REPORT

ATTACHMENT 3.

Faculty Advisory Committee
By action of the Faculty Senate on February 2, 1983 the Faculty Advisory Committee was
directed to "evaluate the process used in eliminating the undergraduate program in the College
of Education" and to report to the Senate at its April 6 meeting.
The Board of Trustees at its December 10, 1982 meeting approved a number of measures
recommended by the President of the University in order to comply with budgetary reductions
exacted by state authority, i.e., under the deadline of January 15, 1983 to report proposed
fiscal cuts to the Budget and Control Board. One of the proposals approved was to "Initiate
steps to phase out the undergraduate professional program in the College of Education." The
resulting "approximate total cost savings" of $402,000 reflects the largest academic unit
budgetary cut listed for 1983-84. (See excerpt from printed minutes of Board of Trustees.)
Discussion focused on directions thought desirable to enhance the role of the College of Education, but no detailed plan was presented to replace the program to be phased out. Presentations against the proposal were made by representatives of the faculty of the College of
Education. The reaction of members of the College faculty expressed at the Board meeting
reflected disagreement with the academic implications of the proposal and with the perceived
abruptness of notification of the proposal to the them one week earlier.
Actions leading up to the approval by the Board of Trustees of the President's proposal to
set into motion the elimination of the undergraduate program in the College of Education raise
issues regarding the roles of the University administration, representative faculty committees
and the faculty of the College of Education in eliminating existing programs and installing new
ones.
In undertaking to "evaluate the process used in eliminating the undergraduate program in
the College of Education" the Faculty Advisory Committee has examined the provisions of the
Faculty Manual, the chronology of events involving the administration, the general faculty and
the college, it has also interviewed interested and responsible University officers and colleagues.
Faculty Manual
Although the University faculty has "legislative power in all matters pertaining to ...
the educational policies and standards of the University" (FM-13) and college faculties share
in the determination of their educational policies (FM-22), the Faculty Manual seldom expressly
refers to programs. The Board of Trustees Committee on Academic Affairs and Faculty Liaison
has authority to be informed regarding educational policies and programs and to consider the
development of new programs for submission to the State Commission of Higher Education. (FM-4)
The Academic Forward Planning Committee, styled an Advisory Council within the Administrative
Organization of the University, has "the duty and responsibility of assisting the President in
the establishment of priorities of proposed programs and the initiation of plans for new academic
programs and concepts throughout the University." (FM-9) By contrast, express authority over
matters essential to the existence of certain programs such as curriculum and degree requirements
is primarily within the legislative authority of the faculty delegated to it by the Board.
The authority to establish and terminate programs appears to bear on the collective responsibilities of the administration, the faculty generally and affected academic units in the
measure that the program in question requires or invites their participation. The authority to
initate and eliminate programs must in some instances be administrative if the authority of the
University administration regarding the educational and business policies of the institution
and its own responsibility for curriculum development and academic standards is to be carried
out effectively. (FM-5) The general faculty acting through appropriate committees acts in
legislative, consultative and implementing roles. The affected academic units in the determination of their educational policies must also be seen to have a role regarding programs.
(FM-22) At what point their authority is engaged is a matter which appears to be left to the
peculiarities of the programs themselves and the circumstances that signal their initiation or
termination. Appropriately timed participation by concerned faculty in the transition from
existing to new programs within an on-going complex of programs would normally include decisions
to "phase out" or "eliminate" programs.
THE PROCESS
Phasing out the existing undergraduate program in the College of Education and replacing
it with a program calling for a curriculum major or the equivalent from another college and a
component of education courses of an upper level or graduate school type reflects budgetary and
academic considerations. Some aspects of the University's fiscal problems have been before the
University faculty for some time . Numerous references have been made by the President, the
Provost and the Chairman of the Faculty Senate regarding the consultative role of the Senate
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Steering Committee in the analysis of budgetary reductions and the determination of priorities
in view of the impact of fiscal cuts on academic and administrative units. That tenured positions, the last to be touched, were implicated is clear from announcement of the formation and
meeting of the nine member faculty committee. The financial cutbacks and possible programmatic
reductions facing the entire University were referred to by the President at meetings of the
Faculty Senate in the Fall. At the December 1 meeting of the Faculty Senate, the President
announced that the administration would take its proposals to the Board on December 10. He
added that the Board would be ready to hear comments from interested faculty at that time.
Word of cuts facing the College of Education appears to have reached some college faculty
in early October. It is reported that the Dean subsequently requested a meeting of all faculty
in the Teacher Education Unit which was held on November 4 to discuss the impact of the University's budget cuts on programs in Teacher Education. It has been described as well attended,
including members of other units of the college. Discussion is said to have been lively regarding budgetary considerations, but indicating no specific direction to plan new programs.
The Dean of the College may be said to have had knowledge and approved of the possibile phase
out of the program in undergraduate education, but evidence in this regard does not appear in
minutes or reports of formal faculty meetings until December 3. That changes in the academic
programs of the College of Education were "in the air" may also be gathered from the recollections of some members of the faculty and from reports such as that in the State newspaper,
~· the account of faculty uneasiness about the rumored elimination of the undergraduate
program (Nov. 14, 1982). The College of Education was, for a time the current academic year
engaged in a self-study of its internal organization which can be expected to have had in view
the improvement or modification of the existing undergraduate program and the impact of budgetary considerations.
It was not, however, until the faculty were called to meet with the Provost on December 3,
that the proposal to supplant the existing undergraduate program in Education was formally
presented as an administrative decision intended to be presented for the approval of the Board
of Trustees at its regular meeting on December 10 in order to be implemented. At that December 3 meeting of the College, a resolution opposing the elimination of the undergraduate
program was adopted and plans were set up to present that position to the Board of Trustees.
The timeliness and extent of engaging faculty responsibility for the policy of the college
(compare FM-22) is to be evaluated in the light of administrative strategies which do not
appear to have been governed by the need to secure formal faculty endorsement of the proposal
to phase out the program before submission of the matter to the Board for approval at its
December 10 meeting. Among such strategies which may be inferred are: to avoid unnecessarily
or prematurely alarming or appearing to menace the sense of employment security; to put off
until inescapable the ordering of cuts that might upon the later exercise of outside authority
prove to be unnecessary; and to minimize the impact of partisan campaigning which, however well
intentioned, could impede the University's compliance with forced budget cuts.
It should be noted that the action by the Board to set into motion the phasing out of the
existing undergraduate program in the College of Education necessarily implies a direction to
the College to participate with the other colleges in the formulation of new University programs
for the preparation of teachers in a manner presumably not inconsistent with the Board's understanding of the intent with which the proposal was made. It may be that the provisions of the
Faculty Manual regarding administrative authority to act in the manner chosen to obtain approval
for the phasing out of the existing program are imprecise. It should be noted, however, that a
number of the major components of any new program - standards of admission, requirements for
degrees, curriculum - await legislative action by college and University faculties. It is
understood that these aspects will be developed in regular course through channels designated
in the Faculty Manual.
GENERAL FACULTY INVOLVEMENT
The Provost and the President have since early in the academic year been in continuing
dialogue with the faculty Senate Steering Committee (as enlarged ad hoc by action of the Senate
on October 6) regarding budgetary cuts currently exacted of the University by state authroity.
(See the schedule of meetings detailed in Chairman Patterson's remarks at the February 2 Faculty
Senate Meeting.) The focus of these numerous meetings has been fiscal and all aspects of
University finances have been reviewed in considerable detail in an atmosphere of frank consultation. The impact of cuts on administrative operations, academic programs, affected personnel
and student and community interests has necessitated the formulation of priorities taking the
mix of such factors into account. Compare Chairman Patterson's remarks at the March meeting of
the Faculty Senate. The extent to which the advice of the Steering Committee, including recommendations presented to the administration the first week in November, 1982 has or has not
influenced the judgment of the University administration seems less important than that a
representative faculty committee has been consulted. The accountability, moreover, for settling upon budgetary recommendations, even those involving the termination or modification of
academic programs, remains with the administration.
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Insofar as such administrative recommendations bear on University personnel, University
regulations govern the manner of terminating employment. Those which. may bear on the termination of tenured faculty positions in case of financial exigency or the termination of academic
programs call for the formation of a nine person faculty committee to act with the President to
identify positions which may be affected. (FM as amended of the Faculty Senate, November 1,
1980) The formation and membership of the committee were reported to the Senate by Chairman
Patterson on December 1, 1982. Although the President and the nine faculty members have met,
the decision when to move further in order actually to terminate affected positions lies with
the President. To date no such move has been made and no implicated tenured position has been
terminated.
CONCLUSION
Evaluation of the process used in eliminating the undergraduate program in the College of
Education must take into account the unusual circumstances in which it was made. It is the
opinion of the Faculty Advisory Committee that representative general faculty opinion and
advice regarding compliance with forced budgetary cuts have been obtained through consultation
with the Senate Steering Committee as enlarged for this purpose and that the interests of the
several academic divisions have been considered by the Steering Committee. Given the need
perceived by the administration to move definitively, the course chosen by the administration
in carrying out the educational and business policies of the institution was governed more by a
need to make an effective proposal to the Board of Trustees on December 10 than to engage the
affected college faculty in extended formal involvement in a matter of college concern. The
expectation of timely notice to the college faculty, however, is not entirely satisfied by the
varying degrees of earlier insight and knowledge of some members of the faculty and the fact
that the financial condition of the college had been announced to a unit of the faculty a month
earlier. That one week's formal notice to the college faculty was felt by the administration
to be a necessary strategy in successfully pursuing the proposal made to the Board is a cause
for reflection. It is also a cause for reflection that the college administration and faculty,
mindful of the possible impact of budget cuts, appeared to have formulated no programmatic
changes of their own and that there was and remains significant faculty opposition to the
programmatic change favored by the University administration and the Dean of the College.
It is the conclusion of this Committee that the process used in eliminating the undergraduate program in the College of Education, reportedly precipitated by necessary financial considerations, displaced the normally desirable though incompletely defined process according to
which affected unit faculty expect to be timely involved in programmatic changes that require
study, planning, the development of curricula and other aspects of an on-going academic enterprise. To the extent that the process evidences academic planning, as distinguishable from
financial management "under the gun" of mandated cuts, it should not be viewed as setting
precedent or accepted as signaling the preemption of faculty responsibility in the educational
policies of the University. Early involvement of the college and university faculties in
carrying out the mandate of the Board to plan and formulate a new educational program will
serve to reflect the principle of faculty responsibility and cooperative administrative action .
The provisions of the Faculty Manual in the context of this matter remain on the agenda of
the Faculty Advisory Committee in order to consider possible amendments to be acted upon by the
Faculty Sentate.
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