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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, March 1, 1982 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3 p.m. on Monday,
March 1, 1982, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Sixty-nine members were
present.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Ahmad, Antinoro, Armstrong, Atwater, Barrett, Butler,
Calder, Cosart, Crowder, C. Cunningham, J. Cunningham,
Davis, DeArmond, Ebeltof t, Eckhardt, Epstein, Erickson,
Ewbank, Fahey, Farr, Fleming, Frank, Gallagher, J. Garcia,
R. Garcia, Geiger, Goodwin, Gourley, Henderson, Holmes,
Ingram, Johnson, Jorgensen, Kay, Kellogg, Kettel, Koontz,
D. Laird, Maher, Marlowe, Munroe, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien,
Odishaw, G. Peterson, Putt, Quinn, Rehm, Roemer, Rollins,
Rosenblatt, Selke, Shanfield, Sigworth, Spera, Steelink,
Svob, Swope, Thompson, Titley, Tomizuka, Tyler, von Teuber,
Weaver, Werner, Windsor, Witte, Young, and Zukoski.
Dr. Robert Sankey was present as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Cardon, Cole, Edwards, Gaines, Gibbs, Jones, Kassander,
H. Laird, Munsinger, Paplanus, Paulsen, Pergrin,
R. Peterson, Roby, Schaefer, Scott, Smith, Sorensen,
Weatherly and Westbrook.

ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES: The Senate accepted the minutes of the February 1, 1982,
meeting as distributed, with the following corrections:

In the table headed "Effect of 7% Retirement Absorption versus 7%
Cash Increase, Fiscal Year l98283" which accompanied the University Planning
Committee's "Report on Proposed Retirement Absorption" included with the
February Senate meeting minutes, the FICA entries were incorrect for the last
example, that is, an employee earning $40,000 a year. The FICA entry for both
the 7% Cash Increase and for the 7% Retirement Absorption should have read
$2,171. Thus the net pay for a person receiving 7% cash increase should be
corrected to $24,800, and for the 7% retirement absorption example $26,168. The
difference would be a plus $1,368, a 5.5% difference.

On page 68, in the third full paragraph, the reference in two places to
TIAA-CREP should be TIAA-CREF. At the end of that paragraph, the following should
be added: Note: The same situation would apply in the case of participants in
VALIC (Variable Annuity Life Insurance Company), the other optional retirement
program available to U of A faculty members.

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE Senator Windsor, Secretary of the
Senate, reported that the Senate Executive Committee would like to have the consent
of the Senate for that body to host a reception for President andMrs. Schaefer on
May 6, 1982, the "dead" day iiìuiiediately preceding final examinations, to be
attended by members of the University faculty and staf f. It was evident the
Executive Committee had the consent of the Senate to proceed with appropriate
arrangements.

REPORT FROM THE CHAI1NAN OF THE FACULTY: Senator Sigworth, Chairman of the Faculty,
stated that he personally was pleased indeed at the selection of Dr. Henry Koffler
as the next President of the University of Arizona. He said if there was no
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objection he would request Ms. Kellogg, as Chairperson of the Senate, to write
a letter to Dr. Koffler on behalf of the Senate welcoming him to this body and
its deliberations.

Senator Sigworth noted that the election process was under way to
select college representatives to the Faculty Senate for the 1982-84 term. He
had been distressed to learn that in a number of instances no candidates or an
insufficient number of candidates were seeking office. In the College of Earth
Sciences there were two vacancies to be filled; no candidates had announced they
were running. With two vacancies in the College of Fine Arts, there was only one
candidate. With six vacancies in the College of Liberal Arts, only two candidates
were running. With one vacancy in the College of Pharmacy, no candidate had
announced. With three upcoming vacancies in the noncollege group, no individuals
were candidates for election.

Senator Sigworth said much as he disliked doing so, he would get busy
on the telephone and make an effort to stimulate interest in these positions.
He said, however, that he felt the faculty of the University in some way needed
a reprimand because of the apathy being demonstrated, although he did not know
how one would reprimand the faculty. He said one constantly hears complaints
about the inadequacy and ineffectiveness of faculty governance on this campus.
The faculty is not interested enough to take part. He said he really did not feel
it was properly the function of the Chairman of the Faculty "to beat the bushes for
candidates for seats in the Senate. The situation is disgraceful," he stated.

Turning to another topic, Senator Sigworth noted that written petitions
carrying the constitutionally required number of faculty signatures had been
presented to him to appeal to the General Faculty the Senate action on February 1
changing Faculty Bylaw 7 c., iii (g) (1) making it the responsibility of a faculty
member being suspended to request a hearing in an appropriate time span if a
hearing is to be held. While the opportunity for a hearing is still clearly
provided for, the faculty member must request it, and "failure to do so shall act
as a waiver of anyright by the faculty member to a hearing before the Committee
on Academic Freedom and Tenure." Previously Bylaw 7 c., iii (g) (1) had provided

that a faculty member would be accorded a hearing before CAFT unless the faculty
member indicated in writing that such a hearing was not wanted.

The Senate action was being appealed under the procedure covered in
Section I. E. 3. of the Faculty Constitution which reads, " Faculty Senate
actions may be appealed to the General Faculty on the written petition signed
by 5% or 100 members of the General Faculty, whichever is larger, within a period
of ten school days after the date copies of the Faculty Senate actions have

been distributed." Therefore, in response to the petition, Senator Sigworth as
Chairman of the Faculty and President Schaefer would shortly be conferring and
setting a date for a General Faculty meeting to consider the appeal of the Faculty

Senate action. At that meeting the General Faculty in the language of the
Constitution (I.E.5.), "shall approve, alter, reject, or otherwise dispose of
the action of the Faculty Senate."

Senator Sigworth noted that if the Faculty Senate approved later that
day a proposed amendment to the Faculty Constitution revising Section III. A,
which would reduce the size of the Senate by lowering the number of adminis-
trative members from 26 to 7 and lowering the number of student members from
9 to 7, as recommended by the Committee on Academic Procedures, it would then
be necessary to hold a meeting of the General Faculty for discussion of the
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proposed amendment, before submitting the amendment to a vote of the entire
faculty by mail ballot. Senator Sigworth said it was his intention to hold
both meetings on the same date in the same room, one-half hour apart, probably
on March 24 or 25.

Senator Sigworth next referred to a concern discussed by the Arizona
Universities Faculty Council, as well as by the Faculty Senate at Northern
Arizona University, and shortly to be considered by the Arizona State University
Faculty Senate concerning allocation of salary increases on the basis of merit.
It was felt that support by the University of Arizona Faculty Senate of the
efforts of faculty groups at other Arizona universities would be meaningful.
Specific recommendations had not been developed, however, and the agenda of
today's meeting was too crowded to allow lengthy discussion.

Senator Sigworth explained that the U of A Committee of Eleven therefore
was submitting to the Senate as a seconded motion the following resolution:
"The Faculty Senate of the University of Arizona affirms the principle that there
should be faculty participation in the allocation of merit pay."

Should the motion pass, Senator Sigworth explained, the Academic
Procedures Committee would be asked to develop more specific recommendations.

Senator Thompson wondered what was intended by "faculty participation".
The language seemed vague to him. Senator Sigworth said the intent was to leave
the specification of procedure up to the Academic Procedures Committee. He said
he did realize that how to implement the principle could be very complex.
Senator Thompson said that speaking against the resolution might seem like speaking
against God, the flag, and motherhood, but ideal as the principle might sound in
theory, it could present serious difficulty in the actual management of the Uni-
versity. Do other state groups, for instance, the faculty of NAU, really need
the support of the University of Arizona Faculty Senate? The need to help NAU
seemed to be the impetus for acting promptly today.

Senator Thompson said he would rather know before he voted what
specific implementation procedures were being considered.

Senator Putt noted that the alternative to supporting this principle
was to provide no input at all. Senator Thompson responded that everyone within
the U of A can push to have input at the U of A but he cautioned against rushing
into action to help people at the other two Arizona universities.

Senator Witte said that approval of this resolution would just be
adopting a principle. The Senate would not be committing itself to any specific
action. She pointed out that faculty participation in promotion and tenure
procedures had been accepted by the faculty, and seemed to have worked well.

The question on the motion was called for and the motion carried.

REPORT FROM THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Senator R. Garcia, President of the
Associated Students, reported that the student government was continuing its
efforts as appropriate to oppose certain legislation before the Arizona
Legislature that is still being held in committee.

He mentioned that the annual ASUA elections were now under way.
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Senator Garcia announced that the Associated Students would host
a luncheon for the Arizona Board of Regents on March 12 where a special
welcome would be given to the two new regents, Regent Pfister and Regent
Shropsh ire.

Mr. Garcia noted that student leaders were now officially supporting
the proposal to raise the price of student athletic tickets in 1982-83 by
$1 in exchange for the understanding that there would be a three-year moratorium
on any further student athletic ticket price increases.

He referred to the effort of the students to modify the proposal of
the Student Housing Department that residence hall rental rates be increased
12% in the fall of 1982. He said as the result of student effort it now
appeared the increase next fall would be approximately 5%, and in some
residence halls only 3%. This was viewed as a victory for the students, he said.

Senator Garcia referred to publicity about his participation in the
Arizona Students Association or the lack of same. He said in the next few weeks
a decision would be reached about what the participation of University of Arizona
students in this organization in the future would be.

At this point Senator Garcia deferred to Senator C. Cunningham who said
she would like to answer any questions senators might have about a proposal which
had come from the Student Senate that the University adopt a plus-minus inter-
mediate grading system. Ms. Cunningham noted that no vote would be called for
on this issue today, even though the matter was on the agenda, inasmuch as the
proposal was still under study by the Undergraduate Council and the Graduate
Council.

Senator Cunningham referred to the file of material recently provided
each member of the Faculty Senate which included a number of items supporting
the proposal for intermediate grading or explaining the ramifications of
converting to such a grading system.

She also referred to a letter in each senator's file from Senator
David Butler, University Registrar, estimating the cost of converting to an inter-
mediate grading system at $93,298. She noted that some administrators had told
her that they thought the estimate of the cost of analyst hours, programmer
hours and computer time for testing was rather high. In any event, if converting
to intermediate grades would upgrade the University as a whole by moving toward
higher standards, this expense would be a small price to pay. She noted that
she had no idea where in the budget this money might come from.

Discussing a plus-minus grading system as compared to one using only
plus grades as intermediate ones, Ms. Cunningham said she believed most student
leaders who have considered the matter feel that the plus-minus system is more
equitable than using plus marks only. She was aware that some faculty members
would prefer changing the system by adding only plus marks.

Senator Marlowe asked if Senator Cunningham was advocating the plus-
minus system only, being unwilling to compromise by converting only to the
plus system of intermediate grades. Senator Cunningham answered that actually
the national trend seemed to be toward a plus-minus system. Most student
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leaders would prefer changing to that system. She hoped the plus-minus system
would be given full consideration. However, she was not advocating that it be
that system or no change at all.

Senator Barrett asked if determination had been made of what grade
points should be weighted to each gradation of grading under the proposals.
Senator Cunningham said there was no specific recommendation from the students
yet on this point. She believed this could develop through discussion in the
Faculty Senate.

Senator G. Peterson pointed out that if the Undergraduate Council and
the Graduate Council approved a recommendation to change the U of A's grading
procedures to an intermediate grading system, they would also recommend to the
Faculty Senate a specific plan with specific grade points for each gradation.

Senator Tomizuka said he hoped the Undergraduate Council and the
Graduate Council would not be unduly influenced by the estimate of almost
$100,000 to convert the University's grading system. He did not see how a
conversion, if one were to be brought about, could be a major project and he
hoped the Councils in their deliberations would ignore any consideration about
the cost. The matter should be settled on its merits, he said.

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING: Senator Frank, Chairman of
the University Planning Committee, reported that that committee had carefully
studied the concept, proposed by the Governor and others, that the State absorb
most or all of the contribution to retirement plans currently made by State
employees. The Planning Committee considered such absorption to have great
merit, he said, partly because the resulting increase in net pay would provide
an opportunity for employees to make their own spending and investment decisions.
The committee realized, he said, that some state employees would benefit more
from retirement absorption than others and some might not benefit at all. Equity
issues, therefore, required careful study before the committee could endorse an
absorption proposal without reservation.

Senator Frank referred to a listing of "Equity Issues Arising Under
Proposed Retirement Absorption", a copy of which had been prepared and placed
at each senator's place at today's meeting. These were as follows:

Funding Levels for the Arizona System and Optional Plans.

For employees under the Arizona Retirement System, the present
level of benefits could be maintained if the State absorbed
less than the full 7 percent now paid by employees. This is
not the case for employees participating in optional plans.
Funding at less than the full levels thus raises issues of
inequitable treatment of the two groups of employees.

Ad-justment in the Base for Determining Retirement Income for
Employees Within Five Years of Retirement.

Retirement income under the Arizona System is determined on
the basis of average gross salary during the last five years
of service. If the State absorbed the 7 percent retirement
contribution in lieu of granting a cash increase for 1982-83,
employees who retire within five years would receive reduced
retirement benefits.
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Treatment of Employees Leaving State Employment Before Completing
Five Years of Service.

Employees leaving State employment before completing five years
of service lose all of the retirement funds contributed by the
State. Unless the 1982-83 contribution were deposited to their
member accounts, rather than the State account, they could be
worse off with absorption than with an equivalent increase in
gross salaries.

State Employees Participating in the Federal Retirement System

Several hundred University employees participate in the Federal
Retirement System rather than the State System. If no adjustment
were made in the gross pay of these employees, they would receive
no increase of any kind in the year in which retirement absorption
substituted for a cash salary increase.

Senator Frank then presented as a seconded motion the following
resolution: "The University of Arizona Faculty Senate supports in principle
the idea that the State assume the 7% retirement contribution now paid by
employees, provided issues of inequities are addressed by the Legislature."
Senator Quinn suggested that the language of the closing words of the
resolution be revised to read "provided issues of inequity be addressed by the
Legislature". There was no objection to Senator Quinn's suggestion.

Senator Fahey doubted that urging that issues be addressed by the
Legislature said enough. Could not a stronger word than "address" be found?
Senator Frank noted that there were some indications that the prospects for
this proposal's being approved by the Legislature were slim. The Legislature
might agree to study the matter between sessions.

Senator Steelink said that people in the University sometimes have
difficulty understanding political procedures at the capitol. Did we know who
in the Legislature might be against absorption and who in the Legislature might
be for it? Senator Frank answered that he thought the majority of the
legislators might be for it simply because it would be one way to save money
this year. On the other hand, many persons are very much opposed to the concept,
including the groups listed in the above discussion on equity issues. There

are many more people in these groups outside the universities, incidentally,
than in, he said.

Senator Shanfield wondered what the effect of this resolution would
be on faculty members participating in TIAA and in VALIC. Senator Frank said
he had been told that the retirement program could be adequately funded by the
State's assuming something less than the 7% retirement contribution now paid
by employees, perhaps something as low as 4½ or 5%. Whatever that amount
turned out to be then would be the amount that would be contributed to the
retirement accounts of TIAA and VALIC participants. Retirement benefits for
participants in those retirement programs would be reduced accordingly. That

is why the situation of employees participating in optional plans was discussed
as Equity Issue No. 1 earlier.

Senator Steelink asked what might be done for state employees this
year if the retirement absorption did not come to pass. Senator Frank answered,
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who knows? It has been reported that one proposal is to give state employees
a 5% salary increase across the board, in lieu of a cost-of-living increase,
although 5% is considerably below what the cost-of-living increase has been.
There has been indication that there may be no money available this year for
merit increases.

Senator Young asked what was anticipated for future years, if in
1982-83 the State assumed the 7% retirement contribution now paid by employees.
Senator Frank said the resolution intended that '82-'83 be the only year where
absorption of a retirement contribution would take the place of a salary increase.

Senator Ebeltof t asked if there was indication that employees would
have an opportunity to transfer from one retirement plan to another. Senator
Frank replied that he was aware of no such opportunity to be available.

The question was called for and following a voice vote the Chair
declared the motion adopting the resolution to have passed. A hand count was
called for, and on a hand vote the motion carríed 51 to 12.

Senator Shanfield asked how action of this sort would be communicated
to the Legislature. Chairperson Kellogg said she would write a letter to the
appropriate leaders of the Arizona Legislature. Senator Steelink asked what
other faculty groups had taken a position similar to that one just expressed by
the Faculty Senate. Senator Frank said he believed action resembling that just
taken by the Senate had been takén by the University of Arizona Faculty
Association and by the U of A Chapter of the American Association of University
Professors. Certainly no action by either of those groups had been counter to
that just taken by the Senate.

REPORT FROM ThE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PROCEDURES: Senator G. Peterson, Chairman
of the Committee on Academic Procedures, reported that that committee was
submitting a proposed revision of Section III. A. of the Faculty Constitution
for the consideration of the Faculty Senate. The basic intent of the proposal
was to make the Senate more truly a faculty body, representing faculty views,
he said. He noted that Faculty Chairman Sigworth had suggested some time ago
to the Committee on Academic Procedures that an effort be made to revise the
Constitution with the end that the Senate would be more truly a faculty body.
The Senate is a creature of the Faculty Constitution. Many people have felt
that the faculty should be a "faculty" senate, not an all-university senate.

Although the Senate is presumably a faculty body, many of its members
have been in the body not because of faculty membership, but because of holding
adminístrative positions. The Constitution calls for 26 ex-off icio members,
all of whom are in the Senate because of the administrative position held.
Further, the Senate for some years has included nine students in its membership.

Senator Peterson said the view has been expressed that this University
lacked a body speaking for the faculty independently. Further, some persons
have said the Senate is a rubber stamp for the administration. He said he
personally had never considered the Senate to be a rubber stamp. However, that
has been the perception by some members of the faculty. Perhaps this accounts
for the fact that more people do not seek seats in the Senate. If the Senate
were more truly a faculty body, perhaps there would be more interest in joining
this body, he said.

However, he said, it is not healthy to operate in a vacuum.
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Therefore, it has been felt it would be appropriate for the faculty to
invite some representation from other campus groups for counsel and advice.
It is planned to provide for about 10% of the membership to come from faculty
ranks and 10% from student ranks. Under the proposal there would be seven
student members where there are now nine and seven faculty members where there
are now 26. The slight reduction of student seats was not felt to be serious.
The Senate members would include the President of the University and the
Secretary of the Faculty. In addition, the President of the University would
select five persons holding administrative rank to serve as members of the
Senate.

The seven students would be selected by the Associated Students
Government, as is the case now, in whatever manner ASUA determined. Both

the student members and the administrative members would be voting members,
Senator Peterson said.

He noted that the student member of the Committee on Academic
Procedures had urged that the student membership not be reduced.

Senator Peterson said that the point has sometimes been argued
that the so-called faculty vote has been diluted by the large number of
administrative votes. He also said it had been pointed out that at present
no one individual speaks for the Faculty Senate. Therefore, the Academic
Procedures Committee thinks later it would be in order for the Presiding
Officer of the Faculty Senate to be the person who has been elected Chairman
of the Faculty. Would being the Presiding Officer of the Senate make it
difficult for the Faculty Chairman to participate in debate? Senator Sigworth

said this has been considered and it has been concluded that whenever
necessary the body could go into Committee of the Whole with the Parliamentarian

or the Secretary presiding. If the proposed amendment of the Constitution
is approved, Senator Peterson said, the Committee on Academic Procedures
intends to urge that next year the Senate elect the Faculty Chairman as the
Presiding Officer of the Senate, and if a year later.a sufficient number of
people like the arrangement, an amendment to the Constitution to provide that
the Faculty Chairman shall be the Presiding Officer of the Senate can be
proposed.

Senator J. Cunningham spoke against reducing the student represen-

tation from 9 to 7. This is the only University body, she said, where the
faculty and the students can communicate with one another before policy

becomes action. The student members of the Faculty Senate provide a very
necessary linkage, she said. She said she did not feel that the students'

presence had in any way inhibited the faculty members' expressing themselves.

She also pointed out that 9 student members of the Faculty Senate was a
considerably lower proportion than the proportion of faculty members in the
Student Senate, which is 2 out of 10. Much of the material which comes before
the Faculty Senate for consideration is of direct interest to the students,
she said, 80% or more. The Faculty Senate provides a unique opportunity for
input from students into the faculty's deliberations.

Senator Armstrong spoke re-enforcing what Senator J. Cunningham
had just said. She hoped the faculty would want nine students to be

members. She noted that Senator G. Peterson had said that the reduction of
the student seats from nine to seven would make little difference but it
would make a great deal of difference to the students, she said.



Senator C. Cunningham said she sat on the Academic Procedures Committee
and she was aware that the intent of reducing the administration seats in the
Senate was to give the faculty more power. The student members, however, do not
wish to undermine faculty power. Students do provide fresh perspective and
enthusiasm and liven up tedious discussion considerably, she believed. She then
moved to amend the proposal to make no change in Section III. A. 3, with the
Constitution continuing to provide that there be nine students who are voting
members of the Faculty Senate.

Senator Witte spoke in support of retaining the nine student seats.
Students should not be treated as second-class citizens, she said.

Senator Rosenblatt said he questioned the appropriateness of a large
number of administrators being members of the Senate. As good administrators they
should be present at most Senate meetings, however, observing from the gallery.

Senator R. Garcia noted that when he became ASUA president some forty
students applied to him for selection as student members of the Faculty Senate.
The interest was very real.

Senator Fleming said that she wished to keep the number of student seats
at nine because she had been so impressed by the performance of the student members.

Senator Roemer asked how the student senators were selected and was told
that recent practice had been by appointment by the president of the student body.

Senator C. Cunningham noted that student senators did not take their
responsibilities lightly but were very sincere.

Senator G. Peterson noted that one aim of the reorganization proposal
was to reduce the size of the Faculty Senate.

Senator Steelink spoke against the amendment, saying that rather than
maintaining the number of student seats an effort should be made to bring in
University staff, thus creating a genuine university senate. Senator J. Cunningham
said she did not feel the presence of nine students had made the Senate something
other than a faculty senate.

Senator Holmes said the body is a faculty senate and it should be.

The question on the amendment was called for and by hand vote it carried
48 to 18.

Senator Putt spoke against the proposed revision which would reduce the
number of administrative seats from 26 to 7. The Senate provides splendid dialogue
among faculty and administration and students, she said. "What we would gain in
reducing size we would lose in dialogue," she said. If a Senate member feels
intimidated by the presence of administrators, that's unfortunate, she commented,
but at least he or she can come and hear the administrators express their views.
"We need the interchange," she said.

Senator G. Peterson remarked that many of the administrative members of
the Senate had not had very good attendance records. Five administrators selected
by the President would represent the administration better, he believed.



Senator Weaver said he felt that the opportunity for interchange was
important and that that interchange over the years had been very worthwhile.
Five administrators selected by the President were not enough, in his judgment.
It is important to have the college deans present, he said. Their knowledge
on many procedures is of great value. Input from the deans over the years has
been invaluable. He said it also might be well to know the opinions of the new
President of the University about this matter.

Senator Tomizuka said there were a number of reasons why the proposed
constitutional change should be opposed. The Senate is the University's most
important forum and under its present structure it has provided good opportunity
for communication. "This is the only way I have gotten to know a number of the
college deans," he said. He did not understand the comment about a faculty
member's being intimidated by the administration in the Senate. A faculty member
didn't need to run for a Senate seat in the first place. Much persuasion takes
place on the Senate floor, he emphasized. With the ratio of two faculty members
to every one administrator there has been much persuasion, faculty member
persuading administrator, administrator persuading faculty member. The Senate
as it is now constituted can have more impact, he believed, than would be possible
under the proposal. If the Senate membership was limited to faculty members,
Senate meetings could become like union meetings. He doubted the need for a
unified voice representing the faculty. A faculty cannot be and should not be a
single voice. The faculty represents a multiplicity of opinion and diversity.
He doubted this faculty wanted an all-powerful faculty "voice" as exists on some
campuses. He noted that the college deans do serve as chairmen of faculties.
College deans are academic people too, he said. The present arrangement has
worked well and has been very effective.

Senator Antinoro said he believed the Senate would not be stronger
in the future if the administration representation were so much reduced. Now
action by the Senate is impressive because it is seen as action developed by the
faculty backed up by the administration.

Senator Witte said it would not be appropriate for the Senate to wait
for the new President's opinion on this matter. "We should decide independently,"

she said. She felt the present arrangement was inequitable and should be corrected
as the revision proposes.

Senator Sigworth said he had been glad to hear excellent defenses of the
status quo. He said he, however, as Faculty Chairman has heard incessant complaints
that the Faculty Senate is powerless. "The administration does what it wants."

"No one listens to the Faculty Senate." He said the very fact that the discussion
had been as detailed as it had been today had been valuable. He did feel that

the new proposal was somewhat more equitable. He said he had thought of proposing
including in the constitutional changes that any dean should have the right to
speak to any issue concerning his or her college. This sort of dialogue should be

encouraged. He said it was true that administrative members frequently did not
come to meetings. He felt the five administrators appointed by the President would

attend and would well represent the administration. The President himself would

also be present. Dialogue between faculty and administration should be improved,

he believed.

Dean Kettel questioned excluding college deans from the Senate. To do

so would take away a learning activity. "You can learn things here," he said,
"and they are things that you can learn only by being in the Senate."
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Senator Johnson said he had noted the comments by Senator Putt and
Senator Weaver, but he said they really seemed to be supporting a university
senate. The administration, however, is not being eliminated. Further, the
deans still could attend and observe from the gallery.

Senator Farr said that as far as the "outside world" is concerned, as
long as the body is called the Faculty Senate, legislators, for example, are going
to think that this body is speaking for the faculty. The Legislature receives
lots of input from the administration in the normal course of events, but they
need to hear also a clear voice for the faculty, and a truly faculty senate would
provide this.

Senator Rosenblatt said the Senate no doubt did need revitalization.
It has become something that is not a representative body. Most of the faculty
members present were not elected. They named themselves. They filed nominating
papers, nobody ran against them, and they were automatically elected. The five
administrators to be appointed by the President would really not be free senators,
it seemed to him. The President could be tempted to ask these senators to represent
the administrative point of view rather than their own. A genuine faculty senate
would have no administrators present.

Senator Thompson said that he believed "we are going about it wrong.
If we want a faculty senate, then let's form one, but let's not emasculate the
present university senate. The proposal before us would provide something that

is neither. What is being proposed here is a form of faculty elitism. By cutting
down the number of students and cutting down the number of administrators, what's
left would be a faculty debating society. I would hope we have the wisdom to
achieve an effective university senate," he said.

At this point Chairperson Kellogg noted the late hour and the number
of items still on the agenda, some of which had to be taken care of at this meeting,
and she then ruled that discussion of this matter would be terminated, to be
continued at the April meeting.

APPROVAL OF CATALOG MATERIAL AS FURNISHED SENATE MEMBERS IN "CURRICULUM" BULLETIN:
The Senate approved catalog material furnished Senate members in "Curriculum"
Bulletin Vol. 9, No. 12, issue date of February 17, 1982.

APPROVAL OF DEGREES COMPLETED DECEMBER 31, 1981: It was noted that each Senate
member with the agenda of today's meeting had received a list of the names of
students completing graduation requirements December 31, 1981, together with their
respective degrees, as certified by the Office of the Registrar. The total number
of degrees completed on that date was 1,628 and included 1,121 bachelor's degrees,
400 master's degrees, 22 Juris Doctor degrees, i Doctor of Medicine degree, 2
Specialist degrees, and 82 Doctor's degrees (Graduate College). A motion to approve

the degrees was made and seconded and carried unanimously. (A list of the names of
these degree recipients and each respective degree is attached to the secretary's
official file copy of these minutes.)

REVISIONS TO ThE CONSTITUTION, BYLAWS, AND CHAPTER VIII TO BRING THEM INTO
CONFORMITY WITH ThE CONDITIONS OF FACULTY SERVICE: The Senate continued its

discussion of proposed changes to the May 1981 University of Arizona Constitution,
Bylaws, and Chapter VIII of the Faculty Manual. These had been developed by a
special committee charged with working with members of the Regents' staff to bring
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these U of A documents into conformance with the Regents' document Conditions
of Faculty Service. Chairperson Kellogg asked Senator Rehm to come to the side
podium to lead the discussion.

Members of the Senate were directed to refer to the 13-page report
of the proposed changes in wording in the documents, with the old and the proposed
new language listed side by side. Picking up where discussion had ended at the
previous meeting, Senator Rehm referred to changes in Bylaw 7 c. iii (g) (3) and
Bylaw 7 c. iii (k) as described on page 6 of the proposed changes. The Senate
voted its approval of both of these changes.

It was noted that this completed the Senate's action on proposed changes
in the Constitution and Bylaws. Chairperson Kellogg said if there was no objection,
action on the remaining portions of the proposed changes, all of which relate to
the Manual, would be deferred to the next meeting.

INVITATION TO GOVERNOR BABBITT TO SPEAK BEFORE THE FACULTY: Senator Thompson on
behalf of Senator Ingram and himself presented the following resolution to the
Senate:

Whereas Governor Babbitt, a member of the Arizona Board of Regents,
is deeply concerned about the future of higher education in Arizona
and the nation; and
Whereas he has already shared his concerns with some faculty members
at Arizona universities; and
Whereas he has indicated his willingness to meet with the faculty
of the University of Arizona;
Be it therefore resolved that the Faculty Senate of the University
of Arizona extend an invitation to Governor Babbitt to meet with
the Faculty of this institution on March 24, 1982 in a session that
will include a brief statement by the Governor and an opportunity
for questions to him from members of the Faculty.

Senator Rosenblatt commented he did not recall the Senate's having
extended a similar invitation in the past. It is an election year. Should the

Senate extend such an invitation at this time? Senator Thompson noted that the
invitation was not related to the election but rather to certain concerns that a
number of faculty members have felt about the Governor and have expressed a desire
to have opportunity to explore with him. These have included the Governor's role
in the search for the President of the University of Arizona, his interest in the
engineering program at Arizona State University, and other matters.

Senator Ingram commented that even if the Governor's appearance were
related to the upcoming election, it would not be inappropriate to invite him.
Politicians are listening particularly well to their constituents when it is
close to an election.

Senator Farr said he would be pleased to hear other gubernatorial
candidates speak to the faculty as well.

The question was called for and the motion carried.

NOTE: At this point the Senate went into executive session.

APPROVAL OF HONORARY DEGREES: The Senate approved two recommendations from the
faculty of the College of Earth Sciences and one recommendation from the faculty
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of the college of Liberal Arts that certain honorary degrees be conferred by
the University of Arizona at the 1982 Commencement.

These proposals next will be acted upon by the General Faculty of the
University and then by the Arizona Board of Regents.

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 4:55 o'clock.

avid L,Windor, Secré

David Butler, Assistant Secretary

MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING 0F MARCh 1, 1982:

Approval of resolution proposed by the Committee of Eleven that "the Faculty
Senate of the University of Arizona affIrms the principle that there should
be faculty participation in the allocation of merit pay."

Approval of resolution proposed by the Committee on University Planning
that "the University of Arizona Faculty Senate supports in principle the
idea that the State assume the 7% retirement contribution now paid by
employees, provided issues of inequity be addressed by the Legislature."

Approval of an amendmént to a proposal to revise the size of the Faculty
Senate whereby the number of student senators would not be reduced.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletin, Vol. 9, No. 12, issue date of February
17, 1982.

Approval of degrees completed December 31, 1981.

Approval of motion to approve page 6 of the proposed changes to May 1981
Constitution, Bylaws, and Chapter VIII of the Faculty Manual to bring them
into conformance with the Regents' Conditions of Faculty Service.

Approval of resolution proposed by Senators Ingram and Thompson to invite
Governor Babbitt to meet with faculty of the University of Arizona.

Approval of certain honorary degrees to be conferred at 1982 Commencement.
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ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

Further consideration of proposal to reduce number of administrators in
the Faculty Senate.

Further consideration of revisions in the Constitution, Bylaws, and
Chapter VIII to bring them into conformity with the Conditions of Faculty
Service.

Further consideration of adopting a grading system using intermediate grades.

Undergraduate Council report re requirements for bachelor's degrees at the
University of Arizona.




