate request President Schaefer to
restructure the Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics as follows:

The committee shall be composed of eleven voting members:
two University affiliated persons appointed by the President,
two students appointed by the President, two alumni appointed
by the President, five faculty members elected by the Faculty
Senate on recommendation of the Committee on Committees.

Members of the Committee shall serve staggered three-year
terms, except that students serve two-year terms.

The Chairmanship of the Committee should change annually.

Dr. Thompson asked Professor Ares to describe how the structure of
the proposed committee would differ from the present one. Dr. Ares said that
at present most of the members of the committee have an administration orientation.
The proposed new procedure would provide for shorter terms, faculty members
elected by the Senate, and a rotating chair. It was felt that under the proposed
arrangement wider representation from various elements of the University would be
provided. While the committee would continue to be advisory as is the present
situation, it was felt that the proposal would bring about wider involvement by
the committee and place a greater responsibility for accountability on the group.
This would be particularly true if Motion 4, which would identify a number of
authorities to be given the committee, were passed.

Dr. Edwards said that within the period of his memory every member of
the committee other than the ex-officio ones has been a full-time faculty member,
at least at the time of initial appointment. Some of them have later been
assigned administrative duties. He described the membership of the committee
at present as follows: Dr. Lee Jones, professor of chemistry when placed on the
committee, now Dean of the Graduate College; Dr. Edwards himself, professor of
chemical engineering, now Vice President for Student Relations; Dr. Phillip
Krutzsch, professor of anatomy; Professor Lou Myers, professor of accounting;
Dr. Jean Weber, professor of management; Mr. Donald Soldwedel, alumnus, publisher
and general manager of the Yuma Daily Sun; Ms. Mary Grunderman, graduate student;
Mr. Richard Bellah, graduate student; and the three ex-off icio members, Dr. Mary
Roby, professor of physical education, Associate Director of Athletics; Mr. Kenneth
Droscher, Associate Director of Athletics; and Mr. David Strack, professor of
physical education, Director of Athletics and Physical Education.

Referring to past members of the committee, Dr. Edwards pointed out
that faculty members had included Mr. Thomas Hall, professor of law; Dr. Melvin
Selke, professor of animal science; Dr. Joseph Malik, professor of Russian;
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Dr. Jack Cole, professor of medicinal chemistry; Dr. Robert Crowell, professor
of education; and Dr. William Pistor, professor of veterinary science. He

explained that at present appointments are for eight-year periods, with students
serving two-year terms. Alumni representatives serve terms of one or two

years. He felt that the committee has consistently included broad represen-
tation of the University. He also pointed out that by Regents' action two-
thirds of the committee membership must be members of the faculty or staff.
This was not provided for in the new recommendation.

Voting on this motion then proceeded and the motion failed 39 to 37.

Next the Senate considered the following motion:

It is moved that the Faculty Senate request President Schaefer to
redefine the role of the Coitutiittee on Intercollegiate Athletics
so that, the Committee shall have primary responsibility for
making recommendations to the President as to all policy decisions
concerning intercollegiate athletics and so that its authority
in addition to that already specified in its General Guidelines,
shall include the following:

The monitoring of academic progress by athletes;

The power to receive financial reports regarding all aspects
of the intercollegiate athletic program and the authority
to make recommendations to the President regarding financial
decisions relating to the program;

Authority to monitor the operations of the Wildcat Club and
any other sports booster groups;

Authority to establish mechanisms to insure compliance with
all Board of Regents', University of Arizona and Conference
rules and regulations governing athletic programs, and
authority to investigate alleged violations thereof;

Authority to monitor progress toward compliance with Title
IX of the Civil Rights Act as it affects intercollegiate
athletics;

Authority to monitor the effect of entry into the Pacific
Athletic Conference on eligibility requirement for student-
athletes at the University of Arizona;

Authority to monitor the development of the Womens' Inter-
collegiate Athletic Program;

Authority to supervise the functioning of the Academic Counselor
for athletes, the provision of tutoring services for student-
athletes in need of it and to develop rules by which contact
with faculty members concerning the academic progress of student-
athletes is limited to contacts made by the Academic Counselor.



- 49 -

Dr. Edwards said that the committee as it has been functioning
has indeed been a very effective one, one of the strongest committees on
campus. He said Professor Ares had indicated he believed that the adoption
of this motion would strengthen the power of the committee. He said he would
like to read from the present general guidelines concerning the work of the
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics. He then read from Appendix K of the
Committee of Eleven Report as follows:

The principal function of the Committee is to advise the President
of the University with respect to intercollegiate athletics.

To that end, the Committee within the scope of its function and
to fulfill the same, shall have power and authority:

To investigate.

To evaluate, study, and discuss.

To make findings and recommendations.

To articulate and propose institutional athletic policies.

To act in a consultative capacity to the President and
the Director and Associate Directors of Athletics.

To take action, make studies, submit recommendations,
and effectuate directives and policies as ordered by
the President.

The Committee is a standing committee of the University and has
autonomy in its own right, subject always to the superior authority
of the President. Accordingly, it has power and authority secondary
to that of the President to take original or final action in the
course of the intercollegiate athletic program in such matters as:

Cooperation and consultation with, and advisory service
to other committees, officers, and agencies of the uni-
versity in all matters touching upon the intercollegiate
athletic program, particularly with reference to eligi-
bility for participation, financial aid, satisfactory
standards for conduct of athletes, athletic records,
reports and publicity.

Control within the institution as to:

Institutional athletic policies.

Designation of intercollegiate sports.

Eligibility for participation.

Interaction with conferences, NCAA, AIAW, and all
reputable amateur athletic organizations.
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Franchises and services in connection with food
and beverages incident to athletic events, radio
broadcasting, telecasting, use of athletic facil-
ities by off-campus organizations, publications,
news and statistics, and non-professional medical
policies.

Approval of schedules, meets, and contests.

Establishment of standards within which athletic
awards made by the authority and in the name of
the institution may be made by the respective
coaches with the approval of the athletic director
exercising authority over the particular sport
concerned.

Allocation of grant-in-aid among sports other
than football.

Determination of seating and ticket policies.

Such matters as may be delegated by the President
to the Committee subsequent to the adoption of
these guidelines.

Dr. Edwards said he spoke against the motion primarily because it
* implied that the L- -tt -f--E-l-eti had not been functioning in an effective

way. He said he hoped that what he had just read showed that indeed it had

been. He said the committee had been responsible for a number of positive
steps concerning the athletic program taken in recent years, for examples, the
moving of the Wildcat Club from downtown control to University supervision, the
creation of the position of an academic counselor for athletes, and the very
marked increase in the financial support of intercollegiate athletics for women.

He said certainly the committee had never in any respect been a

"rubber stamp". If one knows the individuals who have served on the committee,

it is obvious none of them would function in such a way. Further, he said,

no athletic director has ever behaved in any manner contrary to the wishes of

the Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics.

Professor Ares said that the Committee's conclusions came from
talking with athletic committee members and reading minutes of the committee's
meetings for one year. They had felt that in the past the committee had not
concerned itself with the finances of the athletic program, except for setting

ticket prices. Further, the committee has not been responsible for monitoring
the academic progress of athletes, and it has not concerned itself with
monitoring the effect of entry into the PAC-lO Conference on the eligibility
requirements for student athletes. Professor Ares said he felt there were
differences in the eligibility requirements of the new conference and that the

committee should oversee these.

Dr. Tindall said that if, as Dr. Edwards said, the present committee

was doing all the things this motion would provide for, why was he objecting

to it?

* Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics
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Dean Rosenblatt noted that the motion called for the monitoring
of academic progress by athletes. lie said that in the College of Liberal Arts
a very carefully developed system of monitoring the progress of all students is
maintained. A similar monitoring is done in all the undergraduate colleges. lie

said he objected strenuously to treating the ath1te in some speciäl way by
calling for additional monitoring outside the student's college.

Balloting on this motion then proceeded and the motion failed 45 to 33.

The next motion considered was as follows:

It is moved that the University Planning Committee (of the Faculty
Senate) undertake a study of the relationship between the physical
education teaching and research programs and intercollegiate athletics
and report to the Faculty Senate by the end of the academic year
1978-79 its recommendations as to an appropriate permanent relationship,
with specific reference to whether the two programs should continue
to be combined in one department or, if not, the appropriate location
in the University structure for each.

Dr. Atwater said she would like to register objection to that part
of the motion that provides that the University Planning Committee undertake a
study of the relationship between the Physical Education teaching and research
programs and intercollegiate athletics. She was not objecting to the idea of
a study or the aim of this motion. Faculty of the Department of Physical Education
want the best conditions possible for that department to carry out its three
functions of teaching, research, and public service. The 33 tenure-eligible
members of the faculty of the department unanimously have agreed that this question
should be studied. The study should involve faculty members of the department.
Consideration should be given to all options including continuing the present
arrangement. She pointed out that a special committee to study this matter had
been formed only two weeks ago and is beginning its deliberations. Dr. Atwater
then made a substitute motion as follows: "I move that a member of the University
Planning Committee (of the Faculty Senate) be selected by the Planning Committee
to serve on the existing committee that was established to study where the physical
education, recreation, and dance programs should be located in the University
structure. Input will be obtained from other sources and groups as well as from
members of the Physical Education Department. The Study Committee should consider
all possible options, including the present structure, and should inform the
Faculty Senate of its recommendations."

Dr. Steelink seconded Dr. Atwater's motion.

President Schaefer said he saw no problem with what was proposed by
Dr. Atwater and wondered if a vote was even necessary.

Dr. Peterson then moved that the Senate action on this matter be by
voice vote rather than ballot vote. The motion was seconded and carried. It was
then moved and seconded that the substitute motion be considered in lieu of the
motion before the house. This motion carried. The vote on Dr. Atwater's
substitute motion was then called for and it carried with no dissenting vote heard.
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Next the Senate took up Motion 6 as follows:

It is moved that the Faculty Senate, in conformance with the Board
of Regents' policy and the NCAA rule that student-athletes be
treated the same as all other students, request that the
Dean of Admissions and Records establish procedures for
calculating eligibility grade point averages for student-athletes
that are identical to those used in computing all other students'
grade point averages, and these procedures should require that
grades obtained in correspondence courses and in courses taken
at other institutions not be included in the students' grade
point average and that the same rule as to inclusion of all
grades for failed courses be followed for all students.

Dr. Schaefer said that the Committee of Eleven recommendations
leading to this motion have resulted from quite a bit of misunderstanding and
the misinterpretation of certain procedures. He said he would like at this
time to ask Professor Lou Myers, the faculty representative to the Pacific-lO
Conference, to speak to the Senate if there was no objection. There was none.
Professor Myers then made the following statement:

"Motion No. 6 pertains to academic standards for student-athletes
and to the calculation of eligibility grade point averages.

"First, I should like to comment on academic standards for student-
athletes. Section IV - (d) of the 'Athletic Policies of the
Arizona Board of Regents' reads as follows:

To be eligible for competition in intercollegiate athletics,
a student must be making satisfactory academic progress and
be enrolled in an academic program leading to a degree or
other approved curriculum. The same standards that apply to
other students in evaluating satisfactory academic progress
apply to students participating in intercollegiate athletics.
No special consideration shall be given student-athletes
in determining whether or not their scholarship records
warrant continuation in the institution.

"Note that the policy states that the same standards that apply to
other students in evaluating satisfactory academic progress shall
apply to students participating in intercollegiate athletics.
Admittedly, this is not always the case. Overall, present
standards for student-athletes are higher than those for other
students. A brief review of these standards, as they apply to
the men's ICA program, may be in order.

"First, I am not aware of any instances where the academic standards
for measuring satisfactory progress for our student-athletes are
lower than those for students in general.

"Secondly, the academic standards for student-athletes are consistent
with those for all students at the University in determining whether
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a student is to be placed on academic probation or is to be
disqualified. Incidentally, failure to meet the grade point
average requirements listed in the 'Academic Guidelines' section
of the General Catalog does not, in itself, cause a student to
be ineligible for extracurricular activities, including inter-
collegiate athletics.

"Lastly, in this regard, the academic standards for student-
athletes are higher than those for all students in terms of
a quantitative requirement for satisfactory progress toward a

baccalaureate degree. The Pacific-lO Conference requires, as a
condition of eligibility for intercollegiate competition, that
a student-athlete progress toward graduation by earning at least

24 hours of degree credit work each calendar year. The University
of Arizona has no such satisfactory progress requirement for all
students.

"Now, I should like to comment on the matter of grade point
average requirements for student-athletes.

"Grade point averages for student-athletes are calculated in
exactly the same way as they are computed for all students in
determining the graduation average and in determining good

academic standing.

"Since neither the Pacific-lO Conference nor the NCAA has a grade
point average requirement for determining the eligibility of
continuing students for competition in intercollegiate athletics,
it is meaningless to recommend, as the subcommittee does, that
'the same procedures used for calculating graduation CPA
requirements be used for determining eligibility to participate
in ICA events.'

"Perhaps some of the misunderstanding arises from the fact that
the Western Athletic Conference did have a GPA requirement for
eligibility to compete in intercollegiate athletics. This

requirement was an additional requirement that students in general
did not have to meet. Therefore, the WAC elected to establish

uniform rules among its member institutions for calculating this
average. The rules specified that transfer work and correspondence
courses would be included and that if a course were repeated at the

same institution only the higher grade would be included. But, I

emphasize again that these procedures were applied only in
calculating a grade point average that was used in determining
whether a student-athlete met the requirements of a WAC rule
which did not apply to students generally and which no longer
pertains to the University of Arizona.

"In conclusion, I would like to emphasize once more that, presently,
academic standards for student-athletes at the University of Arizona

are either consistent with or higher than those for all students.

I feel confident that these standards will not decline as a result

of our new affiliation with members of the Pacific-lO Conference."
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Mr. Mueller asked that if the minimum grade average required by
the University is 2.0000 how could students be permitted to continue in the
institution with averages below this. He noted that the Pacific-lO did not
require a minimum grade average for eligibility. Mr. Windsor explained that
the 2.0000 is the average a graduating student must eventually cumulatively
attain by the end of the senior year in order to receive a bachelor's degree.
A student is not necessarily held to that average earlier in his or her career.
Mr. Butler pointed out that if a student's grade average fell so low that it
became unlikely he could earn the cumulative average required to graduate,
presumably the academic scholarship committee of his college would recommend
his disqualification from the University.

Professor Ares said that in the Western Athletic Conference there
had been a table of minimum grade averages under which athletes must maintain
certain levels to be eligible to participate in intercollegiate sports and when
the Committee of Eleven began its study the U of A was a member of the WAC. At
that time, therefore, the Registrar's Office was required to maintain two sets
of grade averages on athletes, the usual one as for all students based on a
student's U of A performance relating to his current academic status in the
institution and ultimate graduation grade average, the other relating to his
eligibility to participate in sports. Now we are in a new conference that does
not require a minimum grade average. In theory a student could remain eligible
in a PAC-lO institution so long as he completed 24 units of "D's" between
semesters, he said. His average could theoretically be even below "D" if, in
addition, there were units of failure and these were included. This is a
difference from the situation when the U of A was a member of the WAC. He sees
this as a problem. However, he said, this is a matter that will be discussed
when Motion 7 is considered. It seemed to him that Motion 6, now that the facts
were fully appreciated, is no longer relevant.

Dr. Kassander said he thought it would be appropriate in view of the
fact that it seemed that Motion 6 was no longer relevant that the motion be
withdrawn. Several persons then moved that this motion be tabled until the
Committee of Eleven could meet and see if it was wished to withdraw it from
consideration. Several seconds to the motion were heard and the motion passed.

The meeting adjourned at 5 o'clock.

David Butler, Assistant Secretary
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MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF DECEMBER 4, 1978:

Approval of minutes of meeting of November 6, 1978.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletin Vol. 7, No. 9.

Election of Professor Harry der Boghosian as College of Architecture
senator during spring semester as replacement for Professor Ren Clark.

Approval of motion that voting on motions concerning Committee of Eleven
Report on Intercollegiate Athletics be by written ballot.

Approval of motion to consider substitute motion for Motion 1 submitted
by Committee of Eleven.

Approval of substitute motion that the intercollegiate athletic program
provide the Faculty Senate with an annual statement of receipts and
expenses that attempts to address the problems mentioned in the Committee

of Eleven report.

Approval of motion to vote on questions relating to Committee of Eleven
Motion 5 (relating to study of relationship between Physical Education
Department and intercollegiate athletics) be by voice vote.

Approval of motion to consider substitute motion for Motion 5 submitted
by Committee of Eleven.

9 Approval of substitute motion that a member of the University Planning
Committee (of the Faculty Senate) be selected by the Planning Committee
to serve on the existing committee established to study where the
physical education, recreation, and dance programs should be located

in the University structure (See full statement of

substitute motion in minutes.)

lO Approval of motion to table Motion 6 (concerning calculation of student
athletes' grade averages for eligibility to participate in intercollegiate
sports competition) until Committee of Eleven could decide if it wished

to withdraw the motion.

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

Further discussion of report by Committee of Eleven on Intercollegiate

Athletics.

Study of question of developing means of review of institution's administrators
at the college and university level.

Development of Faculty Manual statement concerning the status of tenured
personnel being released because of the lack of financial support, because
of the curtailment or termination of program, or because of a redirection

of the goals of department.




