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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
Summary:
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To:

All Members of the University Faculty

From:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

Regular January Meeting of University Faculty

The next regular meeting of the University Faculty will be held
on Tuesday, January]:!, at 4:00 p.m. in Mitchell Hall 101.
The agenda will include the following items:
Recommendation:
9. Do you recommend the acceptance of thi.

Proposed revision in the policy for awarding honorary
degrees -- Dean Springer for the Graduate committee •
(Statement attached.)

2.

Proposal for a change in the method of determining distinction
J?rofes§Dr ··A_lexarider for tne-Policy Committe'.e. '(tta•tement
attached.)
·

3.

Proposal for the estublishment of a Department of Neurology
in the School of Medicine -- Dean stone. {statement attached.)

4.

Revised requirements for the major and minor in philosophy
-- Dean Trowbridge. (Statement attached.)

5•

Revised requirements for the B.S. with major in Geology -Dean Trowbridge.
(Statement attached.)

6.

Report relative to a proposal for a teaching self-evaluation
day -- Professor Rosenblum.

7.

Report from the curricula committee relative to the change in
name from the "College of Business Administration" to the
"School of Business and Administrative Sciences" -Professor Koster.

8.

Report from the committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
relative to a recent petition to the committee -- Professor
Green. {Statement attached.)

9.

Proposed policy statement regarding certain rights of
students -- Professor Green for the committee on Academic
Freedom and Tenure. (statement attached.)
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Also attached:

summarized minutes of the meetings of November 5,
December 5, and December 10, 1968.

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
Faculty M~eting
January 14,1969
(Summarized Minutes)
The January 14, 1969, meeting of the University Faculty was called to
order by President Heady at 4:00 p.m., with a quorum present.
President Heady informed the Faculty that the state Board of Finance,
meeting in the morning -- January 14 -- had approved the University's
three Ph.D. programs, approved earlier by the Board of Educational
Finance -- i.e., History of Art, Romance Languages, and Political
Science.
The President also reviewed the Faculty's present policy relative to
~ttendance at faculty meetings and said the Policy committee current~
is studying a proposed revision. Noting that several students had
been invited to the meeting for item 9 on the agenda, he asked any
who were presently in attendance to wait outside until item 9 was
under discussion,
' ..

Dean Springer, on behalf of the Graduate committee, proposed certain
"editorial" revisions in the policy for awarding honorary degrees.
These changes were approved.
Upon recommendation of the Policy committee, the Faculty approved
a chang 7 in t~e method of determining distinction for students
graduating from the university. Instead of being based on the upper
5 per cent, the designation, "with distinction," is henceforth to be
~se~ ~or students graduating from the university who have c~mp~eted
minimum of 60 hours in residence and who have a scholarship index
of.3.5 or better for all work completed at this university. It was
s~ipulated further that any questions concerning eligibility which
~lght arise under unusual circumstances would be reviewed and decided
Y the Entrance and Credits C01J1IDittee.

~ean Gay, for the school of Medicine, proposed the establishment of a
epartment of Neurology. This· new department was approved.
~P~n t~e recommendation of Dean Trowbridge, for the College of Arts
ana S~iences, the Faculty approved revised requirements for the major
g: 1minor in philosophy as well as for the B.S. with a major in
o ogy.
!rofessor Rosenblum, on behalf of the Ad Hoc committee on the Improvef~nt of Instruction, gave a progress report relative to a proposal
thor a day-long series of meetings which would be devoted to a
· t ion
·
·
· t ¥· He
saiarough examina
of the teaching process a t the Un1vers1
Feb that a full report would be submitted to the Faculty at its
disr~ary 11 meeting, together with a recommendation that classes be
missed for the day in question.

1·7
At its necember meeting, the Faculty referred to the Curricula
committee the proposal that the name of the College of Business
Administration be changed to the School of Business and Administrative Sciences. Thereupon, Professor Koster, on behalf of the
curricula committee, reported on the committee's deliberations
and conclusions and recommended that the Faculty approve the name
change as proposed earlier. The Faculty voted its approval.
Professor Green,chairman of the committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure, reviewed the committee's response to a petition, signed by
59 faculty members and students, which asked that the committee examine whether investigations or inquiries concerning students by
captain Brown, commanding officer of the NROTC, in, connection with
recent disturbances at a scheduled ROTC activity, were such as to
constitute a violation of academic freedom.
Citing section 16 of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Policy
("Seeming violations of academic freedom anywhere on campus may
properly be brought to the attention of the committee on Academic
Freedom and Tenure by anyone"), Professor Green said that captain
Brown had been asked to attend a meeting of the committee for the
"searching out of information." After reporting on this meeting,
Professor Green referred to the "Statement Regarding some Internal
Relationships at the University" which had been included in the
agenda materials. He called attention to its statement of principles relative to desirable interaction between faculty, students, and administration, and noted that a statement of student
rights was also being studied and would be presented to the Faculty in due course.
Relative to the committee's discussion with captain Brown,
Professor Green noted the following conclusion of the committee,
~s quoted from its statement: "It thus appears that the commanding officer of a Reserve Officer Training unit is placed in the
position of having to satisfy irreconcilable demands that ~rise as
a.result of his being simultaneously a professor of the university and an officer of a branch of the Department of Defense,
and that this situation is inherent in the very presence of the
~nit on campus. The overall problem of the desirability of hav1~9 Reserve Officer Training units on campus is beyond the purview of the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure; furthermor7, the question is one of such seriousness that action should
be initiated by the policy committee to appoint an ad hoc committee~ 7quitably composed and drawn from faculty, students, a~d
administrative officers and that this committee should review
the role of Reserve Officer Training units in the university as
well as their relation to the general university community and
s(hould report to the general Faculty as soon as possible."
NOTE: At toe time of the meeting, the Policy committee was
already in process of appointing such an ad hoc committee.)
~n ~he basis that the ad hoc committee to be appointed by the
olicy Committee would be studying the ROTC situation, Professor
~7een asked the Faculty -- or the signers of the petition -- to
fischarge the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure from
urther responsibility in the matter.

Lengthy discussion followed. Professor Baughman pointed out
the 11 irreconcilable position"of the committee in interpreting
section 16 of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Policy to mean
that it must protect student as well as faculty rights. He said
that the Student standards committee suggested itself as the
proper avenue for student appeals. Professor Koschmann criticized
the committee report as being 11 poorly organized," 11 confusing,"
"outdated as to problems of academic freedom, 11 and "reflecting
personal political opinions of some of its members." Other
remarks centered on the propriety of asking the Faculty to discharge a committee which it had not itself charged with a particular responsibility. 11
Noting that the substance of Professor Green's report is to be
considered by the ad hoc committee to be appointed by the Policy
Committee, Professor Alexander moved to table Professor Green's
motion that the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee be discharged from further responsibility in the matter. This motion
was approved.
~ive students who had been invited to be present for the following
item on the agenda were then introduced, and Professor Green, for
the Academic Freedom and Tenure committee, submitted a Statement
Regarding Certain Rights of Students. The statement referred to
"certain minimal standards that students and faculty might be expected to meet with regard to cleanliness and decency of attire II but held
th~t "the imposition of arbitrary 1.ules with regard to dress or to
h~ir styles, including facial hair, creates a stifling and repressi~e atmosphere that is not conducive to the optimal operation of a
university. 11 The statement went on to request "that individuals or
~roups who have imposed such rules reexamine the thinking that went
into their establishment with the aim of modifying or abolishing
the~." The statement concluded that "barring students from partici~ation in official or regular university functions or activities
eca~se of failure to conform to arbitrary rules of dress and hair
styling is a violation of those students' rights. 11
~~~fessor Green then moved that the Faculty ex~r~ss i~s concurr~nce in
d .statement and direct that a statement of similar import be includ: min.the statement of student rights which is currentl¥ und~r stu~y.
otion to refer the matter to the committee on the University being
de f eat a
, motion.
·
e, the Faculty then voted approval of Professor Greens
Upon
·
tran th e recommendation of Mr. Mac. Gregor, for the committee
on Enge ce and Credits, the Faculty approved a revised statement for the
neral catalog regarding examinations to establish or validate credit.

The meeting adjourned at 6:40 p.m.

John N. nurrie, secretary

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEX ICO
FACULTY MEETING
January 14, 19 6 9

Th e J anuary 14, 1969 meeting of the University
Faculty was called to order by President Heady at 4 : 00
p.m. , with a q uorum present.
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II

1'

PRESIDENT HEADY
pleas e.

I will call the meeting to order
a/'r.J!-

Be f ore we start on the agenda, thereAa couple of
informa t ion items I would like to mention to you.
I
thought many o f you might be interested in knowing that
this mo r ni n g the State Board of Finance met in Santa Fe
and consi de re d and approved the three PhD programs which
we had p resented to them.
I believe, I hope, this is
the last o f ficial step of authorization and that we now
have all o f the approvals we rleed for those programs
for P~Dj n His tory of Art and Romance languages and in
Political ' Science.
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Th e other item of information has to do with
the curre nt policy about attendance at faculty meeti ngs.
Open vs .
At t h e las t meeting , as you know, this matter came up.
Cl o sed
We d i dn' t have the exact text of the current policy available F acul ty
at the meeting, so I thought for the information of the
Meet ing s
faculty , includ ing some who might not have been on the
faculty when this policy was adopted, I would review
what the c u rrent policy is.
It is a policy which, as
p residin g officer, I am under obligation to enforce.
In November, 1966, there was a petition presented

1,

by students who came to the faculty meeting, asking
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New Ph. D .
Programs i n
History o f
Art, Romance
Lang uages
and Po l i t ical
Scienc e

L-

faculty to consider as the first item on its agenda at
that meetin g the q uestion of open versus closed meetings
of the faculty.
The faculty on that occasion voted
that faculty meetings as heretofore, were to be open
0 n l Y to members of the
' faculty.
Following that, there
Was a petition from the student Senate on November 30,
19 66, which requested a visitors' gallery at all g eneral
faculty meeting s.

/J

,"IA

I• t 1 .
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This was considered by the Faculty Policy Committee
and it submitted a recommendation to the faculty on April
11, 1967, which was adopted by the faculty and which is
the current policy.
I would like to read the two paragraphs of this that are pertinent.
11 one, a conscientious effort should be made to
improve communications with the students on all matters
of general student-faculty interest. For such communication the Student Affairs Committee is designated as
the appropr1ate channel.

i, Two, the Student Affairs Committee may ask .the
Policy Committee to recommend the placing on the agenda
for future faculty consideration any matter of student
interest and may ask that invitations be issued ·to
designated student representatives to be present for
the purpose of expressing student views during that
portion of the meeting when matters of student interest
1

are being discussed. "
The third paragraph has to do with the duties of
the secretary of the university to provide the chairman and Student Affairs Committee with a verbal resume
of actions taken at faculty meetings after meeting.
That is the current policy. Now, I think, also
for your information, I should report that my understanding is~- and I hope Professor Alexander will
correct me if I mf state this -- that the Policy
Committee currently has under consideration on request
of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee a possible
revision of this policy. Also, the Board of Student
Publications at its last meeting on January 6 unanimously
adopted a resolution favoring the opening of the general
meetings of the faculty of the university to official
representatives of the New Mexico Lobo, and the Board
of Student Publications informed me of this resolution
and requested that this proposal be placed on the agenda
of the next meeting of the faculty.
Now, this notification
came after the agenda had been prepared for this meeting,
and, in view of that fact and the fact that the Policy
Committee already has this matter under consideration,
after consultation with Professor Hillerman of the Board
of Student Publications, it is my understanding that

1/14/69
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that board is quite agreeable to having this matter put
over till a report is made on it by the Policy Committee.
Now, the only other matter I want to mention in
connection with this meeting is that the Student Affairs
Committee, under the provision which I read to you earlier,
did request of the Policy Committee -- and it approved
that -- that a number of students should be invited to
today's meeting when item nine on the agenda is under
discussion. Arn I correct that that is the invitation
that has been issued to some students? It is not an
invitation that applies until we come to number nine
on the agenda, so if there are students present at this
time, I wish to ask you to wait outside until we reach
that point on the agenda, and we will let you know.
MR. GIBSON

Could I ask how long?

HEADY We are just starting.
I regret to say,
Mr. Gibson, that is item nine.
I don't know how to
predict the pace at which this will proceed, but I hope
it will be sometime within the next hour.
GIBSON

I hope so too.

PROFESSOR HOYT Have you had any discussions with
the students who raised these questions? Have there
been any informal discussions between the president and
the s t.uden ts?
HEADY I have not had any -- well, anything more
than casual conversation about this since the last meeting.
Let's move on to item one on the agenda.
PROFESSOR HOYT Can we make a motion to discuss
item nine now, Mr. President?
HEADY

I think that motion is in order.

MR. DURRIE I believe it was placed on the end
With malice
aforethought, feeling it might engender
some discussion and we might not get ·a t th·e other i terns
0 ~ the agenda.
I believe it could be changed if you
Wlsh.

1/14/69
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DEAN LAVENDER The invited students were to ld to
arrive at four-thirty.
Some arrived earlier, but a l l
of them may not be in the hall at this time.
HEADY

'I

HOYT

In v iew of that -I will withdraw my motion.

HEADY Sometimes we are quite speedy. All ri ght,
we will revert then to the order as shown on the a g enda,
and I was going to remind you that there is one adde d
item that was sent to you as an addendum which will b ecome
item ten, concerning examinations to establish or v al i date
credit, and there was another item distributed, but t h at
is in connection with agenda item seven.
Dean Springer for the Graduate Committee on p roposed
revision in the policy for awarding honorary degrees.

Revised
Honora ry
Degree
Policy

DEAN SP RINGER Mr. President, the Graduate Committee
in its wisdom looked carefully again at the policy whi ch
governs the awarding of honorary degrees and feels that
some of the language could be improved upon. The result
of this is the proposed policy, which I n ow wish to recommend
to the faculty on behalf of t h e Graduate Committee. I
think I can say in clear conscience t h at these are e d itorial changes.
HEADY

You move adoption of the proposed re v ision?

SPRINGER

n

HEADY

I move adoption of the p roposed po l icy.

Is there a second?

PROFESSOR BLUM

Second.

HEADY Those in favor say "aye"; opposed "no " .
The motion is carried.
Next the proposal for a change in the method 6 f ..·
determining distinction. Professor Alexander.
PROFESSOR ALEXANDER On the second page of t h e
a?enda you will find a new statement re g arding g raduation
w~ th distinction.
I wish to move at t h is time t h e a d option
0
the proposed statement.

De termi n a t ion of
"Dist inct i on'

1/14/69
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PROFESSOR COTTRELL
HEADY

Second.

Is there discussion of this?

Professor

Frank.
PROFESSOR FRANK Would it be possible to determine
if anyone feels we should drop such arbitrary and re dundant classification?
HEADY

That was a comment and not a motion?

FRANK There is a motion on the floor.
I would
like to suggest that it be defeated and that another
motion be made to drop "distinction" and let the grade
point hour average speak for itself.
HEADY

Is there further discussion on the motion?

PROFESSOR IKLE Just a question, please. What
is the difference between the upper five percent and the
students who have the scholarship index of 3.5 or better?
Do you have any information how many students have on
the average a 3.5 or better? Will there be significant
percentage increase?
M~

~MACGREGOR No. This was based on an actual
study by the Policy Committee of the averages earned by
the students who got distinction.
HEADY
"no".

Is there other discussion?

Those in favor of the motion say "aye"; opposed
The motion is carried.
~

Next isAproposal for the establishmen~ ~fa
Department of Neurology in the School of Medicine.
This will be presented by Assistant Dean Gay, since
Dean Stone is out of town.
.
DEAN GAY The School of Medicine requests authorization for making the division of neurology, which is
currently under the Department of Medicine, a full department, or a Department of Neurology.

Establishment of
Department
of Ne u r o logy
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The justification for this change is sent to you
in materials for this meeting. It has been approve d
by an ad hoc committee that studied i t carefully.
It
has been approved by all the other department chairmen,
and it has been approved by the Dean of the School of
Medicine.
Briefly, this is a very large division under the
Department of Medicine. There are no other divisions
as large. It has seven full time faculty, ten secretaries,
operates four out-patient clinics and sees over two
thousand patients a year. It has two teaching wards of
sixty beds, has a three-year residency program in
neurology.
It also operates a convulsive disorder unit,
stroke rehabilitation program, and is in the national
cooperative study of cerebrovascular disease.
This division, or hopefully this department, will
be housed in a separate building, Building 7 on the
campus within a few weeks.
It has been operating as
a separate unit for some time in terms of developing
funds, in terms of programs, and in terms of the specialty
training that it provides, and its teaching portion of
the schedule is separate.
It also is a separate discipline in the medical field. Because of the complexity
of the neurological system, it has always been a separate
entity from medicine.
At the present time about two-thirds of the other
universities recognize neurology as a separate department. It will make no immediate change in the financial
arrangement or the fiscal arrangement at the School of
Medicine.
The new chairman of the Medical Department who
will arrive in a few months has been advised of this
change and approves it.
Mr. President, I move the authorization that the
Division of Neurology, Department of Medicine, be
changed to Department of Neurology, School of Medicine.

1/14/69
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PROFESSOR LIBO
HEADY

Second.

Is there a discussion of t h e motion?

SPRINGER I would like to ask if i t is customary,
under our existing rules necessary for t h e faculty to
approve this step, since it seems this is not what h as
been done. Did t h e chairman approve it?
HEADY I believe that is a general provision that
calls for faculty approval.
SPRINGER I mean, has the Medical School fac u lty
approved this change?
GAY

Yes, sir.

HEADY

Is there further discussion?

PROFESSOR WESSLING I have a question. Would
this mean a shifting of the administrative duty fro m
the Department of Medicine head now to the Chief of
Neurology, who would become head of the Department of
Neurology, and, if so, how would he be reimbursed for
the extra labor, or would he be reimbursed?
HEADY

Do you care to comment on t h at?

GAY The Department of Neurology is presently
administered, the division is administering its own
division activities, and it wouldn't make any chan ge
except that it would be one less channel for the di vi sion to go through on administrative matters.
HEADY Is there furth~r discussion on this
motion? Ready for the question? You understand t h e
motion? Those in favor say " aye"; opposed, "no".
The motion is carried.
Item four is revised requirements for the
major and minor in philosophy. Dean Trowbridge.

Rev i sed
Requi reme nt s
for Major
a nd Mino r in
Ph iloso ph y

1/14/69
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DEAN TROWBRIDGE Mr. Chairman, I have two motions
I'll make them separately -- one on philosophy and
one on geology.
I might just state that we in Arts and Sciences
have felt, and John Durrie has agreed with us that we
ought to submit to the general faculty any changes in
present requirements which increase or decrease the
number of hours.
At the December meeting of the College faculty
we approved five or six changes in existing programs,
but we are submitting only these two, because they do
involve some small change of total number of hours.
I would like to move approval of the revised
requirements for both the major and minor in philosophy, as they are stated at the top of the p::tge following the material on neurology, and will only comment
that the department experimented with an unstructured
major with hardly any specific requirement5. After
trying that for a little while, they have decided
to go back to more of a program with some spe~ific
course requirements in it and have also increased
the total twenty-four hours, which was remarkably
low, to thirty, which standard for the major, and from
twelve to fifteen in the minor.
HEADY

Is there a second on the motion?

(Several

fficonds.)

HEADY That has to do with the changes in
philosophy.
Is there discussion?
Those in favor say "aye";
motion is carried.

opposed, "no".

The

Now we go to item five dealing with geology.
TROWBRIDGE Item five is a similar case, because
essentially the Department wishes to drop three hours
from the present structure of the major, the require~ent of English 264 and three hours of elective credit
in geology.
Because of that change in the total

Revised
Requirements
for Major in
Geology
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number of hours, we bring it to this faculty.
I mo v e
the approval of the requirements stated for the major
in geology.
HEADY

Is there a second to this motion?

PROFESSOR KELLEY
HEADY

Second.

Discussion?

BLUM I have a question. I notice the items
in the first paragraph, which really involves not
only math 265, but three other courses. I also
notice math 265 is deleted for those wish ing to
specialize in paleontology. Does that mean all
math is deleted for those students who wish to
specialize in paleontology?
TROWBRIDGE
is here.
KELLEY

I don't know whether Doctor Kelle y

I couldn't hear completely.

BLUM The general requirements require math
265, which really involves t wo years of calculus.
They are dropping the requirement of math 265 for
paleontology in t h e third paragraph .
KELLEY
BLUM

Right.
Are y ou dropping all math require-

ments?
KELLEY

No.

PROFESSOR POTTER
such course.

Biology 317, there is no

TROWBRIDGE It should be 371, and I believe
in the Arts and Sciences meeting it was approved
t~at it would read Chemistry 102-L or 122-L and
likewise Biology 102-L or 122-L.
HEADY

Are those changes in the statement?

TROWBRIDGE

Ye s.

I ' m sorry they d idn't get

1/14/6 9
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incorporated.
HEADY

The intention was to have them?

TROWBRIDGE Yes. They were approved by the
college faculty at the December meeting.
HEADY Without objection, then, we will include
these changes in the motion.
Is there other discussion?
PROFESSOR FRANK What is the total number of
hours that will b e required for a major in geology?
What about the total number of hours?
KELLEY For Bachelor of Science, thirty-five
in geology. outside of geology it's around, over
forty, I believe, and the total requirements, if we
include the group re q uirements, come within about
five hours of the total for a degree, for a Bachelor's
degree. Almost everything is specified.
HEADY

Any other discussion?

Those in favor of the motion on requirements
for t he majo r in geology say "aye"; opposed, "no".
The motion is carried.
Nex t we h ave a report relative to a proposal
for a teaching self-evaluation day. Professor
Rosenblum.
PROFESSOR ROSENBLUM Mr. President, I speak -somewhat hoarsely, but I speak for a group whose
existence was endorsed by the general faculty as an
a~ hoc committee on the improvement of instructtion and, if this title has a familiar ring, it is
because in recent years a variety of groups carrying
a variety of titles have addressed themselves to the
~atter of assessing what UNM could do as a teaching
~nstitution with a view toward improving this
i~portant function of our responsibility, but in the
view of many - - and this includes the group that I
have just mentioned -- these attempts have been fragmentary in approach ;
they have been overlapping in
their efforts and lacking in any unified thrust.

Pr opo sal for
a Teaching
Self-Eval ua t ion Day
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Seve ral of us p articpated in the first Annual
southwestern Regional Congress for improvement of
instructi o n in La s Cruces last November. As a function o f this we r e presented five disciplines, and two
student group s we re also represented.
I t is our b elief that the time is ripe now for
a coord i n ated sy stem and goal-directed approach to
instruc ti o n a l practices on this campus , with a view
toward s establ i shing s h o r t a nd long-range programs for
improvi ng the cali be r of instruction at UNM.
As a
first step, we are interested in p lanning a daylong
series o f mee tings that would be scheduled some time
at t he e nd of Feb ruary or early in March for a thor ough examina t i on of the teaching process at UNM . We
envi s ion such se lf-study and self-diagnosis, to mak e
sense wou l d i nvolve faculty, students, and adminis trator s, t h e Board of Regents, perhaps some inv~ted
gue s t s -- we h aven't decided m that yet -- in a
meanin g ful d ialogue on what is right and wh at is
wrong with i n struction on our campus. As the students
tell us, we would devote this session to telling it
lik e it is , so we could accomplish some unified goals
that woul d p ull together some of the responses and
sugge stions t h at have been made in a somewhat fragmentary wa y over the years.
I ndeed, s uch dialogues have been carried out
before, b ut our point is they have been carried out
and conducted by one group in relative isolation of
other people similarly interested in the prog ram, and
we ,w0uld h ope this one day of introspection would b e
fully represented on all segments of our camp us as
a whole. At our Feb ruary meeting our coordinating or
executive meeting, which will draw on a wide vari e ty
of other people involved and interested in this
prob lem, we'll present to you a program for this one
day of self-asse s sment or self-evaluation. Hopefull y , it is our goal and our desire to have a day
when we will cancel classe s so that all segments of
students, faculty, et cetera, as I mentioned, will
P~rticipate. Now, we are not naive enough to believe everybody will attend, faculty and students.
Some of them might goof off, but we hope we could
assure maximum voluntary participation by doing it

1/14/69
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this way.
I don't think I have to spell out the benefits
that would accrue from such a conference. Let me add,
this is a first step in a series of steps that we hope
will lead to -- this may be stretching somewhat, but
there is no reason we couldn't think of establishing
on our campus a center for the improvement of instruction, such as exists on the campuses of the University
of California at Berkeley, and University of Michigan,
and University of Cincinnatt:.i·
The plan has the tacit blessing of representatives
of the Committee on Enhancement of Education,
Associated Students, Graduate Students Council,
Committee on the University, and certainly the Policy
Committee, and we would welcome any suggestions you
might have, and the fact that you might volunteer
for work on preparing such a day would also be well
received.
It is almost frightening to think of the
amount of work that would have to go into establishing
and working out something of this sort, but we feel
the benefits that would accrue would be meaningful,
not only to ourselves as faculty, but to students
and perhaps to the community as a whole .
So this is really in the form of a progress
report, Mr. President, and hopefully we will have
something more concrete to report on February 14th.
HEADY So you plan to have this on the agenda
for the next faculty meeting with a more specific
proposal?
ROSENBLUM
HEADY

Yes.

You want to invite comments at this

point?
ROSENBLUM
HEADY

Yes, sir, I would, very much.

Are there any comments any of you waBt

to make now on this idea?
PROFESSOR WILDIN I have one. · I hope that the
classless day is selected carefully so that it doesn't
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raise the dickens with the laboratory programs and
courses.
ROSENBLUM Yes, there will be careful attention
paid to the day.
I don't think we will ever find one
day that will make everyone happy, but we'll pay
close attention to this.
PROFESSOR CHRISTIANSEN Ted
special education.
I would like to
Rosenblum if perhaps the proper way
attacking this would be to consider
thing, instead of just one day?

Christiansen,
ask Doctor
to go about
a year-long

ROSENBLUM Yes, and this would be a first
step, and I take it you don't mean a complete
semester of classless days (laughter). That would
be nice, too. We talked about short-term goals
and long-term goals and, in fact, as an example of
a medium-sized goal would l:e perhaps starting next
year a series of in-service training colloquia.
We feel that on this campus we have a tremendous
reservoir of people who could telp in this matter.
This, indeed, would be one of the next steps, but
as a £irst step we really hope to involve people in
assessing what we are doing.
CHRISTIANSEN I was envisioning this. One
thing, perhaps -- they have done this in high schools,
elementary schools many times -- sort of an opendoor policy in classrooms. That is, instructors
themselves sitting in getting new ideas on how various
people teach. When I say a year-round idea, that is
sort of what I had in mind as a first step. We could
implement this, really push this thing, allow
professors to sit in each other's classes.
HEADY Are there other comments? Well, I'm
sure Professor Rosenblum and the other members of
this committee would welcome comments you might want
to make after the meeting before the next faculty
meeting.
Item seven is reoort from the Curricula Committee
relative to the change in name from the "College of
~

Change in
Name from
college of
Business
Administration
to School of
Business and
Administrative
sciences
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Business Administration" to the "School of Business
And Administrative Sciences." Professor Koster.
PROFESSOR KOSTER This matter was referred to
the committee by the general faculty. We broke the
problem into two parts; one to change the name
from "college" to "school," and the second from
"Business Administration" to "Business Administrative Sciences." This second part, Professor Hoyt,
when he raised objection at the last meeting,
wondering whether this indicated a change in the
direction of the College, whether the College was
planning to take on all administrative courses in
the University, educational administration as well
as proposed political administration. We have a
statement from Dean Huber, who, along with Professor Hoyt at our meeting clarified this situation.
You have received a copy of that statement that the
College does not plan to take on all administrative
fields.
It has no intention of taking on the proposed section on political administration, so if we
improve this, Professor Hoyt was satisfied.
We discussed the matter of "School" versus
"College." Traditionally the word "College" has been
used as to primarily undergraduate institutions or
sections of university and "School" for graduate
level.
There is no regulation that we could find that
says this must be.
If the College is desirous of
changing its name to "School," that seems to be the
going thing in all comparable institutions elsewhere,
and so we approved that section.
I move, therefore, that the ahange in name
from "Coll~ge of Business Administration" be t h e
"School of Business Administrative Sciences."
HEADY

Is there a second?

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Second.

Is there any discussion?

FACULTY MEMBE R

Move the q uestion.

,3
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HEADY Those in favor, say "aye" ;
The motion is carried.

opposed, "no " .

Item eight, report from t h e Committee on
Ac a demic F reedom and Tenure relative to a recent
p e t ition to t h e Committee. Professor Green.
PROFESSOR GREEN

Th is will b e somewhat len g t hy .

At the last meeting of the facult y I reported
on our earlier action.
I think perh aps I h ad b etter
r e~iew a little b it of what we did there. There are
s ome n e w p eople p resent, and also to refres h y our
mi nds .
The Committee received a petition signed by fi f t y n i ne faculty and students - - both were involved in t h e
petition -- that we look into some prob lems p os s i b l y
aris ing out of investigation of students in connection
with t he NROTC p roblem, Captain Brown h aving done thi s,
and some of the people felt there might have b e e n a
vio l ation of the rights of academic freedom h ere .
I guess we might a s well start at the b egi n nin g
and ke ep things straight. There is a s e ction on the
d uties of t h e Committee, Section 16 :
" Report of violations : Seeming violations of
academic freedom anywhere on campus may properly be
b rought to the attention of the Cbmmi ttee on Academic
Freedom and Tenure by anyone.
In suc h instances the
Committee s h all ascertain whether the person or
pe r s ons involved in t h e alleged violation wish to
p ursue any of the procedures set forth in this d ocument.
If not, the Committee shall t h en decide wh at
oth er course to follow."
Now , in this particular case there was no
clear- cut way of proceeding.
I would lik e to mak e
it very clear that this was not a trial that we were
conducting.
It was not a hearing that we were
conducting. Our purpose was to obtain information.
I really want this to b e quite clear, b ecause I think
t h at it alters the whole situation quite a b it.

Repo rt o f
Academ i c
F reed om and
Tenure Committee Re lative t o
NROTC;
Disc u ss ion
of AF &T
Po l i cy
and AF &T
Commit tee
Re spo n s ibilit i es
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1hat we did was to invite Captain Brown to
come and meet with us so we could find out what had
happe ned. The question of open or closed meeting
came up. The matter, as you know, was already in
the public domain. There had been open hearings on
the subject with regard to the students, much of t he
testimony had been given. There wa s the judgment of
the Committee that the first discussion, the se arch ing out of information could well be done in p ub lic.
Therefore, we allowed membe rs of the press who were
present to stay and we also allowed some other
observers to stay. Wh at we did was to ask what had
happened. Now, we were not at all ins ensitive to
the posi tions. It is a rather ambiguous one. There
was never any question, I don't think , of a ser ious
charge arising from this. There are very strict
procedures in our policy if the charge is a serious
one. We didn't know, but it did not seem likely that
it wou ld be. Therefore, we proceeded by the somewhat informal arrangement that I have mentioned.
I did take the precaution, however, for
pro t ec tion of everyone involved of having a tape
recorder, as I reported to you last time, so that
t here is a record of the entire me eting.
You will find that the meeting proceeded
calmly. The questions were reasonable and t he
answers likewise. We first of all wanted to learn
wha t had happened. Captain Brown wa s quite open with
us, answering questions, volunteering information, and
expressing h is feeling of the matter.

.I

I

~

With regard to the facts that came out, I
reported on those last time. Let me repeat just a
fe w of them. Captain Brown conferred with Mr. Cairns
of Campus Security to arrange for the possibility
of some sort of uproar and demonstration. This was
the primary thing that he did. In addition, with
respect to one of the students, he had asked from
friends of h is -- outside people that he k new , I
should say -- if there was information. Now , t hat
seems to b e the extent of it. As we talked to him,
I think we all had the growing feeling of an honest,
consicentious man faced with a problem that he was
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trying to solve.
We also became aware of the rather serious
principles that were involved in the whole thing,
circumstances that made it necessary, perhaps,
for one course of action that we might not perhaps
agree with.
For example, this question of making
inquiries about students. We feel that this is not
really a very desirable thing to do; that to have
the freest communication between faculty and students,
t h e student should not feel that he is likely to be
investigated.
Now, we said "desirable". Certainly this does
not affect anybody's right to do anything or certainly his ability, but it is not desirable, we feel.
This was one of the princip~~ that we found was
involved here, and we proceeded in this way to find
that it was more important to take this whole problem out of the realm of the fersonal and to get it
into the plane of general princip#Jeto try to see
what was going on, what were the actual sources of
the conflict, and to try to correct them.
Now, it was with this idea in mind that the
statement of princip,~ which I sent around to you
was worked over and adopted by the Committee and
t h en released.
We felt that we are in a time now of
great change, a time of stresses, a time when many
established things are being questioned, when procedures are being changed. We felt that perhaps it
might clear the air a little bit to have an overall
expression of these princip~li, the way we think
the faculty, the students, an~ -the administration
should interact among one another, and this then
was the source of our statement of princip,1), and
it has to do with the balance of rights. As you
h ave read this, I hope that you have lEen struck by
the fact that we are very anxious to maintain a
b alance of rights and obligations, as well. The
statement as it stands has very little that is
actually new in it.
The items that are mentioned :in the statement are contained in little bits of policy here and
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there.
One part, though, that we have not yet accepted here
has to do with student rights. This is the joint
statement that Dean Lavender, at the request of the
Committee, distributed to you. We hope to adopt such
a policy in the near future, so that some of the statements having to do with students we don't presently
have in our policy, but most of the rest of them we
do.
There is nothing earth-shaking here;
it's
simply a restatement of these policies which we have
had and an attempt to obtain a reasonable balance
between conflicting claims.
Now, it was necessary, though, that we direct
ourselves to the specific problem here. We felt that
Captain Brown's difficulty arose from his simultaneous
positions as.professor of the University and as the
commanding officer of the Naval ROTC unit. However,
this is not his fault and this is why we specifically
excluded his name from our statement. There is a
contradiction, or there are undesirable elements
associated with having an ROTC unit on campus. There
are desirable features in this, also, and this has
been recognized.
That is why we have it. However,
the policy of having the ROTC unit on campus has not
been examined in any way since the program was first
instituted here.
In view of these difficulties that
we saw arising from this, the Committee then included
this in its statement and requested that the Policy
Committee appoint an ad hoc committee to investigate
this problem .

,1

The ad hoc committee, we specified, should be
equitable. We weren't sure what that means, but we
hoped it would mean fair, equitably composed of
students, faculty, and administrative officers,
equitable in its point of view, not only -- from any
point of view, not only from the two groups, but
also of different points of view that would develop
in the study.
It is a very complicated study and
one that I think needs to be gone into very car efully.
Th~ Po licy Committee has acted on this
request, and the sub-committee on Committees of the
Policy Committee is now in the process of forming that.
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Professor Cottrell is in charge of that and, when he
announces the Committee, I would hope that faculty
members who are interested in this problem and have
particular questions to raise with regard to how we
might operate ROTC more to the greater benefit of
the school and students, that people with such
questions would direct them to the committee as
soon as it is appointed.
I assume there will be
some publicity, so that you will know who is
involved.
Now, with regard to the issuance of our statement to the press, it was our feeling that this was a
matter, as I have said, in the public domain;
it
was a matter of public interest, and we felt under
some obligation to make our stand in this situation
known as soon as possible. Therefore, the Committee
voted that, as soon as I had notified the President
of our position, the statement be released to the
press.
It was given to Gary Klein, the University
press release man, and also a copy was given to the
Lobo.
I delivered copies then to the President,
Vice President, and to Captain Brown.
So, as far as we are concerned, the matter is
now in the hands of the Policy Committee, that an ad
hoc committee will be appointed to investigate the
roots of the matter, and that is it.

./

I

Now, there are some other things that are of
general interest, I think, in what we did. With
regard to the press coverage, there was an excellent
story written by Miss Frankie McCarty of the Journal
on our first hearing, a very extensive story, a story
that showed great awareness of the problems that we
saw ahead of us. The followup story which resulted
from the release of our statement, I think, was also
very moderate and was very balanced. The story that
was published in the Lobo the next day was ridiculous.
Now, I think this is what we have to expect: Freedom
of information sometimes is good and sometimes it
doesn't work out so well. However, even the story
in the Lobo, if you read the article and skipped the
scare headline, was not too far off from what we said
in the statement, so I do not think that we need feel
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bad about that.
There are other problems now that seem to be
involved with this whole question of getting information about students, and I thought that the faculty
might be interested in what I learned.
I spoke to
Dean Mathany, to Mr. Cairns, and to Mr. Stout of the
Veterans Affairs Office. We have no policy for
keeping students' records. Dean Mathany on his own
for years has maintained separate files on disciplinary actions as against the academic record.
The
academic record does not contain any disciplinary
action, unless, of course, they were of an academic
origin ~ He reviews this file and throws out the outdated information.
I said, if I went to you and
asked about student so-and-so, and he said, "I
would tell you it's none of your business." Fine.
I went to Mr. Cairns because, of course, we
were concerned with what sort of thing goes on there,
too. Mr. Cairns, in response to direct questions,
said that the campus security keeps files on
parking violations, or similar offenses~ traffic
offenses. This is necessary because you have to
know whether it is a dollar fine, a ten-dollar
fine, and so on.
These records are not open to
the casual inquirer.
He says that his office maintains security;
he is not in the business of
building dossiers on anybody.
In the Veterans Affairs office the separation
record of a student contains his complete army
history, so this is a lot of very important information, and it does pass through our Veterans Affairs
office to establish the certificate of eligibility
for a veteran.
Once that certificate comes back to
the office here, all the other records are down in
the Veterans Affairs office downtown in the Federal
Building, and you have to be in the secret service
or the F.B.I. to get into those files, so I think
that we can report that, by and large, information of
importance as to students is protected.
I believe
this is the way we would like to have it.
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I think that covers the report.
I would like
to ask the faculty to support us to this extent.
Originally I had asked them to concur in the
statement.
I don't think that that is necessary,
first of all, because so much of the statement is
already contained in other statements of principle,
and, secondly, because we are now working on the
statement of student rights, which will come before
you. However, I would like to ask that the faculty
indicate its satisfaction with our action in this
case and that you discharge us from our obligation,
since we have now passed it on to this ad hoc
committee to continue.
I would like to move, therefore, that the
faculty vote to discharge the Committee on Academic
Freedom and Tenure from further responsibility in
this matter.
HEADY We have a motion. I want to get the
language of this straight before we proceed: To
discharge the Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure from further responsibility for consideration
of this matter.
GREEN Yes. We acted in response to a petition.
What I would like to do now is have the signers of
the petition say that they are satisfied that the
matter is progressing, and that the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure need take no further
action.

HEADY

Is there a second to this motion?

FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

HEADY The motion is to discharge the Committee
from further responsibility for consideration of this
matter. Professor Baughman?
PROFESSOR BAUGHMAN I'm going to leave the
matter of the parliamentary matter to somebody else
later .
I think that other reactions to this statement are in order at this time, before that matter
comes up .
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I would like to say that I am getting just a
little tired of having to protect the faculty -~rom
itself.
This is the second time in twenty-one years
I have had to do that.
The explanation as far as the conflict of the
multiple functions of the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee do a _ great deal to point up the hopelessly
mixed-up state of affairs we are in, and I wish
Professor Green had made more of a point of the
conflict between Section 15 and Section 16 of the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Act as it appears in
the handbook.
I would like to address myself to
that at the appropriate time, unless someone has
raised a matter of parliamentary procedure about the
type of the motion.
I would like to move to postpone any consideration of either of the motions . coming from the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee. The motion
to postpone does not cut off debate.
I use this,
or I expect to as of now, rather than the motion
to table, which does cut off debate, as you know.

I / 1

The main reason for my wish to postpone is
that these are the first two freedom and academic
statements ever to be made by the Committee functioning as a protector of student rights under
Section 16.
I don't want them even considered,
frankly.
If passed, they would create precedents
that I do not believe the faculty ever intended.
The second statement would be in addition to the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Act and would go into
the handbook, but that would come later. This is
all right. Also, the A.A.U.P. joint statement, which
is to be considered, and I think it is absolutely
necessary that this whole matter of how students'
rights are to be protected, should be settled,
threshed out, worked out, very, very carefully.
Now, this is going to be a highly complex matter.
It cannot be done in one phrase in Section 16 that
anyone, in the sense that anyone on the campus can
have violations of academic freedom anywhere on
campus. More on that in just a minute.
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In the memo I sent to the faculty I indicated
that I thought the Committee was acting illegally
and that the charge was a little hasty.
I based
my charge on three grounds.
One, after extensive review of the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Act, I could not believe that in
1963, when Section 16 first appeared, I could not
believe that anyone on the Committees preparing the
revisions could have been thinking of protecting
the academic freedom of students. 1963 is eons
away from the academic freedom climate of 1968.
Things have moved very, very rapidly, as you know.
Secondly, I found every evidence in the whole
document to believe that its purpose was the protection of the academic freedom of teachers. There is
no mention of students that I found anywhere in that
whole section, the whole Act, or in any other of the
appended documents. There are no procedures for
protection of student rights. Proper procedures
for faculty protection are almost unbelievably
detailed and complex. The whole orientation of
the Act is a faculty freedom vis-a-vis usual administration.
PROFESSOR GRANDE A point of order. I would
like to ask which point on the agenda we are considering, eight or nine?
HEADY
is in order.

We are considering eight.

Only eight

GRANDE It should be open for visitors also
if we are discussing nine.
BAUGHMAN I am not discussing nine.
discussing eight.

I am

CHRISTIANSEN If you look at eight carefully, students are mentioned here in a few places.
I think it is appropriate to talk about students.
HEADY I will rule that the discussion up to
this point, in my opinion, is pertinent.
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BAUGHMAN
member who voted
idea it could be
I am not against
BLUM

I couldn't believe that any faculty
for the Act at that time had any
interpreted to mean students' rights.
the protection of students' rights.

That's good.

BAUGHMAN I resent ,:a little bit having to make
that statement. However, in order to say these other
things that I think are necessary to be said. Well,
I was wrong about the intention of at least part of
the people who were preparing the document.
nr. Huber
informs me that in at least one committee it was
clearly understood that students' rights were to be
protected under the phrase that has been mentioned,
"anywhere on campus," that that was understood. He
also mentioned that the Committee didn't have time
-- and realized it was .a very complex issue -- to work
out the procedures at that time and felt they could
be done later. Dr. Huber may want to speak on this
point later, especially if I have misrepresented
anything.
However, there is the other problem of intention,
and that is: What did the voters think that were
voting? I have been over the verbatim minutes of the
faculty meeting of March, 1963, when Section 16
appeared for the first time. I find no discussion
whatever, no query, no allusion, nothing about this
Section 16. I can only take this to mean that no
one present, except the Committee members who discussed it, had the remotest notion of the fundamental
change that occurred. «f anyone had raised the question, I think it would have taken about five meetings
to get rid of it and to get that whole document
revised, very significantly revised document passed.
Now, the real problem is, rather than one of
legality, one of very broad constitutionality. We
have a conflict of interest as big as all outdoors
between Section 15 and Section 16, which says that
the Committee must protect the academic freedom of
teachers, and, until this conflict is resolved, I
submit the Committee should operate on the established
interpretation rather than the innovation decided
by the faculty. The Committee now finds it is faced
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with an irreconciliable demand, and you can see that
is trying to protect everybody, that i t gets into
investigations itself, and the whole problem here becomes unbelievably complex, so that the Committee is
both the protector of the student and o f the teacher.
This is an irreconciliable demand, I would say.
The Committee received comlaints that Captain
Brown of the Department of Naval Science had violated
academic rights of students by conducting inquiries
about them. This is what we get into with this kind
of loose terminology that has never been decided on
when we start arguing on it. The Chairman o f the
Committee telephoned Professor Brown about the reports
he had received, asked if he would meet with the
Committee on a certain date to discuss the charges.
Professor Brown agreed. Announcement appeared in the
Lobo that the meeting would be held at a certain time
and place. At the meeting Professor Brown dis covere d
that the Committee had, after assembling, decided to
hold an open meeting. The Chairman as ked if there
were any objections. He asked Professor Brown , who
offered no objection. The Committee decided also
to admit the members of the press. Professor Brown
was asked if he objected. He reported that h e did
not object. Professor Brown then discovered that
what he had assumed would be an informal discussion
was to be tape recorded, a complete record. Af ter
the Committee had questioned Captain Brown, the questioning was open to the floor. Of course, the
m~eting was reported in the press. After the meeting,
report of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
was made available to the press before Pro fessor
Brown received it. The Lobo called Professor Brown
at eight o'clock at night for his comments on the
report. He had not received it. He went to the
Lobo office, read i t there.
GREEN : Which report are you talking about?
were two.
BAUGHMAN
GREEN

There

The report reported on in the Lobo.

There were two reports.

BAUGHMAN

The only report I know of, which is the

I
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one we received.
GREEN

The
the
the
The
was

That was the second report.

BAUGHMAN Well, at any rate, this is what happened:
one that;was in the Lobo -- what happened is that
Chairman of the Committee had handed the report to
press, then delivered it to Captain Brown's office.
Chairman of the Committee said the press coverage
good.
So? That is the record.

Now, let's look at this pattern for a minute.
Invitation by phone to appear for discussion of
questionable behavior, and, as one of the Committee
members told me, he could have refused. Of course he
could. What would have happened if he had? He couldn't
refuse.
You know he couldn't. Publicity in the papers
about the meeting, an open hearing not announced ahead
of time~ reporters present not announced ahead of time,
not agreed to ahead of time, a full transcript taken
not announced or agreed to, questioning open to the
audience, which was not agreed upon, reports made available to the press before the witness had a chance to
see them.
Now, if this inquiry had to be done, is this
the only way to do it? The Chairman could have written
a letter establishing ground rules, inviting Professor
Brown and his colleagues which they both understood
would be an informal discussion. This could have been
a private meeting, a closed meeting, as is usual in
this kind of situation. How many open meetings of
academic freedom, preliminary, first meetings,
investigations of a faculty member do you know of that
have been public? It could have been done without
any newspaper or any other kind of publicity. The
discussion could have been informal, exploratory, or
off the record.
If the exploration had warranted it,
the Committee could have pursued the matter formally,
again without publicity.
If everyone agreed that
there was no violation, a clear, dignified, restrained
statement might have been released to the faculty and
probably to the press.
If action had to be taken,
then that proced~re could have been worked out.
To my mind, this procedure, which would still
have been an imposition in my mind, given the present
state of uncertainty about the interpretation and
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implementation of the phrase, "anywhere on campus";
however, it could have been courteous, i t could have
been dignified.
BLUM Would it not be reasonable to keep discussion as to Professor Green's motion to a reasonable length so the who le faculty could talk about . it?
BAUGHMAN

I have had ten minutes.

HEADY The point of order was that Professor
Baughman has talked longer than he should. My
comment is that there is no rule I know of to limit
the debate, and as long as such a rule is in order,
feel free to proceed.
PROFESSOR REVA I move that the Professor be
given five more minutes.
HEADY

Is there a second?

FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

HEADY It has been moved and seconded that
Professor -- do you want to advise me, Mr . Secretary,
whether this motion is in order, the motion to limit
the amount of the time the speaker who has the floor
may have?
(THEREUPON, a short discussion was had
off the record between President Heady
and Secretary Durrie.)
HEADY My advice is that t h is is a non-debatable
motion to limit debate.
It may be adopted.
It takes
a two-thirds vote. We will now vote on the motion to
limit Professor Baughman's time to five more minutes.
It will take a two-thirds vote to pass. Those in
favor, please raise their hands.
SECRETARY DURRIE

Thirty-nine.

HEADY Oppo,s ed? I think there is clearly not
a two-thirds vote. The motion is lost.
BAUGHMAN

I suppose this is my main point of
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the whole speech; the Committee could have shown
the respect due to a colleague, a peer, a member of the
faculty.
I think this pattern that was followed, as
we reviewed it · juat a minute ago -- what would you
think if the chairman of any committee, Academic
Freedom and Tenure Committee or any committee called
you in the night-time and said: One, we have had
complaints about your teaching; two, I suggest you
attend the next meeting of the Committee to discuss
these matters; three, the fact that you will appear
will be reported in the press; four, i t will be an
open meeting, reporters from the Lobo and the Journal
will be present. The proceedings will be taperecorded throughout. Anyone present may interrogate
you. We reserve our right to release the report to
the press before you see it, but this will not be a
hearing. What would you think? I know what you are
thinking. You are thin king about certain investigations that take place under an iron dome in a city on
one of the east coasts. You may even be thinking of
an English institution of somewhat like nature, but
that one was abolished in 1641. The English are ahead
of us in a · few things.
1

And, by the way, where were all the supporters
of due process when Professor Brown was being interrogated? Where have they been since the hearing? How
many of the due process experts saw the basic idiocy
and the final irony of the whole procedure? That is
this: That Professor Brown could not possibly have
been guilty of violating academic freedom of students,
not one of them under his control. If he were to be
charged with a violation, it would have to be a violation of their civil rights, and the Ac ademic Freedom
and Tenure Committee has no jurisdiction in this area.
Did anyone on the Committee recognize this? If the
distinction was noted, what was done about it? When
the University faculty starts cannibalizing on itself
we are in a very bad way.
Where are we with this kind of procedure?
You're next. Oh, but, you say, "I haven't done anything.
I haven't made any investigations.
I haven't
had any rulings about dress." No, but you have been
up to something. As Mark Twain's mother said, when
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she rapped him on the head
said "That will do for all
about the next committee?
after this committee? You
accept this report.

the one time he was innocent,
the other times." What
How about the next committee
have g ot a precedent if y ou

Now, what about the solution? I d on't see any
possible way around the irreconciliable demands on thi s
committee if it is to protect student and faculty
rights , and I think the evidence is here. There is
some more corning up, but that is for a later time.
The
only other committee that suggests itself is the
Students Standards Committee. Let me say t h at I do
not think you can tamper with the Academic Freedom and
Tenure Act in such a way that you can do both of these
and, if y ou have read it and know what the cornplexi ty ~,·
of that p roblem is, the only thing I have to suggest
is that you hire an ombudsman. I'm not sure the Students
Standards Committee wants this for itself, but maybe
a new committee could. An ombudsman would be e xpensi ve ,
but if it would avoid the event of this fall, it would
be worth it. Almost anything would be worth it.
(Applause)
HEADY

Professor Koschrnan.

PROFESSOR KOSCHMANN When I read this report o f
the Committee, if my criticism seems harsh, it is
because I expect far more of this Committee than any
other committee.
This Committee should rep resent t he
highest in honesty and inte g rity and be capab le of
assuming responsibility in a mature manner, f r e e from
injecting personal bias into their deliberations.
I
criticize this report on the basis that it is very
poorly organized.
Instead of addressing itself to
certain specific points and developing these carefully, it really contains a miscellaneous of many
different things, uses some extremely poor logic,
which is not in keeping with good intellectual caliber
of the University.
It appears to be put together in
haste and under considerable pressure, possibly to
beat a newspaper . deadline.
This report is also vague
and confused as to what it speaks as to faculty righ ts
and when it speaks to faculty responsibilities. Th is
is one thing which I think is a very serious confusion
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in the entire academic community today. When we talk
about our rights or whether, on the other hand, some
time we give some real thought as to whether we may
have some responsibilities to go with these.
I think the report is also outdated in what
it thinks the problems of academic freedom are.
I
think in part it still thinks our real enemy is the
administration, that this is the one cause.
If we
look at the Academic Rreedom and Tenure Statement, i t
has pages on how to protect the rights when the
President of the University starts trying to take
our rights away, seems to understand very little as
to the real threat to academic freedom today is not
coming from the administration, but is corning from
students and some faculty members;when the administration or outsider threatens our academic freedomr
we have a lot of experience in this, but we are
relatively in how to deal with the problem of students
and fellow faculty members trying to take away my
rights and your rights. I think the report fails
in trying to propose a new statement if it doesn't
understand the new problems.
I think particularly the conclusions of this
report reflect the personal, political opinions o f
some of the Committee members.
I think that is an
extremely dangerous precedent to set, for particularly this Committee, which, above all, should be
able to look at an issue as a group of unbiased _
scholars, and that their own personal political
opinions should stay out of it.
If I might briefly look at the statement
itself, in the first two paragraphs it addresses
itself as to what started the whole thing, this question about inquiries about students.
I agree with
Professor Green when he said that after all was said
and done, they found out this was really a fairly
minor problem.
I also agree with him, as he said,
but which doesn't appear clearly in the report, that
certainly as a United States citizen anyone has a
right to ask anybody about anybody at any time.
The question that they raised here is an
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extremely interesting one, because this is an almost
unique document, in that for the first time this
Committee addresses itself to the responsibilities of
a faculty member, that he should act beyond his rights,
that he should act more ethically than the law demands.
The question of whether or not we investigate students
is not whether or not we have a right to do it, because
we obviously do. The question is: Does this actually
fit in with the atmosphere that we are trying to
generate at the University of free inquiry? I
believe the study of this problem is also a v ery
weak one, because it d oes not recognize the ve ry
specific difference between the professor investigating his own students and the professor askin g questions
about someone else around the University.
The point is made that the student wil l keep
his mouth shut if he thinks his professor is going to
investigate him. These situations are, however,
really quite different as to whether the student and
the p~ofessor have a close relationship or whether
they have no relationship at all. The argument used
here addresses itself to the situation where the
student and faculty have a close relationship. The
case in point there was not a close intellectual
relationship.
If we continue into the other paragraphs in
this statement in which we go beyond what was the
original question, we get into the right of student
dissent and the fact that we are supposed to exercise
our rights without disrupting classes, and in some
ways this paragraph seems to say the right things,
but frankly ·, I -- possibly because of my understanding of some of the members of this Committee and
some of the circumstances surrounding it -- I really
am quite skeptical.
In ' facing the problem today, ·
the paragraphs don't come out with a very clear
statement which says dissent is not to be tolerated,
which I think is the point that is to be made at
this point.
It is not the fact that yes, students
have a right to dissent, to disagree. We all know
that this has never bee n a matter of contention here.
The question is: Do they have a right. to disrupt,
and merely continuing to repeat and say no, t h e
students should not disrupt classes and then proceed
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to act differently, I don't think gives me a lot of
confidence in this Committee's statement.
This long paragraph, rather unwieldy one, goes
into another matter which talks about the responsibilities
of a faculty member who is an advisor to one of these
groups that may find themselves somewhat at odds with
the rest of the faculty. An interesting point here
is, if we read this, it says basically that the
faculty member has no responsibility.
I think this
is symptomatic of one of the problems of the
University today. Some say the only responsibility
he has, after this faculty member may have aroused
the students to show that they have the right to dissent, that they should challenge everything under the
sun, and then he says, "By the way, do i t peacefully
and don't break the law." I think the faculty
member has a responsibility to make sure that the
students do not interpret his eagerness for dissent
as a condoning of arms.
The paragraphs continue to talk about what
should a professor do then when, in spite of the
fact that everyone had agreed there will not be
interruption, but we have an interruption. We have
the interesting statement th-at he should notify the
authorities.
That is proper. However, it implies,
therefore, that the authorities can and will do
something about it.
If, on the other hand, we find
that after we notify the authorities nothing can be
done, then we say to the faculty member, "Be satisfied.
You have no responsibility for doing anything else. You have no responsibility for
defending anything."
Now, particularly in this last instance
which brought up this whole problem we had a group
of students who interfered -- and this has been
agreed upon -- with an academic activity at this
University. There was disruption. Immediately
after this there was a scream, howl and cry among
many of the faculty members, not on behalf of the
persons whose rights had been violated, but all
over campus and all over the community they are
c:;"ying not to defend academic freedom, but to
defend the rights of those who perpetrated the
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breaking of academic freedom.
This is not a
comforting thought when in the one instance we
have, the authorities were notified that something
was probably going to happen, the authorities came,
they did do something about it, and then we have a
group of faculty members screaming that this really
shouldn't have been done.
It gives a hollow ring
to this statement: If your classroom is disrupted,
notify the authorities and go about your business
quietly. YOu have no further responsibility.
The next paragraph then talks about how you
should exercise control.· Now, this paragraph is
almost a classic. As I read this, I'm not really
sure whether at this point this Committee was naive,
whether it was stupid, or whether it was hypocritical, or probably just sloppy in the way they wrote
this particular paragraph. Okay, tell that to
President Hayakawa at San Francisco State: Don't
worry about the disruption on campus. Don't worry.
You have got the power. Well, I think that there
is a hollow ring there.
PROFESSOR COTTRELL
proper at this time?
HEADY

Is a point of order

I would presume so.

I'
COTTRELL I would like to know if he is
talking for or against the motion on the floor.
KOSCHMANN The motion is that we give some
sort of app~oval of this report.
HEADY The motion is that we discharge the
Committee from further responsibility for consideration of this matter. I would assume that it
is pertinent, in discussing this motion, to make
comment on the statement which has been submitted
by the Committee, sin~e we are going to act on this
motion to discharge with that statement in view.
DOCTOR LAVENDER I might report that the
natives are restless outside.
HEADY I'm not sure about the parliamentary
procedure here.
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KOSCHMANN I can conclude my remarks in a very
short time.
11..-

HEADY Would you mind, Professor Koschmanl'_?
I don't want to put this in terms of regular
parliamentary procedure. I would like to remind
you that there was a motion that was offered
earlier to invite the students or to alter the
agenda so that they could be in, and we did not
have that motion actually offered because we were
advised that they were told to come here at four
thirty.
I realize that this is not the item on the
agenda for which they were invited to attend, but
I wanted to point that out to you.
BAUGHMAN I ask that we hold to that agreement made earlier that they be invited for item
nine.
HEADY Well, I think, if there is objection
to interrupting Professor Koschmann at this point,
that I cannot properly stop him, so you can continue, Professor Koschmann ,
KOSCHMAN I will omit further comments
about what I consider the very poor statement that
appears in that paragraph.
I think it is very
inexcusable for a Committee that should represent
this high caliber.
I would like to comment on the final specific application that is stated here, and might I
paraphrase what the Committee has actually stated
as the reasons why they would like to refer the
matter to the Policy Committee.
It says that, in
spite of the pious mouthings about the rights of
others, we wouldn't be surprised if some students
and faculty are so upset by the federal government's operations in Viet Nam that they resort to
violence against ROTC on campus. Now, because
this department on campus has a greater sense of
protecting its rights than many of us, it might
fight back.
Self defense is bad. Therefore, we
should ask the Policy Committee to study whether
or not this activity should stay on campus.
Reevaluation of any University activity certainly is
profitable.
I think that this particular issue is
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very definitely politically inspired.
I think it
is set at a time when it is almost impossible to
get a really scholarly look at the pros and cons of
~hether this should stay on campus. The statement
from the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee did
not object to ROTC on any academic questions.
The
only question it raises, only thing it says is that,
because of the very possible violation of academic
rights by other people on campus, this group might
act in self defense, and that is bad; therefore,
they should be investigated for it.
I therefore
feel that the report at this time is a very illconsidered report.
I do not think that it represents the high caliber that we should have out of
an Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee. While I
might personally feel that I really don't care
whether ROTC stays on campus or not, but if that
is the Committee that might defend me later on,
then I am concerned with whether they are acting
with responsibility.
Thank you.

(Applause.)

FACULTY MEMBER

Call for the question.

HEADY As I understand, a call for the question only means you ask are we ready to vote;
unless there is a movement of the previous question, that does not stop debate.
COTTRELL A very brief observation -- one
of the speakers has questioned the intelligence,
honesty, the political bias of the Committee.
I
wonder if he is free of political bias in evaluating the report and in his recommendations.
(Applause.)
HEADY

Professor Paak.

PROFESSOR PAAK Point of order. On the
motion the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
is asking us to discharge them from their duties,
but we never gave them permission for i t in the
first place, so how can we give faculty approval
for ·this?
HUBER

Mr. Chairman, first with reference
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to comments made by Professor Baughman with regard
to interpretation of the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Policy that is now in the handbook, I think that
Professor Baughman' s comments represent what I told
him on the phone, which was my recollection, that
in the deliberations of the sub-committee of both
the Policy Committee and the Administrative
Committee that we did talk about the academic
freedom of any individual; that is, an individual
of the University community. However, there are
nol procedures in statement of policy, as Professor
Baughman has pointed out, with regard to students,
and since that time we have revised the Student
Standards Committee functions and set up various
procedures there.
I merely wish to say that that
is as far as the previous deliberations of the
previous Committee went.
There is, in my opinion, some question that
has been raised that has some validity with regard
to -- without taking a personal position -- with
regard to whether or not this was a legal function of the Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure.
The petition that went to it was not from
this body, as has just been pointed out.
I see no
reason why a standing committee of the University
that had something before it, legitimately or otherwise, need come to this body to have itself
abrogated or to abrogate its lf from further
responsibility.
I think, if \they felt this
necessary, i t would be most ~ppropriate for the
body to vote as to whether itl was not legal to
relieve them of any further responsibility with
regard to this petition. But I would hope, for
some reasons that have been mentioned by Professor
Baughman and some by Professor Koschman, but more
importantly for some that have not been recorded,
with regard to wording, that we would be very
careful with regard to explic'ty or implicity if
we vote for Professor Green's motion adopting this
statement of principles, whic is their report.
If
this were stricken from the rrcord, I would be most
happy to vote for Professor Green's motion. However,
as I say, I don't wish to prol0ng it and get into
such things as "It is undesiral:Dle," which was the
major point you made, and then .in the very next
sentence it states something about that it is,
therefore, improper, and I question desirability as
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a value word and the word improper in the next sentence, and what does that really raise in the way of
question of further action in the future.
In other
words, I'm a little bit worried about some of the
wording.
If it were explicitly and implicitly
understood that we were not buying the substance
of the report at this time, I think we might get out
of the tangle that perhaps we are in. That is the
only purpose for offering these suggestions.
HEADY I'll recognize Professor Green.
you want to respond?

Do

GREEN Yes, please. This was my purpose
in presenting this to the faculty in this fashion.
I did not expect the faculty to underwrite the
document.
PROFESSOR RODEFER May I ask Professor
how many signed the petition.
GREEN

Green

There were fifty-nine faculty total.

RODEFER There were students among the
petitioners.
It seems to me then a little difficult to assess how we can vote on the satisfaction
of this report with regard to the petitioners if
those students who are on the petition are not
present.
GREEN This is not the motion.
was to discharge the Committee.

The motion

RODEFER How can the Committee be discharged,
because implicit in that dis charge is this satisfaction.
It seems to me reasonable that those
students who petitioned might be useful here.
PROFESSOR ALEXANDER In view of the fact
that this has been transmitted to the Policy
Committee for further consideration, I move now
that we table Mr. Green's motion.
(Several seconds.)
HEADY The motion to table, I believe, is
not debatable, and requires a tw__g...ieiiri
he
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majority vote. We have a motion to table Professor
Green's motion.
It will take a majority vote to pass.
It is not debatable, so we will vote now. Those in
favor, raise their hands.
DURRIE

In favor a hundred and twelve.

HEADY Opposed? Well, the motion clearly
carries. That disposes of item eight for the time
being and brings us to item nine, and this is the
item for which students were invited, so if you
will invite them in.
I think it would be apropos for Vice President
Lavender to introduce the students here.
LAVENDER This is Tony Bull. This is Ann
Penney. These two students are members of the
Student Affairs Committee. Steve Van DresseJS':,· a
student senator, also Student Affairs Committee, and
Ken Gibson, senior student, I believe.
How many are left? Rob Burton is here.
is
editor of the Lobo, but not here in that
capacity.

He

BAUGHMAN Is this an open or closed meeting ?
I mean, is it on the record or off the record?
DURRIE

It is a formal meeting.

BAUGHMAN
what I mean.
HEADY
pretation.

Open to reporting in the press is

I'll ask the secretary for his inter-

DURRIE I would assume it was not. The rules
of the faculty, which were announced at the ~beginning of the meeting in April, '67, provided
that the meetings were to be closed; however,
students could be invited for specific items of
discussion. There was no mention in that of having
reporters, so I would think it was not proper.
In
other words, this is closed as far as reporting goes.
The third item of the motion of the Policy Committee
that Doctor Heady read provided for the secretary

Reporting
of F aculty
Meetings in
the Pres s
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getting in touch with the Chairman of the Student
Affairs Committee following the meeting, and I
imagine that thi s then would be proper.
HEADY

Professor

Wolf?

PROFESSOR WOLF I would be interested to
know what the sanctions would be if Mr. Burton
should report this in the Lobo. That involves a
civil right, I think.
I don't see how we could have
a closed meeting saying only these people can come
in. Any of us can discuss this. Maybe we can use
disc~etion, but I don't see that it is possible to
invite them in and say you can't talk.

j

HEADY My feeling about it is, as Mr. Durrie
has pointed out, the policy that I referred to at
the beginning of the meeting does say for any
faculty meeting, that after the meeting the secretary delivers a resume to the Chairman of the Student
Affairs Committee, I believe.
I assume that that
applies in case of any meeting, even one in which
students were invited.
I am also very much aware
of the fact that any faculty meeting does not put
every faculty member under a complete obligation
to say nothing about the faculty meeting. At least,
the injunction has not always been observed.
WOLF

Is there an injunction?

Does it exist?

HEADY Well, if there is an injunction.
Here's
what I'm leading up to.
It seems to me that the
students who have been invited here or are now here
are under whatever obligation members of the faculty
are under who are ordinarily entitled to be at these
meetings as to what they do or say about the meeting
afterwards.
Cl

Doctor Thorson?
DOCTOR THORSON I would like to get a ruling
from Mr. Durrie on whether there is such an injunction about that we are to remain silent about what
goes on in the faculty meetings.
I have never heard
~f such an injunction.
I'm a little disturbed that
it should be thrown at me now.
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I believe Doctor Thorson is right , with
this exception. On occasion, when honorary degrees
have been approved, and the faculty has been asked to
keep t hem confidential until they could be completely
processed, the faculty has done that and the
injunction has always been respected.
LAVENDER May I relate what I think Mr.
Durrie and I have been interpreting this last
paragraph to mean. From my memory, following
faculty meetings, instead of preparing a summary
for t he Student Affairs Committee, I think Mr.
Durrie has felt free to talk to the press a bout
what happened at the meeting and simply bypass the
step by giving information directly to the press.
DORRIE

Yes.

HEADY Unless yo u want to discuss this point
further , I would suggest we proceed to the item on
the agenda.
THORSON Just fo r clarification, nothing
that has been said here that I have heard indicates
that the Lobo may not p rint what is said at this

meeting:.

t •

HEADY As presiding officer, I am not ruling
~hat there is an injunction a gainst anybody who
is curren tly here to comment or report what he
hears here.
I want to go on to say that this is
the second occasion, I believe, in which this
policy has been invoked, and all of us are fee lin g
our way as to what it means, and as has already
been announced earlier in the meeting, this wh ole
sub ject is under furthe r considerati~n , and I think
this point might very well be considered by your ad
hoc committee in its deliberations.
Now, item nine on the agenda is the proposed
policy statement regarding certain rights of
students. Pro fessor Green for the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure.
GREEN While the Committee was involved with
the preceding matter, there was an incident which
occurred that precipitated, triggered another action

Academic
F reedom
a nd Tenure
committee's
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Policy
Regarding
Right s of
Studen ts
Rela t i ve to
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which the Committee took, and this is the statement
regarding certain rights of students.
The particular incident was, as I say, a triggering action,
because the principle which is involved here, again
the principle, I would like to point out, has nothing
to do with whether the Committee on Academic Freedom
and Tenure proposes it or not. This is a principle
which I hope the faculty will support, that there
are little places here and there on campus where
we find arbitrary imposition of rules having to
do with dress and having to do with hair styling,
including, as the statement says, facial hair.
I
was thinking of turning this over to one of the
clean-shaven members of the Committee, but
decided that would be the coward1s way out.
The Committee felt that this was a matter,
really, of trivial nature.
However, I am astounded
at the -reaction that has been raised by this
statement.
The thing that is involved here is the
question of academic freedom, academic freedom
for the teacher to have absolute control over his
classroom.
This is the issue, what the student
shall wear, how he shall look. Now, we say this
is no province of the teacher, and this statement
says it rather clearly.
The reason that I am presenting this statement to you is that, first of all, I want you to
vote your approval of the statement as a matter
of principle and, secondly, as you know, we and
the Policy Committee are studying a statement of
rights of students. A statement of this kind is
not contained in the joint statement issued by
the A.A.U.P., and so, in addition to approving
the statement we would like to have the faculty
direct that t~is statement -- a statement of this
import be included in the statement of the rights
of students;
that it be said explicitly, unfortunately, seems to be necessary.
In our one
statement that now there are things which need
not be contained in the general statement f?r.
rights of students we say that there are minimal
standards that students and faculty might be
expected to meet with regard to cleanliness and
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decency of attire.
The question has been raised:
Define that
statement.
I refuse to define that statement.
This changes from time to time and from place to
place, and I think we have to depend on the collective judgment of men of good will to define what
this means.
Now, with regard to arbitrary rules, our
last statement, and particularly we find that barring
students from participation in official or regular
University functions or activities because of failure
to conform to arbitrary rules of dress and hair style
is a violation of those students' rights.
Now, "arbitrary." What does "arbitrary" mean?
To me, arbitrary means what one person sets down as
being the correct way to do it, with no reference to
outside. We would, by this, allow the possibility
of a student appealing to some committee, and I
don't care whether it is Student Standards or
Academic Freedom and Tenure or whatever, appealing
the imposition of an arbitrary ruling in this
sense: Certainly there are circumstances that
require one thing and other situations that require
another.
We are opposed to this arbitrary
imposition. We feel that there is no implication
in academic freedom for tyrannical behavior. Let's
put the word on the table.
Therefore, I move that the faculty express its
concurrence in this statement and, further, that the
faculty direct that a statement of similar import be
included in the statement of students' rights.
(Several seconds.)
HEADY The motion has been made and seconded.
It is that the faculty express its concurrence in
the statement that was distributed and direct that a
statement of similar import be included in the statement on students' rights and responsibilities that
is currently under consideration.
THORSON I am not as well prepared as some of
my colleagues today, but I have spent considerable
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thought on the ,:,problem of academic freedom.
I
think a couple of the arguments that have been
presented against the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee's what some people would say is intrusion
into the rights and freedoms of students seems to
be specious. There are certain irreconciliable
demands, I believe was the term, which might possibly be most justly adjudicated if they were presented
to the same Committee. I see academic freedom
essentially as the freedom of free inquiry, whether
that be by a student or by a faculty member.
I do
not see these as irreconciliable demands.
I see
these as perhaps at times apparently irreconciliable,
and I believe it is exactly the function of a group
of senior, respected,tenure faculty members to
adjudicate those occasional apparently irreconciliable
demands.
I can think of no group which would be
better qualified to deal with such things, and I
support the motion strongly.
BLUM I would like to add to what Professor
Thorson said, pointing out that at the present time,
while we do have an Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee, I believe from Doctor Baughman's opinion
that it should only concern itself with academic
freedom for faculty, and t there is no academic freedom
committee for students, it is very clear the one
sentence seemingly in violation of academic freedom,
"anywhere on campus," may properly be brought to the
attention of any body and, therefore, it is proper
for this Committee to concern itself with that.
HEADY

Professor Koschmanl'I-,

KOSCHMAN N Concerning the statement, I think the
background is of some significance here. This
Committee spent less than ten minutes discussing
this statement as drawn up. There were no open
hearings held on this statement at which either
faculty or students were allowed to comment.
GREEN A point of order, Mr. President.
I
made a motion that the faculty support the statement.
I do not see that the argument of Doctor Koschman n
regarding the action of the Committee has any bearing
on the faculty acceptance of the statement.
KOSCHMANN Could I answer him?
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HEADY I will rule that comments regarding
the circumstances under which the statement was
drafted are pertinent, in my opinion.
KOSCHMAN# A statement of this type needs some
care. It should consider what various faculty
members feel about it, what the students think about
it. This may concern certain statements of
students' rights, or may omit some serious things
that students feel should be brought up.
I think
this should be considered by a committee that is
concerned with these particular matters of the rights
and, therefore, I move that this be referred to · the
Committee on the University, which includes both faculty
and students, for examination.
FACULTY MEMBER

Second the motion.

HEADY I do not see why this should be out of
order. At the last meeting we had a -DORRIE

It is a debatable issue.

HEADY Oh, it's a debatable motion, certainly,
but the motion to refer ta:kes precedence and is no,;,
before us for debate. It can be adopted by majority
vote when we vote, so the debate is now on Professor
Koschman's motion to refer this matter to the
Committee on the University. Is there comment on
this motion? ?rofessor McRae?
PROFESSOR MC RAE My only comment on the
motion is to support it simply because the Committee
on the University, which, as you know, consists of
students, faculty, and administration, can then take
. under advisement what I construe to be the fundamental issue here, the words II academic freedom. 11
It has been construed in past debates that this
includes everything, incl~ding the right of students
to dress as they please, or the faculty to dress as
they please and, if ·this is academic freedom, I think
some of us have been under delusion. Therefore, I
support the motion to refer it so the Committee on
the University can, in fact, debate and decide what
is meant by academic freedom.
HEADY

Professor Daub?
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PROFESSOR DAUB I suppose what started this
thing was the feeling of our football coach, who feels
that our football players should be clean-shaven and
have sideburns not below mid-ear and I want to know,
if the Unive rsity passes this, does this mean that
Coach Feldman will not be able to ask his players
next year to shave properly and trim their sideburns?
I really feel that Coach Feldman feels this is part
of his discipline program, that he feels the college
football player is going to be clean-shaven and
have sideburns that are reasonably trimmed and should
not be smoking or drinking. If he ~ants to look at
the girls, that's probably all right, but I really
feel this is not a question of academic freedom in
the case of a football squad. If it is a case of
athletic freedom, if they want to play football for
our coach, he would expect them to wear a clean face.
I talked to him about these questions, and he said
the question of facial hair enters in this way, that
a black athlete lik es to grow hair on his chin,
above his mouth and lower lip, and so you can't
say no facial hair, no mustaches, no goatees,
because then the black athlete feels you are pointing a finger at him if you let the white athlete
wear his sideburns below his mid-ear.
I would like to find out from Professor Green
if he feels passing this does fall within the
realm of our football coaching staff as to the
way they wil l expect them to appear when they are
on a trip and represent the University, and so on.
HEADY I'm a little uncertain as to what debate
is pertinent to the motion to~efer and what may be
pertinent to the main motion, but I am going to be
liberal in this regard and let people say what they
want to on the motion to refer.
PROFESSOR HOWARTH I don't really understand
why there is so much fuss about this matter, which
Professor Green described as trivial.
I think this
whole affair seems to be very trivial, and I don't
understand the degree of hostility to Professor
Green and his committee on this matter.
I wish to oppose the motion to refer i t to
another committee. I think, if we do that, we as
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a faculty are abrogating our responsibility, telling
the students we are shoving it under the carpet.
On the question of whether it would be an
indication to Coach Feldman that he can ' t tell his
athlete how he should shave, I think this is
exactly what it would be saying, and this is getting
to be a very appropriate thing. This is, as some
people have said in connection wi th discussing this
fad of artificially removing hair from faces, shaving
-- this is the -thing that professors have to deal
with. Coach Feldman will have to deal with it.
It
is fairly easy to sit in class with clean-s haven
students, whether they are girls or boys, and I
really object to other people not allowing fads
of any kind, providing that these unspecified
minimum standards that Professor Green's Committee's
statement refers to are met.
PROFESSOR NAPOLITANO Would the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure consider it arbitrary
for the professor of medicine to require for a student
to be in coat and tie?
GREEN

Are you asking me for a rulinq?

NAPOLITANO Is it an arbitrary ruling? We
want to get away from absolute tyranny and, as such,
I agree, but
GREEN Any defensible requirement is defensible.
I don't see any easier way o f saying it.
Do _you feel
it is indefensible or defensible? If you feel it is
defensible, then it is not arbitrary.
HEADY I have been asked for the floor by one
of the students. My interpretation of the reading
of this language is that they are here to express
their opinions. Mr. Gibs9n?
·MR. GIBSON Concerning the question that came
up there, I think the faculty might realize that
students are also human beings, and if you tell them
that i t is important for a potential doctor to wear
a coat and tie I think you can ask him to and
I
'
'
explain why, and then it's up to him to decide.
I
think most students at the University would be able
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to make a rational decision.
Concerning the question of sending this item
to committee, five students have spent an hour and
a half already waiting to come into this meeting
and now that we are here, and since this issue is
one that is currently of importance, I think it
would b e copping out to refer it to a later time.
I hope I can have the floor again later to
speak to the original motion.
HEADY I wouldn't guaranty it because other
hands will be up.
Professor Cottrell had his up.
COTTRELL I think I would probably define
arbitrary a little more explicitly than our Chairman
did. Off the cuff, if there is a rationale behind
what is being asked, if there is some consi dered
reason, then it is not arbitrary, and this is all
we .want to say.
It does become arbitrary when I,
for instance, don't like a certain aspect of dress
or some other faculty member or some administrator
or some of the auxiliary operations, such as the
athletic program, when we get arbitrary with no
reason at all, then that is wrong. We are infringing
upon either faculty rights or student rights. And
many parents are just as upset about our taking this
position, trying to insist on how they shave or how
they dress, as they are when they feel we are too
lax as to behaviour of students.
I would urge we pass this resolution and not
refer i t to another committee, or we will have it
back in six months and have the same kind of debate.
PROFESSOR SMITH Mr. President, I hav e become
a little sensitive on the question. I found something that seems to me applicable that I wanted to
bring to you.
I think the issue here is certainly
one of freedom. Whether it is academic freedom or
not is a matter of some doubt in my mind.
I t is a
question of freedom, and the converse proposition
is the question of conformity, and it is on that
point that I want to present this to you. This is
quoted from the publication, Selective Service,
December, 1968, under the title, "Who Says It's

1/14/69

P. 4 8

The Same Old Army?"
"The U. S. Army, Fort Riley, Kansas, on October
25, 1842, issued the following general order number
two:
'One. Members of the command will, when
shooting buffalo on the parade ground, be careful
not to fire in the direction of the commanding
officer's quarters.
'Two.
The troop officer having the besttrained platoon for this year will be awarded one
barrel of rye whiskey.
'Three.
Student officers will discontinue
the practice or roping and riding buffaloes.
'Four.
Attention is called to paragraph 107,
Uniform Army Regulations, in which it provides that
all officers shall wear beards.' "
PROFESSOR IVINS If I may, I would like to
refer back to the motion before the house, Doctor
Koschmann s motion and Doctor McRae's comments on
it. There has been something said about the ·shortness of time that the Committee gave to deliberation
with regard to the statement, I think thereby implying
that there was not much consideration of the issues
involved. We have talked a lot about being realistic
tonight, and I would like to suggest that we be
realistic and recognize that this statement is
relatable to the whole concern. There seems to be
some question about whether or not a student's
appearance has anything to do with his academic
freedom.
I speak only for myself, but I know of
my own direct personal knowledge of at least one
instance in which three students were temporarily
suspended from class because of the length of their
skirts.
I submit that that is a violation of their
academic freedom.
THORSON I would like to speak directly to
Professor Koschmamf. s motion to refer to committee,
and would like to get back to the question of
function.
It seems to me it is clearly the function

18'7
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of the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
to deal with principles when principles are raised
when there is no earlier legislation.
In this question there is no earlier legislation. There is not
in the statement any condemnation of Coach Feldman
or any other individual. The problem was that there
was no principle established, and the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure has asked us to establish such a principle.
I think it is their business
and it should not be referred to committee and
passed.
PROFESSOR BOCK I would like to agree with
Doctor Thorson's statement. Student Standards has
among its assigned functions the function of appeal
from disciplinary action of a member of the administration or some board or presumably informal disciplinary action of a faculty member. You are supposed
to be able to appeal this through the Student Standards.
I would like to see this as a kind of guiding principle suggested by the Academic Freedom Committee
enacted by the faculty and a principle that can be
appealed through Student Standards in trying to
decide this kind of a case.
PROFESSOR IKLf I would like to raise a question of logic.
I am in sympathy with the motion
that was presented here.
I worry about the statement " minimal standards" and suggest that, if they
cannot be defined, do they exist?
IVINS

Point of order.

This motion is not

before the house.
THORSON I would like to move the previous
question on Doctor Koschmam{ s motion to refer to
committee.
HEADY

Is there a second?

(Seconds).
HEADY The previous question has ~een moved.
This is not debatable, requires a two-thirds vote.
Those in favor of the motion -- the motion is to
close debate on Professor Koschmam{s motion to refer.
It is not debatable.
If it passes -- has to be by two-
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thirds vote -- and if it passes, we will then immediately
vote on the motion to refer. Those in favor of the
motion on previous question will say "aye". Opposed,
"no". The Chair is not in doubt that the motion is
carried.
We will now vote, without further debate, on the
motion to refer Doctor Green's motion to the Committee
on the University. Those in favor will raise their hands.
I will ask for a voice vote.
I think it can be settled
that way.
Those who favor the. motion say "aye";
opposed, "no".
The motion is lost.
on the original motion.

We are now back to debate

PROFESSOR BAUGHMAN I have two very, very short
points. One, the triviality of this matter and I
submit that the faculty should not be voting on triviality.
This is self-evident. We have one other law
passed by the , faculty that I know of. That was the
"no knocking" rule.
I think this may mean something.
The problem of legislating in this area, the
probability of getting such a plethora of rules such
as this kind, what you can do, what ·you can't do, this,
that and the other, that this could pose real trouble.
The other question is -- and i t is a rhetorical
one in a way, but I would like some reactions to it.
Who defines the minimal standards in my classroom?
Who does do that? How much of a slob does a person
have to be in appearance, obvious dirt, ungroomed
appearance, before r can legally ask him to leave?
What student is completely ungroomed?
FACULTY MEMBER
hair · and dress.
BAUGHMAN
BLUM

Either one , cleanliness and --

Clean underwear?

BAUGHMAN
HEADY

That has nothing to do with

Who decides?

Mr. Van Dresser.
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MR. VAN DRESSER Glad we finally, as students,
made it to discuss the issue, although from what I
understood out in the hall, most of the questions
of students' r~ghts were discussed with students
outside, and that this is merely the details on the
resolution being considered here. I think -HEADY Mr. Van Dresser, I think that there
were two motions on our agenda. The invitation
which the Student Affairs Committee extended under
the rules of the faculty were to invite students
to be here for discussion of the motion that is
currently before us.
MR. VAN DRESSER I'm sorry if I misinterpreted
what happened before we came in.
We were invited here to discuss grooming,
because I believe somebody in the faculty or some
people at some time felt that student grooming
might have something to do with students and might
have something to do with students' rights.
I'm
glad that we were invited.
The question that comes to my mind and has
for quite awhile is exactly what are students' rights,
and are these the concern of the faculty? I like
to think that I am a human being and I would like
the faculty to accept me as a human being and, if
I wanted to, I could present some pretty convincing
arguments that my education is as much concern _ I
to me as i t · is to y ou.
I think it is very
important that i t be realized that students are
concerned with their education.
I think it should also be realized that
everything that happens in this room today is concerned with the students' education. Students,
generally speaking, would like to have some awareness of wh at other people are doing to their lives
as human beings.
I don't quite know if I am
communicating with you or not, but I feel that
what happens ; here is of concern to students, whether
it concerns beards or not.
I understand that there was some latitude
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allowed in the previous discussions of issues that
have come up here, so I hope that you will bear with
my di g ressions.
I would also like to point up something that I am very concerned with about this issue.
Several people suggested that it should be sent to
the Committee on the University, a committee that has
absolutely no power, and every faculty member knows
it, or that it should be sent to the Student Standards
Committee, which is not set up to handle it, and when
it is redefined there is no question but that it
doesn't handle it.
It will only handle disciplinary
matters from Standards Committee, hopefully.
I
think there is a serious attempt on the part of the
faculty to refer the matter to a Committee that
doesn't have any power to do anything about it.
Students have no place to go with the problems of their being attacked on the basis of grooming and so on that has power except to the faculty,
because the faculty is the only body on this campus
that does have that kind of power. Some student
committee could get together and say that the
faculty shall not discriminate.
Obviously, it has
to be the general faculty or faculty committees
that handle questions of students' rights or
academic freedom for students, or when students
· have concern with their own education, there is
no place else we can go to effect our education
except to the faculty.
This may sound more like a plea for the faculty
to open their meetings to access to students to
allow students' participation in what most directly
concerns them.
Education affects you, yes, but it
affects us more than anybody else, because we are
there, supposedly, to learn, and we are concerned,
and if it sounds like this is more a plea for an
open faculty meeting, it is only because it is.
(Applause.)
PROFESSOR STEWART It seems to me this whole
matter of legislation that has been alluded to on
several occasions has been misinterpreted.
I think,
in fact, what we are allowing if we don't pass the
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resolution today is allowing arbitrary and capricious
legislation by any faculty member without recourse in
a matter of principle or according to any previous
principle. On that ground I think allows us or gives
us prerogatives that we can justify only if it can
be determined to answer the question, for example,
that if in some way wearing a tie or not wearing a
tie interferes with a man's learning of medicine,
there might be some ground.
If it is determined that
wearing a beard or bei~g, as I am, properly, apparently, shaven, in some way interferes with my
lecturing, then that is arguable, but what we are
talking about in both cases, I think, is that
students should not be eliminated from class or
professors from their teaching responsibilities for
capricious reasons.
I think we have some precedence
both on this University campus in these regards,
and certainly in the A.A.U.P., as well.
(Applause.)
WOLF I would preface my comments -- it
shouldn't .b e necessary, but a majority of the
students here have been in my classes, and they
know I have no restrictions. They can wear or
grow whatever they want to, or not grow or not wear
what they want to, and I think it is unfortunate that
the point that Professor Daub brought up here is
not being discussed.
I have absolutely no reservations in my classes at all.
I understand -- and I
don't know Coach Feldman at all -- I understand he
came here with the understanding, signed contract,
that. he could recruit and coach the football team
as he wanted to, and he apparently thinks, although
I happen to personally disagree with this very strongly,
he happens to think being a football coach and
knowing more about this than I do, that this is an
important thing for the spirit of the team, for selfdiscipline and so forth.
I think, if we pass this
and do as Professor Green has said, and I know that
W~ll be reported by one faction or another that that
does apply to the football team, I think we violate
the spirit of the contract that the University has
With Coach Feldman.
ram willing to entertain all
sorts of motions that we should do away with the
football team and lots of other things, but that is
not the motion before us.
I think it is very

1
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important.
In addition to that, I think that there are a
couple of other points that should be made here, and
particularly to the students who have raised this,
and that is when we refer this to a committee, we
are not copping out; they have to report back to
us.
I am in favor of referring it to the Committee
on the University or some other appropriate
committee, because students were not consulted. As
these five students will readily admit, they are
not representative of the student body.
They don't
claim to be. They are merely here as hearers and
interpreters to pass on comment as they, as individual students, see the position that has gone on here.
As I understand, there were no students who were
consulted about this.
If I am incorr.ect, please
correct me.
I think that is important.
I think that is important because I said last
year that the first place we should put students on
committee was on the Policy Committee.
THORSON
voted on.
WOLF

This is a matter which has been

I am asking that the motion be defeated.

HEADY We have already voted on the motion
to refer.
You are talking on the main motion?
WOLF

Yes, sir.

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

I move the question.

You move the previous question?

FACULTY MEMBER

Yes.

_HEADY I guess we know what that means. Now,
thi:f'.;:iis; not debatab.Le, oasses by a two-thirds vote· We
then vote immediately on the original motion.
·
Th ose in favor,
please say "aye" ·
The motion is carried.

Opposed, "no".
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We now vote on the motion made by Professor
Green. You remember it. The motion is that the
faculty expre ss its concurrence withthe statement
with reference to the statement distributed and
direct that a statement of similar import be
inclu ded in the statement of students' rights
and responsibiliti es that is under consideration.
Those in favor of the motion, please say
"aye " .; those opposed, "no". The Chair is in some
doubt , not too much.
I think I will ask for a
show of hands.
Those in favor of the motion,
pleas e raise their hands.
DURRIE

HEADY
carried.

Seventy-nine in favor.
Opposed to the motion?

The motion is

We have another item on the agenda. To abide
by the rules, I will now excuse the students, although
I don 't think any of you would want to stay. Thank
you very much.
We are still in session. We have one more
item . This was distributed.
It is regulations
governing examina tion to '1stablish or validate credit.
It will be presented by ~
MacGregor for the
Committee on Entrance Requirements.
~R..

MAC GREGOR You have before you a revised
statement on examinations to establish or to validate
credit . This has resulted from a considerable amount
of study by the committ~ on not one occasion but over
a considerable number of years.

i:

. or

The statement would replace the present statement i n the catalog regarding examinations to
establish credit or to validate credit and it would
for the first time put a clear statement in to cover
examination to establish credit and examination to
Validate credit and bring these all into one simple
s~atement, which, I think from our experience, wi ll
give us a much more workable arrangement than we have
had in the past clear across the board.

Examinations
to Establi s h
or validate
Credit
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I would like to move approval on behalf of
the Committee on Entrance Credits of this revised
statement for the next catalog.
(Several seconds.)
HEADY

Is there any discussion?

PROFESSOR PO~TER I would like to object to the
next to the last sentence. If I read the English
correctly, i t says that, if the student takes the
examination and he receives a "D" or "F", this
never appears on his permanent record; that is,
that would be interpreting that both credit would
be allowed and placed on the student's record only
with a grade of "C" or better is earned.
That means
"D" or " F" is not put on his record.
MAC GREGOR That has been in the present
rule for years and years, and every examination to
establish or validate credit, nothing goes on the
record at all unless the student actually establishes
the credit.
POTTER
Well, I still would like to object
to the principle that the student willy-nilly signs
up, takes the examination, and if he gets a "D" or
"F" --

MAC GREGOR Control of that is entirely in
the department, and the student has to pay the same
fee, whether he gets any credit or not.
PROFESSOR BYNUM Does this apply to any and
every course started at the University?
MAC GREGOR This applies, yes, but the control
still remains with the department.
WOLF The last sentence I find a bit confusing
or illogical. As I understand it, it says it does
not apply to residence requirements.
I see no
reason why the student in challenging the curriculum
should not be allowed to get his degree in one
semester.
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MAC GREGOR It involves a number of things.
For example, a student cannot take senior residence
requirements, according to the logic which the faculty
itself has proposed, unless he has taken the courses
under a process or during his senior year in the
University.
That is why the senior residence requirement was set up, so that correspondence work, extension
work, things established by examination do not meet
that definition.
HEADY

Any further discussion?

HUBER I question your statement.
If the idea
of advanced standing examinations and validation of
credit examinations is to recognize a student's
having already attained the level of knowledge or
whatever aspects are contained in a given course,
then to say that a department could asterisk courses
and say these cannot establish credit would be
assuming that no one could come prepared to pass
the course, and I think that you would find the
catalog becoming an even more interminable maze than
it is already.
I think the question of control in
the department is for the department chairman or
his designate to, when a student applies, determine
by appropriate questioning with regard to his background, previous exposures to formal instruction,
which we don't accept because it comes from an
unaccredited institution, and after that kind of
questioning, then you say you will not be permitted
to take the exam, rather than you will.
MAC GREGOR I'll back up from that statement.
It was based on the question of whether the department could exclude courses. Actually, the way it is
practiced, and I don't think this involves any change
of practice, has been that the department does have
complete control over whether they administer the
examination to an individual student.
HEADY
"no".

•

•

?

Is there any other discussion.

Those in favor of the motion say "aye";
The motion is carried.
A motion to adjourn is in order.

opposed,
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Adjournment, 6:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

~~.ctf
John N. Durrie,
Secretary

197
POLICY FOR AWARDING HONORARY DEGREES
Present policy
Inasmuch as the University of New Mexico recognizes that one of its
primary institutional responsibilities is to serve the people of
the state of New Mexico and of the southwest in any way it can, the
University wishes to encourage similar service on the part of
individuals by giving preference in the awarding of special honors
to those persons who have contributed significantly to the cultural
or scientific development of the region, or to the spiritual or
material welfare of its people. Such preference is not meant to
discourage the granting of special honors to eminent individuals
whose contributions have been made to other or broader geographic
areas. However, in no case should a passing courtesy to the
University of New Mexico, such as the delivery of a commencement
address, be the sole or principal cause for such honorary awards.
It is the University's policy to award honorary degrees to persons
other than active members of the faculty, staff and administration.
This does not preclude, however, in an exceptional case, the awarding of an honorary degree to an emeritus member of the faculty or
to a former employee whose stature remains or becomes eminent in
the years following his active service with the University. In
such exceptions, sufficient time shall have elapsed to insure
objectivity.
Proposed policy
The University of New Mexico wishes to recognize.and thereby.
encourage individuals by giving some preference i~ the aw~rd 7n~
of special honors to those persons who have contributed significantly to the cultural or scientific development of the southwest,
or to the spiritual or material welfare of its people. At the
same time, due regard should be paid to emine~t ~n~ividuals and
scholars whose contributions are of general signific ance a nd
transcend geographic limitations. · In no case shou ld a pa~sing
courtesy to the university of New Mexico, such as the delivery
of a commencement address, be the sole or principal cause for
such honorary awards.
It is not the university's policy to award honorary degrees t o
activernembers of the faculty, staff, and administra~ion. Th i s
does not preclude, in an exceptional case, the awarding o f an
honorary degree to an emeritus member of the facult¥ or t~ a
former employee whose stature remain~ or becom~s em7nent i n t h e
Years following his active service with the Univer~ity. In . s ue~
e~ceptions, sufficient time shall have elapsed to insure obJ ectivity in the process of selection.

198
GRADUATION WITH DISTINCTION
curren!._ __~_tatement: (General catalog, p. 141)

Students graduating with a scholarship index which ranks them
in the upper 5 per cent of the graduating class of the University
will automatically receive the degree "with Distinction." Ranking
will be based only upon work taken by the student at the University of New Mexico. Eligible senior students who have taken all
of their work at this University will automatically receive this
honor. Transferred students must present a minimum of 45 semester
hours earned at this University in order to be eligible for the
"Distinction" list; however, their transfer records shall be subject to review by the Scholarships, Prizes, and Loans committee
for the purpose of determining the quality of their over-all
academic accomplishment.
Proposed revised statement:
Students graduating from the University of New Mexico who have
completed a minimum of 60 hours in residence, and who have a
scholarship index of 3.5 or better for all work completed at this
University, will receive the degree "With Distinction." Any
q~estions concerning eligibility which might arise in unusual
circumstances will be reviewed and decided by the Entrance and
Credits Committee.

1
JUSTIFICATIONS FOR ESTABLISHING A DEPARTMENT OF NEUROLOGY
At ~r~sent, the Di~isio~ of Neurology is part of the Department of

Medicine at the.university of New Mexico School of Medicine. However, the creation of a separate Department of Neurology has been
recommended by an Ad Hoc Committee constituted to determine whether
valid reasons exist for such a step. This action also has been
approved by the departmental chairmen of the medical school.

The following considerations are advanced to justify a Department of
Neurology:
..
1.

Neurological Administration:
Increasing administrative complexities in relation to Neurology
were recognized several years ago when a Division of Neurology
was established by the chairman of the Department of Medicine.
~he large work load and attendant responsibilities continued to
increase since then. A partial listing of these duties include
supervision of 7 full time faculty members, 10 secretaries with
varying clinical and research duties, 4 outpatient clinics
serving more than 2,000 patients per year, 2 teaching wards with
more than 60 beds, a 3 ·year. residency .training program· with its
own house staff, separate undergraduate and postgraduate educational programs with numerous conferences and other activities,
several research and clinical laboratories and a number of other,
fu~l time projects. Among the latter are the Convulsive Disorder
U~it, the Stroke Rehabilitation Project and the National Cooperative Study of Cerebrovascular Disease with a total of more than
25 employees between them. These and related activities have
reached formidable proportions and their admini~tration . o~cupies
m~ch of one person's time and energy. Neurological administration implies major responsibilities to insure a successful outcome. However, the present divisional status of ~eurology
prevents the service chief from having the authority that should
accompany this degree of responsibility. The previously mentioned Ad Hoc Committee cited the desirability, based upon separate
P70blems and programs, for the Chief of Neu~o~ogy to deal
~irectly with the Dean of the School of Medicine rather ~h~n
indirectly through the chairman of the Department of Medicine.

2.

~ministration within the Department of Medicine:
Of ~reat concern is the huge administrative jo~ fa~ling to the
Chairman of the Department of Medicine, resulting in a work . load
~o large that effective participation in re~earc~ an~ teaching
16 precluded.
It is mandatory that the cha1rman.s tim~ be pro~ected. According to the Ad Hoc committee studying t~i~ pr?blern
the administrative work within the Department of Medic~ne i~
extraordinary and sufficient to be disabling to the chai:man •
In the past it became increasingly difficult for the chairman
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of the Department of Medicine to adequately discharge his
responsibilities to the Division of Neurology. Important
actions and programs often were delayed because of time limitation. The Chairman of Medicine could not be familiar with
all of the complexities relating to Neurology, therefore making
it impossible for him to represent completely the interests,
viewpoints and needs of the division at various hospital and
medical school administrative and executive functions. Continued growth and divergence of programs makes a future increase
in these problems inevitable. Removal of Neurology from the
administrative responsibility of the Chairman of the Department
of Medicine will lessen his presently overwhelming duties and
will improve the total situation within the Division of Neurolo<Jf.
3.

Patient Care Areas:
Separate patient care areas (wards) exist or are being
established for Neurology. supervision of these wards presents problems and necessitates decisions which are unique
to Neurology.

4.

_fillysical Location:
In early 1969 the majority of faculty, secretarial staff and
employees of both the convulsive Disorder Unit .and the Stroke
Rehabilitation Project will occupy new quarters in Buildi ng
No. 7 at 1007 Stanford Drive N.E. The resulting physical
separation of Neurology and Medicine increases admini~trative
Prob~ems, since Neurology has responsibilities for this space
and its allocation which are entirely independent of the
parent department.

s.

!raining Programs and Certifying Boards:
Neur~logy has training programs, criteria ~or attaining
~pecialty status, and certifying boards which ~r~ completely
independent f ·r om and unrelated to Internal Medicine.

6.

Current status of__Neurolog_y__in A~ican Medical Schools:
A review of this situation reveals an ever increasing tre~d .
toward establishing separate Departments of Neurology. within
recent years, a number of neurological divisions have been
converted into departments, and at presen~ more than half of
the medical schools in this country have independent Depa 7tmen~s
of Neurology. This situation contrasts strongly to that i mmediately following world war II when only 2 or 3 Departments.of .
Neurology existed in American medical schools • . ~!though it is
not reasonable to make a decision on grounds similar to a popularity contest, it is of interest and importan~e to . note the
Present trend toward Departments of Neurology in this country.

7•

.!_eaching Programs:
~tudent teaching in the neurological services is complete;y
independent of Internal Medicine at all levels of the medical
curriculum.

8.

costs to the University:
The proposed Department of Neurology will have a fairly large
faculty, larger than some existing departments within the
medical school, yet there will be no increase in costs or
financial obligations to the University. Presently there are
7 full time members of the Division of Neurology, yet only 2
of these salaries are paid by state funds. Other funding
sources include the Regional Medical Program, the U.S. Public
Health Service (Neurology training grant), the Veterans Administration and the Bureau of States Services (Convulsive Disorder
Unit). In addition to 7 full time faculty members, an eighth
neurologist, financed through the Regional Medical Program,
will join the division in July 1969. A ninth faculty member
with primary research duties may be funded by the Veterans
Administration, and an additional neurologist, to work in the
Convulsive Disorder unit, may be funded by the State of New
Mexico Department of Public Health. Secretaries and other
employees are presently funded fully through state appropriations, research grants, training projects and various service
programs.

REVISED REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR IN PHILOSOPHY

Requirements: 30 hours, which may include 6 hours at the 100
level if taken in proper sequence, and of which 24 hours must
be distributed as follows:
201 and 202 (History of Ancient and Modern)
256 (Logic), 358 (Ethical Theory), 441 (Philosophical
Movements), and 442 (Individual Philosophers)
One of the following courses: 354, 356, 385
One of the following courses: 365, 367, 380, 445, 455, 465, 470
REVISED REQUIREMENTS FOR MINOR IN PHILOSOPHY
Requirements:

15 hours in courses numbered 200 or above.

REVISED REQUIREMENTS FOR Ti!E.B.S. W!TH MAJOR IN GEOLOGY
Requirements: Geology 101, 102, 105L, 106L, 201L, 307L, either
309L or 311L, 319L, 420L, 421L, and 422L; Chemistry 102L;
EE 436L; Math. 265; Physics 262; Psychology 280; and either
*Biology 102L and 317L or Chemistry 311-312.
Physical chemistry (312) is required for students intending to
do advanced work in geochemistry, mineralogy, petrology,
economic geography, or meteoritics.
Students wishing to specialize in paleontology may be allowed
to substitute approved biology courses for Math. 265 and
Physics 111-112 for Physics 260-262.
*Students interested in astrogeology, engineering geology,
geomorphology, geophysics, hydrogeology, or structura~
geology may make equivalent substitutions in mathematics,
physics, or engineering as approved.
NOTE: The revised requirements eliminate the three options
formerly listed and drop English 264 and three hour~ of
elective credit in geology, reducing the total requirement
by six hours.

203
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
12 December 1968

Faculty and Administrative Officers

To:

From:

Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
John R. Green Chairman

Subject:

I.

Statement Regarding Some Internal Relationships at
the University

Statement of Principles

The primary responsibility of a university teacher is to
be creative and productive in teaching and other scholarly
endeavors. In this process he must interact with his students.
If such interaction is to be free and fruitful, the students
must have the assurance that they can speak out without regard
to consequences other than academic or intellectual. This in
itself would rule out the desirability of making investigations
or inquiries about any student's record of civil offenses or
ot~er m~sdemeanors. Any attempt to make inquiries outside the
university structure is therefore improper.
In carrying out his function of advising students, a teacher
needs to know each student's academic record, and this should be
made freely available to him. In the case of a particular stud~nt, the advisor may need to know more of the background and
history of that student to be effective in his counseling role.
I~ such a case, it is not inappropriate to confer with university officials who have access to the necessary information.
Evens~, it is preferable simply to ask the student himself and
to advise him on the basis of his answers.
. . It must be clearly stated that the right to e~press
~inion, to question, and to dissent should never interfere
w7th the function of the university to seek knowledge and to
~issem_inate that knowledge. The individual unive 7 si ty. teacher
rust be free to carry out his instructional f~nct 7on wi~hout
egard to the popularity or unpopularity of his views with groups
~n ~am~us or off campus, and the stu~ents ~ave a right to hear
heir instructors without improper disrupt 7on.o~ the cl~ss7oom
Procedures. Any university contains many individuals willing
to q u~stion
·
·
· · 1 e, o~
and examine critically any premise,
princip
P~actice,~ in fact this is the profession of many of the univer!1~Y's instructors: Any university has many aven~es through
hich questions can be asked and issues can be raised. There
are committees involving students and faculty, there are
uncensored publications and there are the faculty meetings
~hemselves. Indeed th~ necessity of having controversial
issues raised and discussed is recognized as being so vital to
the Proper fulfilling of the role of a university that elaborate
0

precautions are taken, such as the establishment of the
comrni~tee on Academic Freedom and Tenure, to ensure that full
exercise of these rights can be enjoyed by students and faculty
alike without fear of retribution or retaliation. Since this is
the case, there can be no justification for violent and destruct~ve acti~ns.to put forward some particular opinion or point of
view. This is not to say, however, that upon occasion it may
not be appropriate to dramatize a situation so that it will
attract the attention that it may warrant. In the case of
recognized student groups, present rules require that there be
a faculty adviser. It is the responsibility of the adviser to
cou~sel h is group to the best of his ability as to how they may
ach~eve their legitimate aims without violent nnd disruptive
act 7ons. It must be emphasized, however, that the faculty
advise 7 bears no responsibility for the actions of the group
~or ~hich he is the adviser, since there are no explicit or
implied obligations on the part of the student group to follow
his advice.
.
In the event that a teacher is threatened by or actually
7nvolved in an interruption of his instructional function, it
7s to be hoped that he will be able to draw on his experience
in working with students and in teaching not simply to minimize
the interruption but to use the incident itself as an instructional opportunity. If the situation is or is likely to become
beyond his control then it is his obligation to inform the
proper university ~uthorities of the situation. It is not his
responsibility to initiate other actions or provide further for
the defense of his classroom.
In general, when dealing with challenges to its proc~dures
and authority, the university should remember that the weight
of tradition and the real power are on its side. Th~ challengers
have no hold over their followers, no way of compelling the~ to
foll~w, other than the cogency of their ideas. If thr?ugh illconsidered or immoderate use of power, we cause uncomrnit~ed
students to join with the challengers so that an escalatin~ con~rontation of uncompromising positions results, we have f~i~e~
in °~r exercise of that power and have.fail 7d the responsibility
enta 7led in having that power. The university, .however, must
~urvive and must continue its educational function7 ther 7fore,
1 ~ is also a responsibility to use that power in moderation and
with wisdom when the occasion does arise.
II.

Specific Application

.
There is the possibility that any departmen~ might me~t
with demonstrations against some purported function: . the Biology
Department for teaching biological warfare, the Physics Department for teaching how to build nuclear bombs, and even the
Physical Education Department for teaching.archery to wo~en. In
;he P~e~ent context, however, it is more likely . that se7i~us
PPosition be expressed against the Reserve Off 7cer Training .
establishments, and it is in the nature of the issue that this

'

confrontation is likely to involve violence. It is t h e duty of
the commanding officer in such a case to provide for the defense
of his unit, and it is his profession to know how to provide
such defense. Despite the directives of his superiors that he
consider himself and conduct himself as an ordinary faculty
member , we question whether it is actually possible for the
commanding officer to do so. As a result of the fact that he
is and must be an officer serving in one of the branches of the
Department of Defense, he has available to him not only sources
of information but also sources of power that are not available
to the ordinary faculty member. It is quite conceivable that
in the case of a serious disruption of his unit, inj ur y to his
men, or destruction of government property under his case, a
commanding officer might be severely reprimanded by h is superior
officers for not taking advantage of the resources available to
him outside the university in providing for the defense of his
unit. It thus appears that the commanding officer of a Reserve
Officer Training unit is placed in the position of having to
satisfy irreconcilable demands that arise as a result of his
being simultaneously a professor of the university and an officer
of a branch of the Department of Defense, and that this situation
is inherent in the very presence of the unit on campus. ~he
overall problem of the desirability of having Reserve Officer
Training Units on campus is beyond the purview of the ~omm~ttee
on Academic Freedom and Tenure: furthermore, the question is o~e
of such seriousness that action should be initiated by the Policy
Committee to appoint an ad hoc committee, equitably composed and
drawn from faculty, students and administrative officers, . and
that this committee should review the role of Reserve Officer
Training Units in the university as well as their relation to
the general university community and should report to the General
Faculty as soon as possible.

/ I

II
I

''
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To:

From:

Faculty and Administrative Officers
committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
John R. Green, chairman

subject:

Statement Regarding Certain Rights of students

Although there are certainly minimal standards that
students and faculty might be expected to meet with regard to
cleanliness and decency of attire, there still remains a wide
latitude of choice for the expression of individual preference
a~d taste. We believe that the imposition of arbitrary rules
with regard to dress or to hair styles, including facial hair,
cre~tes a stifling and repressive atmosphere that is not conducive to the optimal operation of a university.
.
We therefore request that individuals or groups.who hav~
imposed such rules reexamine the thinking that went into their
establishment with the aim of modifying or abolishing them.
In particular we find that barring students from participation in official' or regular university functions or activities
because of failure to conform to arbitrary rules of dress and
of hair styling is· a violation of those students' rights.

zc
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

January 8, 1968
·ro:

From:

All

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:
• f

Members of the Faculty

Additional Materials for January 14 Meeting of
University Faculty

The Curricula Committee has asked that the attached memorandnlll
f~om ~cting Dean Huber (see pages 1-3) be cons _i<lered in connection
with item 7 on the agenda which has already been mailed.
1.

2. Mr. J.C. MacGregor, on behalf of the Entrance and credits
Committee, wishes to add to the agenda a recommendation tJ:iat the
attach 7d wording (see page 4) which clarifies the re~ulat1ons
governing examinations to establish or validate credit be approved
for inclusion in the 1969-70 general catalog.

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
January 2, 1969

,,

To:

curricula committee - William Koster, chairman

From:

W. H. Huber - Acting Dean, College of Business Administration

subject:

Name Change of college

The following points are made to explain the reasons for changing
the name of the College of Business Administration to the School of
Business and Administrative Sciences.
A. To more accurately reflect the nature of the program
~ffered in the College. The present curriculum of the College,
its thrust and philosophy has not materially changed in the
past five to ten years.
(See catalogs) This program is not
of the.traditional variety found in the majority of Colleges
of Business Administration whose existence dates back to 1900
to 1950. These have been and in many instances still are undergraduate-vocationally oriented programs.
Our program is an interdisciplinarily oriented educational
experience both at the undergraduate and graduate level aimed
at equipping our students with the tools and concepts essential
t~ modern management and administrative decision making at the
rnid~le and top levels of management with no commit~~ · to .
train students for specific jobs or careers in specific business activities such as salesmanship, real estate, insurance etc.
B. Traditionally the general image held by pros~e~t~ve st~de~ts,
~nde7grad~ate and graduate, faculties of other divi~ions.within
University and outside agencies and interests varies with the
n~e or label appended to divisions of business of Colleges and
Universities. There are notable exceptions, but a survey of
~ver 500 such divisions as of the Fall of 1968 shows School as
indicative of our type of program and college is more descriptive
of the training oriented program.
(See attachment).
sc· Also School of Administration or Sch~ol of.Admin~strati~e
iences or School of Business and Administrative Sciences.is
more.usually found when curriculum emphasis is on mathematics
~:ati~tic~, quantitative tools and a behavi~ral app7oach to
th~anizat1.ons through psychology, econometr 7cs, soci~lo~y, etc.
h n when the program is heavily weighted with de~c 7 iptive,
s~~~to business courses such as advertising, retailing, wholeing' hotel man'9,9:em~ht' ' ~ .

c.

Certain of the core offerings of our degree program, both
graduate and undergraduate are service oriented to other degree
;~~grams at the University 1 as are mathematics, E~glis~ and most
E er departments
EXamples are statistics required in the
conomics departm;nt major and certain managerial control and
:anagement courses which are either required or strongly recomended by the Colleges of Education and Engineering.
-1-

In the light of the historical development of business
administration programs and the labels previously referred to,
this actual condition at this University would be more accurately
reflected in the name the College faculty has adopted.
D. In view of the above, recruiting of both faculty and students,
especially graduate students of the type our program requires,
should be aided by this more descriptive name.
The faculty of the College does not view this name change as
a substantive change in either the functions or philosophy of
this division of the University from what has been the case for
upwards of a decade. The faculty will continue to move forward
with developments in the area of management sciences and hopefully will contribute, through research, to better techniques of
?rganization and~.&"hcgement decision theory. Where this will lead
7n the future is pu :c e conjecture as in any other field. But no
intent exists to overlap, pre-empt or conflict with established
programs such as Educational Administration in the College of
E~ucation. Also, though the curricula committee is concerned
with conflicts between existing courses and programs, it might
be added that there are no designs or intentions to assume
responsibility for any programs proposed at this time such as
the projected Master's Degree in Public Administration.
APPENDIX

These gioss figures are intended only to be illustrative.
e~~!he7 breakdowns are possible. Also one cannot relate date of
d
blishrnent and name as many schools have changed their names from
t~part~ents to divisions colleges and schools as time passed as has
e University of New Me~ico that had a department prior to 1947 and
a college since 194 7 •
F

. : f·(

sit' Most departments are found in undergraduate colleges and Univeries, mostly small institutions.

D~p~rtments of Business or commerce or Administration etc.
Divi sions
·
· ·
t'ion e t c.
of Business or commerce or Adm1n1stra
Colleges of Business or commerce or Administration etc.
Schools of Business or commerce or Administration etc.
In sample - Total
Dates of Establishment of curriculum for those now Schools
1881 to 1920
1921 to 1940
1941 to 1968

21
35
92

world war II and after

148

I.

-2-

201
61
109
148
519
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APPENDIX (Continued)
A

sample of Universities and Colleges having Schools:

University
Baylor university
Univ. of Calif., Berkeley
Univ. of Calif., Los Angeles
university of Colorado
University of Connecticut
Indiana State University
IIl.&'~a~a t,n.i::ver~:i,.._~y
University of Kansas
Mass. Inst. of Technology
University of Massachusetts
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota
University of Mississippi
University of Missouri
University of Montana
University of New Hampshire
Auburn

A

1967
1923
1943
1935
1906
1966
1964
1921
1924
1951
1948
1924
1919
1917
1953
1918
1962

1962
1927
1900
1919
1908
1947
1914
1881
1958
1943
1965
1967
1917
1966
1946
1966
1900

sample of Universities and Colleges having colleges:

Ar~zona. State University
University of Arizona
University of Arkansas
Bowling Green
Boston University
Br~dley University
Br7gharn Young University
University of Cincinnati
Col~rado State University
Creighton University
Denver University
Drake University
Eastern
.
.
.
Univ
. New Mexico
University
Un. ers~ ty of Houston
iversity of Idaho

1955
1948
1926
1935
1913
1946
1884
1906
1957
1920
1908
1919
1966
1942
1925

I

'II

,

•

I.:

State Univ. of New York
State Univ. of N.Y.-Buffalo
New York University
Univ. of North Carolina
Northwestern University
Oregon State University
University of Oregon
University of Pennsylvania
Purdue University
Texas Christian University
Univ. of Texas, Arlington
Univ. of Texas, El Paso
University of Washington
Univ. of Washington, Seattle
Wayne State University
Wisconsin state
University of Wisconsin

-3-

Idaho state
University of Iowa
Kansas state University
Kent state University
University of Kentucky
Louisiana state University
Marquette University
university of Maryland
Michigan state Unive 7sity.
Mississippi State University
University of Nebraska
university of New Mexico
New Mexico state University
city University of New York

1963
1907
1963
1936
1925
1928
1910
1938
1944
1915
1919
1947
1964
1968

. I

I

11
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lfami~~tion to Establish£!: Validate Credit
A

student admitted to regular status in an undergraduate college of

the Universi ty may, with appropriate approval, take an examination
to establish o r validate credit in courses appearing in the University's general catalog and in

which he has not been previously

enrolled at the University of New Mexico.
department concerned is required.

An interview with the

Upon recommendation of the

department chairman and approval by the dean or director of his
college, the student secures from his college office a permit for
the examination , pays in advance the required fee of $2 • 50 per
credit hour, and presents the receipted permit to the department
as authorization to take the examinaticn.

credit will be allowed

and placed on the student's permanent record only if a grade of

c or better is earned..

Credits earned by examination may count

toward graduation requirements but do not apply to residence
requirements.

,-1-
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SOME QUESTI ONS ABOUT "STATEMENT REGARDING CERTAIN RIGHTS OF STUDEN'.l.1Stt
A PRONOUNCEMZNT OF 'l'HE AC·\D8MIC F'RECDOM AND 'TENURE COMMIT1'EE

Fr·om E~

h..,

Baughl'lla.n

lcn exami nation of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee Bt a teme nt on f.'cudent
rl[.hts sur: ests sorne i nteresting and sornP di.sturhing questi ons ~

J.. l·/hen was the Commi ttee charged with t.h~ nr()tedion of ~;tudent s u rights'? ('rhis
document r e flects an unacknowledged shift (probably a usurpation ) o f Gornm:i ttee
responsibilityi from protectin~ the academic freedom of teache r s to pr otecting
the academic freedom o f students.. How can one Commit t ee do bot h? F..specially
lf r:i.ghts of the two groups conflict?
I

W
hat events or sit uations precipitated the Committee action?

$,

Wcwt f frst- hand knowl edge did the Committee have of v:l.olat:i.ons?

f,

lo/hat inYestigat i ons of alleged violations d:i.d t he Committee make?

(N-,te~

Ifone 11

accor ding to the chairman of the Committeeo)
5, Is the recent ly publicized action of the head f ootba ll coa ch within t he pu:r.,r:l.ew
of t he Academic Fre edom and Tenure Commi ttee? ( A.s I understa nd the si taation.
the Athletic Depar tment is non-academic arid re·p orts directl y t o the Pr es ident
of t he Univer s i tyo)
..)

Is it fair or legal for the Committee to censure an indivirl.uaJ witho1.1t knowing
the det ails or history of those rules upon which censure is based?

7•

Why is faculty concurrence necessary or desirable afte r t he Committee bar; made
i t s pr onouncement '? Since when does the faculty ratify Academi c Freedom and
Tenure actions except for changes in the academic fre edom and tenure policy?..~
~~ Po 42q (e) 9 (ii)o

8. To what extent

should the faculty legislate on fads or their reflection in
campus life 9 fads being transitory by nature and definition?

Ho1J can a facult y- legislate i n an area dealing with undefinable minimums
mentioned in the statement?

'

·•

v.'~y did the Commit l:ee pronouncement appear in the campus newspaper and t.h

cny newspapers before it reached the faculty?
to t he Press at all?
l,

b.',
Why was the statement relcwsc ci

!~'\-~r. it possible
not to regard the statement as ~mplied but obvious <:e
Feldman and other known or suspected nolators?
is

1s-x. -J

Rudy

•
·,-.."'-~t tha t the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee with araw
'
t h e s 1,2,,:;eme·n;
.
•
•
"~su.::';.""'
1r1
considera tion and that it t ake whatever necessary steps ~o recti~? th~. da;,.:...,~~
l ,,,,.. :/ doneo I can only conclude that the Committee acted hastily Q a r b:1 ;;r o.1·:u.y ~ c:..:•.:..
ia·c.,1i1Y If the .statement or one like it is offered in faculty me eting, I urct

. ~~--t

0

he defeated,,

