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MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
November 4, 1996

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Jeffiey L. Warburton at 3:05 p.m. in Room 146 of the
College of Law.

Present: Senators Aleamoni, Atwater, Barrett, Brown, Chen, Clarke, Dahlgran, D. Davis, T. Davis, Desai,
Dy!, Emrick, Feltham, Garcia, Gerber, Glittenberg, Gruener, Larson, Levy, Maré, Medine, Meyer,
Myers, J. O'Brien, Pitt, Poss, Reeves, Schooley, Schwarz, Silverman, Sliger, Sugiyama, Sypherd,
Troy, Warburton, Witte, and Zwolinski. Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Abrains, Anderson, Coons, Dvorak, Erickson, Forbes, Garrard, Gore, Huete, Hurt,
Jacobs, Joens, McCaslin, Mitchell, Neuman, S. O'Brien, Pacheco, Schiffer, Sharkey, Szilagyi,
Taylor, Williams, and Wilson.

OPEN SESSION

Senator Silverman referred to articles in the Arizona Daily Wildcat and other newspapers regarding the post-
tenure review procedures being developed at the state's universities. The Arizona Board of Regents will
establish the broad policy for continuing review, and each campus will implement the policy in its own way.
The newspaper articles noted that the UA's continuing review procedures document, approved at the Faculty
Senate meeting on October 14, 1996, affords greater protections for faculty than the corresponding documents
at the other institutions. Senator Silverman expressed the hope that the UA's representatives to the Arizona
Faculties CouncilSenators Schwarz, Aleamoni, and Warburtonwould take the message to the AFC, which
in turn would relay it to the Arizona Board of Regents, that the faculty would like to have input into the policy
before it is adopted. He added that another concern is the comment attributed to Regent Munger in the Arizona
Daily Wildcat that he did not want the universities to have to prove they were not arbitrary and capricious.
Although Senator Silverman said he was not sure what Mr. Munger meant by that statement, he knew there
was some concern about setting benchmarks. We should, he noted, make sure that we do set benchmarks that
we feel comfortable with, so that our colleagues are not treated arbitrarily or capriciously in any way; the only
way we can assure that is to have a policy that has protections and benchmarks. Senator Silverman concluded
by saying he hoped that the Board of Regents does not move too quickly on this issue, but continues to allow
the universities the opportunity for input before a policy is adopted.

REPORTS

President Manuel Pacheco

Senator Warburton announced that there would be no President's report, since President Pacheco was
unavailable. He was in Phoenix serving on a special committee appointed by ABOR to discuss the fiscal plan
of all three universities.

Provost Paul Sypherd

Provost Sypherd began by noting that the ABOR meeting on November 1 had been the friendliest, most positive
Regents' meeting he had witnessed in his nearly four years at the UA. He added that Senators owed a great
debt to the leadership of the faculty and the Arizona Faculties Council, because they shepherded the post-tenure
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review document through channels for almost a year. He added that the document is a good one, which he
hoped the Regents would not modify a great deal, but the important battle has been won: The Regents have
now retreated from the continued discussion of the role of tenure in universities.

He then read a prepared statement regarding the results of the questionnaire related to the Provost's
performance, which were released by the Committee of Eleven earlier in the day. He noted that he had had no
prior discussion with committee members about his duties and performance objectives, or about the questions
to be posed to fculty members. About one-quarter of the eligible faculty responded to the survey, and the
results of the poli provided him with a picture of areas that need his attention for improvement, notably in the
area of relationships with tculty. On the positive side, he continued, the survey showed that the majority of
respondents believe that the UA has improved overall in its instructional and research programs, its national
reputation, and the quality of community service. Respondents also reacted favorably on items concerning the
Provost's commitment, communication ability, willingness to make difficult decisions, and trustworthiness.
However, he noted, the survey raises serious questions for all faculty, especially the Faculty Senate: If there
are to be parallel processes for evaluating University administrators and faculty, processes that recognize
University policy, it may be the appropriate time for the APPC to develop them. He added that he was
confident that fàculty would not wish to have their performance reviews conducted without reference to duties
and performance objectives, or by individuals unfamiliar with the assigned duties, or in a manner that invites
and then publishes anonymous ad hominem, insulting, and injurious comments. The publication of anonymous
comments raises serious procedural and ethical issues, he said. His criticisms of the process and survey
instrument aside, he added, he would reflect on the comments and perceptions contained in the report and
remain mindfiil of them in the context of his responsibilities and the changing environment for higher education.
He concluded by saying that he had no desire other than to be successful in discharging his responsibilities as
Provost and to participate in the many successes of this great University.

Chair of the Faculty John Schwarz

Chair Schwarz began by noting that he, too, saw both positive and negative results from the responses to the
aforementioned questionnaire. By a plurality in the Provost's survey, respondents do feel that the University has
improved and is moving forward in a number of key areas. However, there are also some genuine problems that
survey respondents have identified. One of the most important of these concerns, in his judgment, has to do with
feelings about inadequate faculty involvement in and input into decision-making at the University; he, too, thinks this
is a problem, he noted. Chair Schwarz then called attention to the document distributed on Senators' desks: a
proposal from the Senate task force on co-governance about the establishment of shared governance, l'bis proposal
will be a main topic of discussion at the December 2 Senate meeting, he noted. He asked Senators to review the
document and submit their comments by November 18 to Senator Schooley, chair of the Academic Personnel Policy
Committee, so that the input can be incorporated into the draft before the Senate discussion on December 2.

Chair Schwarz reported on the November 1 ABOR meeting, specifically the discussion about post-tenure review:
Nothing will be known for certain until the next Board meeting, or the one aller that, but the general discussion at the
last meeting indicated that the Board seems willing to accept the main tenets of the proposal that the Faculty Senate
adopted at its October 14 meeting. The Board is likely to make some modificationsfor example, to specify that a
development plan between a unit and a faculty member be put in writing, and that such plans take no more than a
certain defined period to develop. He noted that he would take the position that Senator Silverman articulated earlier
to the Arizona Faculties Council, and ask them to relay it to the Board of Regents. He concluded by commenting on
faculty salaries: Immediately aller dealing with post-tenure review, ABOR discussed faculty salaries and voted
unanimously to recommend to the State Legislature that salaries at the UA be raised from their present level to the
50th percentile for peer institutions. The amount of money involved is approximately $4-5 million.

Secretary of the Faculty Rose Gerber

Secretary Gerber stated that she had no report for this meeting.
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Presiding Officer Jeff Warburton

Senator Warburton asked Senators to check their e-mail addresses as listed on the sheets contained in their
packets and report any errors to him immediately after the meeting. He noted that the statistics on promotion
and tenure in the packets are an informational item. On another matter, he announced that, starting in February
1997, the Faculty Senate minutes would be posted on the Faculty Senate Homepage, but only after they have
been approved by the Senate. Those who would like to continue receiving the minutes in writing can request
that, but he would prefer that the Homepage be used as much as possible, so that mailing costs can be reduced.

President of ASUA Rhonda Wilson

There was no report, since Senator Wilson was unable to attend.

4. QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

Senator Witte asked Senator Warburton ifthe minutes ofFaculty Senate meetings would still be mailed to the General
Faculty, as they have been in the past, to which Senator Warburton responded that they would be if culty members

request them. Senator Witte commented that this is the Senate's one means of direct communication with the General
Faculty, and she doubted ifmany faculty members would request that the minutes be mailed to them. Senator Medine
asked Wthis issue had been discussed at a Senate meeting. Senator Warburton replied that it had not; the electronic
distribution was his idea in order to save thousands ofdollars annually in mailing costs. This would be similar to the
distribution ofother documents, such as the General Catalog, which are now available online. Anyone who does not
have computer and/or Homepage access can still have the minutes mailed to them. If the system does not work well,

he added, we can return to the old method of mailing minutes to everyone. Senator Pitt noted that many Art
Department faculty members do not have access to e-mail; she asked if they would have to request the minutes ai

mailed form. Senator Warburton said that had not been definitely decided, but faculty members would probably be
polled and asked to return a card indicating that they would like to continue receiving the minutes in writing. Senator
Garcia asked that the policy be reversedthat forms be distributed to faculty, asking them to respond if they want to
have the mailing discontinued. Senator Witte recalled that several years ago there was an abrupt discontinuance of
the distribution of minutes, which she did not feel was related to fiscal concerns. She added that the decision to
change the distribution should not be a matter of executive privilege, but should require a Senate vote; she said
Senator Garcia's suggestion would be a good solution. Senator Maré said he thought each faculty member should
have the right to state that he or she no longer wishes to receive the mailed minutes. Senator Myers asked if the
minutes would just be available on the Homepage, or if they would be sent via e-mail to faculty; Senator Warburton
responded that the plan is to post the minutes on the Homepage, rather than e-mail them to individual faculty
members. In that case, Senator Myers noted, faculty members would have to monitor the Homepage to be aware of
the date of disinbution. Senator T. Davis asked for assurance that the minutes would continue to be mailed to all
faculty until they requested discontinuation. If electronic transmission of minutes is used, he urged that it be done via
e-mail rather than the Homepage, since the latter requires accessing something instead of receiving it automatically; he
also noted that we do not know what percentage of the faculty is linked electronically into the system. He

recommended that no decision be made today, and that the minutes continue to be distributed as they are for the time
being. Senator Schooley reported that he is a member of the Information Technology Council, which is trying to
locate funds to expand the campus network in order to keep up with the volume of electronic mail; he recommended
that the minutes be posted on the Homepage, and that faculty members be sent an e-mail noti about when and where
the minutes can be accessed. In response to an inquiry from Senator Myers, Senator Schooley noted that over 80
percent of the faculty have electronic mail access, and a smaller number have Web access.

Senator Garcia asked Chair Schwarz about the amount of money allocated to faculty salary increases; while Chair
Schwarz had mentioned $4-5 million, the newspapers reported a figure somewhere between $43 million and $50
million. Chair Schwarz speculated that the higher figure referred to the amount needed for all four campuses, for both
faculty and staff increases. The $4-5 million represents the amount needed just for the UA faculty.
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Senator Silverman asked if the additional money for salaries is approved by the Legislature, will it fund the
perfbmiance-based compensation plan that we passed? Senator Sypherd responded that he hoped not, since this
funding is being described as a market adjustment, and the arguments to justify it are based on distance of the mean of
our salaries from the mean of our peer universities. It is a three-year "catch-up" plan, the total price of which is about
$50 million for culty and staff over three years. The performance-based compensation plan is something that would
be in addition to this funding.

Senator J. O'Brien confmmcd with Senator Sypherd that this plan is a "phase-in" to the 50th percentile, and he noted
that we are being asked to be best, but they are proposing to compensate us in the 50th percentile after three years.
There is an opportunity cost that we bear when we wait, he noted.

Senator Witte asked what "market" means when it is reported that we will be in the 50th percentile. Does this mean
that itwillbeacrosstheboard? Is itgomgtobe all ment? Will itbeperformance-based? Will itbebyelectedpeer
committees? Will it be based on whether we get outside offers? She concluded that if we are going into a market
area, we should at least have some idea where we are going.

Senator Garcia asked if the Academic Personnel Policy Committee had reviewed the promotion and tenure statistics
to examine the various changes that were made from departmental recommendations. Senator Schooley responded
that the next APPC meeting was scheduled for the following day, and it was the committee's intention to do so at that
time. Senator Garcia asked if there would be further Senate discussion after the APPC reviews the statistics, and
Senator Schooley replied that it was difficult to be certain until after the committee had met. Senator Garcia noted
that there are three cases that seem to be in limbo; on the fifih page of the document there is a notation that these cases
have been given extensions beyond seven years. Senator Schooley agreed to discuss that issue in the committee's
meeting, and he asked if there were any other areas of concern. Senator Garcia responded that the main area of
conoern for the Senate is whether the numbers look appmpriate.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 7, 1996

The minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting on October 7, 1996, were approved as distributed.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PROPOSAL TO CHANGE DESIGNATION OF WOMEN'S
STUDIES FROM COMMITTEE TO DEPARTMENT (Attachments)

Dr. Ann Weekes, Chair of the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee, noted that this change had been
approved by the ICPC and the Undergraduate Council, but there was a difference of opinion in the Graduate
Council. Dr. Weekes gave a brief profile of the Women's Studies Committee: In 1992 an external review
committee ranked the unit in the top 15 of its kind in the United States, out of approximately 600 similar
programs. In 1993 the Committee on the Organization and Structure of the College of Arts and Sciences
recommended that Women's Studies seek departmental status, so this proposal has been in process for two
years. Because Women's Studies is a field of study rather than a single discipline, faculty members from many
different disciplines teach in Women's Studies. However, there is a core of women's studies theoretical course
work that all faculty engage in, focusing on their different perspectives. Women's studies is a field of study
that has arisen in the last 30 years out of a need to study women separately. The UA Women's Studies
Committee has 8 core faculty and 50 affiliated faculty from around the University. As it stands now, the
Women's Studies Committee fulfills all of the criteria established by the Arizona Board of Regents for a
department: It offers degrees and course work in a field of study; it has assigned faculty and staff; it is
responsible for teaching, research, and public service; it has separate identification and University budget; and
it is reviewed every seven years. This proposal will not require any further funding. Women's Studies
graduates are employed in social work, education, or human services; they are also very welcome in
professional schools, because they are recognized to have looked at concerns across disciplines and to have
developed critical thinking skills. At the moment, there are 44 majors in the Women's Studies program. The
UA program is especially noteworthy because of its relationship with its research arm, SIROW (Southwest
Institute for Research on Women). which has received more than $7.5 million in external funding over the past
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several years. The Women's Studies Committee has been a leader in integrating curnculum improvements
throughout the University, and it has received funding to do so from the Ford Foundation, the U.S. Department
of Education, and the National Endowment for the Humanities. It has been seen as a model for
interdisciplinary studies, she concluded.

Senator Warburton announced that the floor was now open for discussion on the proposal to change the status
of Women's Studies from committee to department, which comes to the Senate as a seconded motion [Motion
1996/97-321 from the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee.

Senator Garcia asked if there was someone present from the Graduate Council who could explain that body's
position on this matter. Senator Gerber noted that she is on the Graduate Council, but she supported the
proposal and could not recall the opposition.

Senator Glittenberg asked whether Women's Studies, if and when it becomes a department, would receive any
indirect costs from SIROW. Dr. Weekes referred the question to Dr. Judy Temple, Director of the Women's
Studies Committee, who responded that Women's Studies and SIROW already use those indirect cost funds to
further their endeavors. SIROW has its own independent budget, but through an agreement the two units use
those funds for projects that are mutually beneficial, she added.

Senator Gruener noted that although he is no longer a member of the Graduate Council, he was an ex-officio
member when this issue was discussed, in his role as Director of Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs. The
Graduate Council's vote to refuse the Women's Studies request for departmental status had to do with what
was just mentioned, i.e., the very strong interdisciplinary nature of the program, which seems to argue against
its being a department on academic grounds.

Senator T. Davis asked what the advantage is for Women's Studies to be a department rather than a committee,
when as a committee they can draw in from all the interdisciplinary factors, similar to what the Committee on
Neuroscience does. Neuroscience is a much stronger entity as a committee than it ever would be as a unique,
independent department, he added. Dr. Weekes responded that being a department should enable Women's
Studies to hire more prestigious scholars; people in general do not want to be hired by a committee in an
academic institution, when they can be part of a unit that is recognized as a department at another institution.
For students, Dr. Weekes added, it would be more advantageous to graduate from a departmental program than
from a committee.

Senator Feltham said that he had served on the committee for the Journalism review; many of the
characteristics being described were applied to Journalism in order to eliminate it as a department. Senator
Feltham asked if it would not be an advantage for Women's Studies to maintain their current status as a
committee. Dr. Weekes replied that she could not think of any advantage to this; obviously, departments also
can be abolished, but she thought having departmental status would provide Women's Studies with greater
security within the University system.

Senator Troy stated that he thought that Women's Studies should be granted departmental status if the
leadership there wants it, but that he was confused about the advantages of being a program or being a
department. The Humanities Program, for example, is not under the supervision of a particular dean. It seems
that the program determines whether there is an advantage to reporting to a dean. There is also the issue of the
proliferation of courses, he concluded. Dr. Weekes clarified that the Women's Studies request for departmental
status was not for the purpose of requesting additional courses or funding.

Senator Poss noted that he did not understand why the interdisciplinary nature of a field means that it should
not be a department; there are certain advantages to being a department which would allow the University to
execute its duties in the area of gender discourse in Women's Studies much better than it does now.
Essentially, the change would be one of title. Some of our fields are interdisciplinary, and if they have a home
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in a department, it can give them advantages, particularly as it relates to undergraduates and offering them a
wide array of liberal arts majors, he concluded.

Senator Maré asked whether the eight tenured or tenure-track faculty currently in the Women's Studies
program are tenured in other departments. If so, would they be moved out of those departments if a Women's
Studies Department is established? Dr. Temple responded that three of the faculty members are tenured within
Women's Studies; two others who are approaching four- and six-year tenure reviews also will have their tenure
in Women's Studies. The program has had the ability to tenure faculty for the past three years, and since that
time all of the faculty have chosen to have their tenure hold in Women's Studies.

Senator Desai asked for statistics on the program: e.g., the number of students graduated with bachelor's
degrees and master's degrees, a list of publications emerging from the program, and the number of students
placed in employment. Dr. Weekes reported that there is a list of publications, and, in fact, there are many
important publications associated with the program. Dr. Temple noted that the Women's Studies major was
established in the mid-1980s, and the master of arts degree was initiated two years ago. With regard to
employment, Dr. Weekes stated that Women's Studies graduates have gone into education, human services,
social services, professional schools, or graduate programs in Women's Studies.

Senator Poss said it seemed to him that we want to offer students, particularly at the undergraduate level, a
roster of possible majors, and given the importance of gender discourse in the country today, the UA should
have a Women's Studies Department, as well as an undergraduate major and graduate program. It is
particularly puzzling that we are debating this when we already have an undergraduate major, he added. It
seems in offering this the University has made a statement that there is a coherence to the field, but yet we do
not have a department for the purposes of administration and organization.

Senator Medine noted that traditionally programs have not had budgeted funds, and the major distinction
between departments and programs/committees has been the presence or absence of budgeted funds. He
referred to page 9 of the Women's Studies proposal, where the document reports that in 1990 Provost Jack
Cole committed six new faculty lines to Women's Studies. Thus, Women's Studies has virtually had
departmental status since that time, and at this point we are simply discussing a label, he concluded.

Senator Atwater stated that she is strongly supportive of this proposal, because the title "committee" has
typically been used for interdisciplinary graduate programs, and not for undergraduate programs that offer a
major. She added that she agreed with Senators Poss and Medine that when a unit has a major and budget
lines, departmental status is a next step. Women's Studies has been present on campus for some time and is
well integrated into the structure of many faculties. Additionally, SIROW is very well known and respected. It
would be only proper and appropriate to grant departmental status to this unit, she concluded.

Senator Garcia said that he was concerned that the Graduate Council apparently perceived a lack of strength in
the program. He also noted that there are several very strong units on campus (i.e., the Tree Ring Laboratory)
that function well without departmental status. He added that he supported Senator Desai's idea of obtaining
data regarding the Women's Studies program.

Senator Myers asked for clarification about the status of the approximately 50 affiliated faculty if and when
Women's Studies becomes a department; Dr. Weekes responded that their status would not changethey will
continue to teach courses that are cross-listed or are listed in Women's Studies, and they will continue to be
involved with interdisciplinary work with Women's Studies. Dr. Temple added that the bylaws created by
Women's Studies several years ago provide that affiliated faculty meet with central faculty at least twice a year
and have advisory and voting ability on hiring decisions and other matters. Senator Myers asked what the
relationship between SIROW and Women's Studies would be if departmental status is granted. Dr. Weekes
replied that the relationship would not change; currently SIROW and Women's Studies work very closely
together, sharing the same staff, and SIROW often funds projects that Women's Studies faculty are engaged in.
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Senator Myers commented that most departments do not have a separate research organization, even though
they have external funds.

Senator Witte noted that she has been a strong supporter of Women's Studies programs for the past several
decades. She added, however, that she has two concerns about the request: (1) The Faculty Senate is being
asked to overrule a faculty committee (i.e., the Graduate Council), without a member the Graduate Council
here to explain the negative vote of that body, and without the minutes of either the Graduate Council meeting
or the ICPC meeting that dealt with this issue. Thus, the Senate is being asked to substitute their academic
judgment based only upon the Provost's letter and the application of the Women's Studies program.
(2) Women's Studies has been expanded at a time that Journalism, in the same college, was slated for
elimination. The same arguments used to tiy to eliminate Journalism (scarcity of funds and low rate of
placement of graduates in their field of training) seem to apply to Women's Studies, as well. She concluded by
saying that she is, nevertheless, in support of Women's Studies as a discipline, a program, and a legitimate area
of scholarship.

Senator Sypherd noted that the relationship of SIROW to the Women's Studies program is a historical one that
is not unlike the development of different laboratories within a department (e.g., Chemistry) that administer an
essential function, usually research, for the department. Women's Studies personnel are seeking both status
and stature in their request for departmental status; after 21 years on campus, Women's Studies has established
itself as a highly visible and highly credible program that enters into gender discourse at many different levels.
With regard to deliberation by Senate committees, Senator Sypherd noted, one committee has reviewed the
program's data and has recommended departmental status through its chair; another committee has come to an
opposite conclusion, but along very narrow grounds. He concluded by saying that he could not find any reason
not to honor the commitment made by the previous Provost to the unit.

Senator Garcia noted that he favored the creation of a Department of Women's Studies, but he made a motion
[Motion 1996/97-33J that the proposal for departmental status be tabled until the data that Senator Desai had
requested was available and someone from the Graduate Council could appear to explain the rationale for the
group's recommendation. Parliamentarian Sankey noted that normally a motion with conditions such as those
Senator Garcia attached would be a motion to postpone discussion until a certain time, whereas a motion to
table usually stands indefinitely, until and unless the issue is introduced again. Senator Garcia then withdrew
the conditions and restated his motion simply to table the matter. Motion seconded; motion defeated.

Senator Schooley asked what entity grants the privilege of tenure. Senator Sypherd replied that the question
has two answers. There is documentation to suggest that tenure resides in departments, but there is also
evidence that tenure resides with the University, depending on the circumstances and the policy consulted.
Senator Schooley asked if it is generally not within the purview of the Faculty Senate to decide whether tenure
should be granted by a particular unit. Parliamentarian Sankey reported that tenure has never come to the
Faculty Senate in the 25 years he has served. Senator Sypherd noted that the Faculty Senate has, however,
carefully defined the rights and privileges attached to tenure.

Senator Glittenberg spoke in favor of the Women's Studies proposal, because as a member of SIROW, she is
familiar with both the program and its research arm. SIROW is a consortium of universities throughout the
United States; it is a very prestigious institute and an excellent link with women's studies issues, particularly in
the Southwest. There is nothing similar to it, certainly not in our area, and the program needs departmental
status in order to be able to attract prestigious leadership and faculty, she said.

Senator Chen reported that he was at the Graduate Council meeting at which the Women's Studies proposal
was voted down, although he himself was in favor of the proposal. As Senator Gruener noted, the most
bothersome question to the majority of the Graduate Council members was that the M.A. program uses many
adjunct professors and courses from other departments.
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Senator Silverman noted that although he, too, is in fhvor of the proposal, something in addition to Provost
Sypherd's memo should have accompanied the proposal (e.g., a memo from ICPC outlining the differences of
opinion). He asked Dr. Weekes if the ICPC had seen a report from the Graduate Council or met with any of its
representatives, so that their concerns could be taken into consideration. Dr. Weekes responded that the ICPC
had not had contact with the Graduate Council on this matter; they had arrived at their recommendation
independently.

Senator Clarke commented that he is familiar with the Women's Studies program and is ready to believe all the
good things said about it, but he has a concern about another issue as a result of having read the report from the
Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC), which contains the oft-repeated message about
the need to reduce spending and consolidate programs. He asked what distinguishes this program from other
interdisciplinary programs such as Mexican American Studies, Judaic Studies, and Black Studies; if Women's
Studies is granted departmental status, should the same status be conferred on the others? Dr. Weekes noted
that she could not see any overlapping or duplication in the Women's Studies program, and departmental status
should be granted because it is already effectively functioning as a department. There is no reason to deny the
request, when it is acting in every way as a department, it is a credit to the University in both its students and
faculty, and it has a wonderful publishing record. Senator Clarke said that if these other programs make the
same persuasive arguments, we might be in a position of recognizing a whole host of new departments at a time
when we are trying to economize.

Senator Desai reiterated that he would like an opportunity to review the data on the program. Although he is in
favor of the proposal in principle, having statistics might help the Senate to understand the Graduate Council's
position.

Senator D. Davis asked Dr. Temple what Women's Studies was doing to address the concern expressed about
the graduate program. Dr. Temple responded that their core graduate courses are all fielded by the central
faculty in Women's Studies. However, the program's leadership felt that students in the M.A. program should
also täke courses outside of the central fbeulty, courses that are either cross-listed or are focused on gender, so
that their students can have an area of expertise. This practice occurs in many graduate programs, she added.

Myra Dinnerstein, former Director of Women's Studies, clarified that the Graduate College has approved the
M.A. program in Women's Studies. The only issue under dispute is the granting of departmental status to the
program.

The question was called. Motion 1996/97-32, to change the designation of Women's Studies from committee
to department, was passed, with one nay vote.

7. REPORT ON PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE (Attachment)

Dr. Joaquin Ruiz, Chair of the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC), began by
commenting that he is meeting with University groups to explain SPBAC's goals and plans, and to ask for
input from the campus community. SPBAC was created several years ago to centralize planning efforts for the
University, in an effort to avoid redundancy and duplication of effort. There are 2 SPBAC members, of
whom about half are faculty members; other members include representatives from the administration, staff,
and students. In 1995-96 SPBAC developed an environmental scan to evaluate factors affecting the University
environment; this scan is useful for planning and assessing priorities. SPBAC also provided advice about
budget cuts and the strategic plan last year. Dr. Ruiz then reviewed highlights of the environmental scan.
Despite reduced revenues for education, the UA continues to improve in rankings among public universities,
particularly in the areas of undergraduate education and research. To accomplish this, the UA has had to defer
maintenance; cut staff, administration, and faculty; and reduce library spending. Thus it is not surprising that
the UA library's ranking has dropped from 19th to 29th in the last 10 years. SPBAC's agenda for this year
includes determining ways to increase revenues, interfacing with other units' strategic planning committees,
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developing long-term strategy for the University, and optimizing use of resources. Dr. Ruiz concluded by again
inviting comment from the University community on SPBAC's activities and plans.

Senator Feltham noted that as a former member of SPBAC, he sees the committee as an important first step
toward getting real input from the thculty and staff into the administrative process; he added that he would like
to see SPBAC become the preliminary screening for all administrative financial decisions. He also commented
that during an anonymous computer survey of SPBAC members, none expressed the opinion that the
development of the Arizona International Campus was a worthwhile project. Obviously, he concluded,
SPBAC's opinions are not always heeded.

Senator Schooley asked about the precipitous decline in the reported public confidence in hi her education in
1991. Dr. Ruiz said he did not know a specific reason for this.

Senator Myers clarified that, even though thculty cuts are not listed on the overhead slide which explains how
the UA has reduced expenses, approximately 300 faculty positions were eliminated during this time. Referring
to the newspaper reprint of the environmental scan, he pointed out the statement under the "Administrative and
Support Costs" section that the Faculty Senate Committee on Administrative Costs had reviewed a proposal for
measuring administrative and support costs. Senator Myers noted that he is chair of the Senate's Select
Committee on Administrative Costs, and that committee had not reviewed or seen such a proposal; it did,
however, see a document relating to the definitions for administrative positions. He commented that the
statement in the reprint is misleading because it claims something that has not taken place.

8. REPORT ON FALL 1996 ENROLLMENT (Attachment)

Mr. Jerome Lucido, Assistant Vice President for Enrollment Services and Academic Support, began by
distributing statistics on the UA's Fall 1996 enrollment. The headcount enrollment for the current semester is
33,504, a decline of 1,273 students from last year. Of particular importance, he said, is the fact that the great
majority of this decline (977) was of Arizona residents, a drop which was unanticipated. On the other hand, the
decline in non-resident students was somewhat expected, because the Arizona Board of Regents had asked the
UA to reduce the ratio of non-resident students this year. The FTE enrollment aligned closely with the
headcount enrollment, with an FIE enrollment of 29,727, and a drop of 1,312 FTE from last year. There are
four areas that accounted for the decline, he continued: new student enrollment at the undergraduate level,
continuing students at the undergraduate level, continuing students at the graduate level, and new graduate
students. A significant reduction in the number of units that students enrolled for this fall also contributed to
the decline in the FTE figures. Academic quality and diversity indicators, however, are relatively steady. Since
the predicted increase in Arizona resident students did not materialize, ASU was the only stare university that
increased its enrollment of first-time freshmen, and that increase was only about 120 students. We need to look
careflilly at the models predicting vastly increased numbers of students in our state, Mr. Lucido said. The UA
has also experienced greatly increased competition from ASU and NAU, which have launched aggressive
recruiting efforts. Mr. Lucido noted that an enrollment management work group, chaired by Vice President
Gottfredson, has been formed. This group is divided into teams (a recruitment team, an FTE team, an
undergraduate retention team, and a graduate enrollment team) that are studying various aspects of the
enrollment picture. He concluded by inviting questions or comments.

Senator Emrick asked if it is known how much competition is from institutions other than ASU and NAU, e.g.,
the University of Phoenix and the Motorola program for graduate students. Mr. Lucido responded that Dean
Hixon is studying that issue, but at this point most of the decline in graduate student enrollment appears to be a
result of graduate students deciding not to continue their studies.

Senator Feltham complimented Mr. Lucido on his presentation, despite the fact that he had to deliver a rather
negative message. He then asked if the Arizona Board of Regents is using the original enrollment projection
figures or the revised, lower figures. Mr. Lucido responded that ABOR is using the revised figures. Senator

9



Feitham commented that the $5.7 million being used for 49 students at the Arizona International Campus could
fund many scholarships to help recruit students to the UA.

Senator Garcia noted that the enrollment management groups need to coordinate closely with fhculty and
departments to assure that we have enough faculty to handle an enrollment surge.

Senator Clarke asked if we know which UA departments are attracting the Flinn and National Merit Scholars.
Mr. Lucido said those statistics are available in his office; he noted that in general, National Merit Scholars
tend to gravitate toward math, science, and engineering fields, while Flinn Scholars vary by the class.

Senator Myers noted that the International Science and Engineering Fair was held in Tucson last May. He
asked what recruitment activities were held to attract the students who attended the fair. Mr. Lucido replied
that there was a UA table staffed at the fair throughout the event. Dr. Burke also noted that President Pacheco
had promised fair participants scholarships if they chose to attend the UA. Senator Levy noted that, since the
fair was held in May, it was probably too late to recruit freshmen for this fall; most students had probably
made their college choices by that time. He also commented on a larger issue by urging that faculty become
significantly more engaged in matters of recruitment. It would be very beneficial if this body would take up the
challenge of rallying the faculty to recruit students more aggressively, he said.

9. ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m.

Appendix*

Proposal to change the designation of Women's Studies from committee to department
Copies of overhead slides from presentation, "Planning for the Future" (J. Ruiz, SPBAC Chair)
Copies of overhead slides from presentation, "Fall 1996 Enrollment" (VP J. Lucido)
"New Realities Facing the University of Arizona" (environmental scan reprint)
Promotion and Tenure Statistics, Actions Taken in 1995-96 To Be Effective in 1996-97
Shared governance draft and cover memo dated 11/4/96 (distributed on Senators' desks)
Faculty Senate E-Mail Address List

*Copies of material listed in the Appendix are attached to the original minutes and are on file in the Faculty
Center.

Motions of the Meeting of November 4, 1996

1996/97-32 A motion to approve the proposal to change the designation of Women's Studies from
committee to department. Motion carried.

1996/97-33 A motion to table the proposal to change the designation of Women's Studies. Motion
defeated.
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