Northern Arizona University Faculty Senate 

December 8, 2003 - Kaibab Room

Members Present:  Roger Bacon, Janessa Bailey, Joseph Boles, Tom Brunell, David Camacho, Jeff Carrico, Marge Conger, Chuck Connell, Bill Culbertson, Susan Deeds, Mary Dereshiwsky, Joel DiBartolo, Jack Dustman, Kitty Gehring, Liz Grobsmith, John Haeger, Gloria Horning, Gae Johnson, Astrid Klocke, Volker Krause, Marty Lee, Barry Lutz, Melissa Marcus, Dave McKell, Janet McShane, Eric Meeks, Ray Michalowski, John Neuberger, Michael Ort, Nita Paden, Nancy Paxton, Mary Reid, Jon Reyhner, Reed Riner, Nando Schellen, Karen Sealander, David Sherry, Martin Sommerness, Karen Underhill, Peter Vadasz, Bob Yowell, Marsha Yowell.

Excused and Substitute:  Peggy Raines-William Stone, Guy Senese-?, Sandra Stone-William Stone, Patty Moore-Harper Johnson, Tom Waters (did not have phone set up), Laura Umphrey.

Absent:   David Arnall, Virginia Blankenship, Jose Colchado, William Gibson, Denise Helm, Richard Howey, Chunhye Kim Lee, Lon Owen, Brian Painter.

Visitors:  Charlene Wingo, Sanjam Ahluwalia, Blasé Scarnati, Gayle Houser, Pam Eibeck, John L.

ACTION ITEMS FROM MEETING:

1. Connell will meet with UCC chair regarding implementation of the Diversity requirements.

2. Faculty Senate will read UC 101 folder distributed and be prepared for discussion of UC 101 in January. 

3. Marsha Yowell will prepare the minutes.

Agenda 11-10-03

	Item #
	Topic
	Discussion/ Action / Presenter

	1
	Call to order
	Chuck Connell

	2
	Acceptance of  Minutes/Agenda 
	Marsha Yowell/Chuck Connell

	3
	Opening President/ Vice President
	Chuck Connell/Larry Mohrweis

	4
	Status Reports

a. Distance Learning Policy

b. AFC Work Group on Faculty Compensation

c. Restructuring Task Force

d. Regents Professor Nominations (role of faculty Senate timetable)

e. UC 101
	David Camacho

David Camacho/Connell

Chuck Connell

Chuck Connell

Grobsmith/Eibeck

	5
	Recruitment/Enrollment Update Enrollment 
	David Bousquet

	6
	Diversity Requirement (FSEC recommends approval)
	Action

	7
	President Haeger’s Remarks
	John Haeger

	8
	Provost Grobsmith’s Remarks
	Liz Grobsmith

	9
	Future Agenda Items
	Discussion

	10
	Adjournment
	Action


#1 Faculty President Connell called the meeting to order at 3:06. The Agenda had been distributed ahead of time by e-mail. Two Handouts were distributed at the meeting. 1. NAU – Global Awareness/U.S.Ethnic Diversity (2-sided yellow sheet dated 11-17-03. 2. Proposed COFS-related items for Discussion/Clarification/Action

#2 Marsha Yowell pointed out corrections to the minutes (Spelling of MJ McMahon’s name (pages 6 & 8), plus on page 8 -$15 (INSERT MILLION) dollars, and on page 9 “academic divisions is (INSERT NOT) an issue for Presidents”. Senator Michalowski stated that he came in a few minutes late, but was present, not absent.  A Motion was made and seconded to accept the Minutes as corrected. Passed. 

AGENDA REVISION: Connell went over the Agenda and proposed it be revised by moving item #6 diversity up to number four (after opening remarks) then moving numbers 4 & 5 down accordingly. It was Moved, Seconded, & Passed.  

#3 Opening Comments: President Connell welcomed the guests and explained the sign up procedure for those who wished to speak on the Diversity Proposal. He explained how the proposal had come forward. He said that each speaker would have 3 minutes to put forth a position. He also requested that speakers who were speaking in behalf of a group state the group they were representing.

He said that the Diversity recommendation was long in discussion and has been approved by several groups on campus. It is meant to bring NAU on line with most other universities on this issue and more importantly in line with it’s own mission. He also said we have other important items on the agenda today, David Camacho will report on the AFC Work Group on Faculty Salaries/compensation, we will discuss the restructuring blue ribbon task force (how will they work with other groups, the whole university, and the Senate?). Plus there will be a UC 101 presentation, and finally we will get an enrollment update from David Bousquet.

Vice President Larry Mohrweis – Recognized and congratulated the NAU Athletic Department for the work that they put out this year and the job they have done.

#4 Diversity  For Purposes of Discussion Connell asked for a motion so that the Diversity Item come to the floor. This will allow for discussion. It was moved (Joe Boles) & seconded Nancy Paxton).  Marty Sommerness, Chair of the UCC, asked that the Senate refrain from acting on this item until the UCC could meet and discuss it later this week. Discussion followed. Connell stated that the UCC had approved the recommendation in the Spring but asked for clarification as to the definition of the language used in the Global awareness part – it was then sent to the Liberal Studies Committee and was to be sent on to the Senate for our Action. After the LS council clarified the Global Awareness language it was to go to the Senate (& back to the UCC as an information only item). Now it has come forward from the Liberal Studies Council and sent to the UCC earlier as an information item. Marty said that it was his understanding that it was only to be an information item, but that the UCC had not been able to meet and that he had been informed that members now wanted to be able to vote up or down on it. Further discussion followed. Vote: Whether or not to proceed on the previous motion and hear speakers on the acceptance of NAU Diversity proposal. (See the yellow handout). All Senators YES except: UCC Chair Sommerness NO, and 4 Senators abstained.

To Begin the Discussion Speakers came forward:

1. Mark Beeman. He has worked on this for several years. He was with the Commission on Ethnic Diversity and spoke to the history of this project. He pointed out that when the Liberal Studies requirements were changed from the 1995 catalogue, the broad proponent that was passed unintentionally washed out the old Diversity proponent. (He quoted the old catalogue that said to meet the diversity component the subject matter had to be primarily NON Eurocentric unless it was in some way comparative). He went into what happened next and said that he would like to see the proposal approved not as it is now, but as it was before it went forward in its current watered down version.

2. Geeta Chowdhry. Speaking on behalf of the Commission on Ethnic Diversity (CED). Said she wanted to make two points:  First, CED requests that the original focus on Non-Western areas of study be maintained. CED is concerned about the watering down of the non-Western focus in the current definition.  By addition of the Western Criteria (particularly the language which suggests that Western Courses which demonstrate historical and/or contemporary examples of difference, power and discrimination can be included) we are moving away from the spirit of the original proposal.  We are asking that either this sentence be removed or further refined so that the focus remains on people of color within Western European countries. By asking for this we want you to know as Mark Beeman has already stated, we are not asking for anything new. We are asking to go back to the conditions that existed under the former catalogue. Second, CED requests the formation of a committee of “experts” (from those who work on non-Western global issues) who will evaluate which courses fit the “global diversity” criteria.  These experts for example could be chosen from the faculty in Asian Studies, Ethnic Studies, Latin American Studies, and Women’s Studies.  In addition, faculty with expertise on Africa could be asked to join the committee. So CED requests that the proposal be accepted in its original form that was sent to UCC and Liberal Studies – with its focus on U.S. ethnic diversity and its focus on Non-Western areas. CED understands that different units within the university may see this as affecting their enrollment.  However, CED feels that the above suggestions regarding the global diversity definition be considered on their educational merit.  We maintain that students will be exposed to Western, including European, knowledge and realities in a variety of courses throughout their 120 credit hour requirement.  We want to ensure that at least 3 hours of these 120 hours, are devoted to exposing students to the non-Western world.  As NAU reaches out to underrepresented populations statewide, nationally and internationally, there is a need for a focused and sustained commitment to increasing ethnic diversity – US and global –at the University.  This commitment needs to be reflected in both our recruitment practices and curriculum offerings.  CED would like to see the university take a stand and support CED’s request regarding the definition for global diversity.  We ask for your support on this important issue.  Thank you.

3. Sanjay Joshi. I am here from India to call on the Senate to reaffirm the original spirit of why these diversity proposals were put in place. And I am quoting from the original documents when I say that the purpose of these diversity proposals were really to provide undergraduate students with historical and theoretical perspectives as well as critical skills. To represent bodies of knowledge that are not represented in the rest of the curriculum. We need to have in this a clear definition of what constitutes the non-West. These different points of view are necessary for our students who are increasingly faced with a global reality where they will be confronted with these different points of view. Not only of ethnic minorities in the U.S. but of these diverse parts of the world. Specifically I would amend the language of the proposal under global awareness to exchange the word “generally” to “primarily.”  So, it reads Global Awareness courses will primarily focus on non-Western peoples. And I would strike the Explanatory note. 
4. Bruce Fox – Representing the Liberal Studies Council and the task force that the Provost formed to revise this definition and expand the explanation of the global awareness proponent of this requirement. The history has been placed carefully in context here. In the deliberations of the Provost’s task force we quickly found out that creating a specific definition was very difficult since no matter how we defined it there were exceptions that were not covered. When we defined through lists of populations we were not able to cover all the marginalized people that we intended to be covered. There were exceptions, and we felt the lists would quickly become very out dated. So we concentrated on marginalized people specifically through power bases and economics. And we wanted to be able to look at minorities within European or Western civilizations who were being marginalized. If you look at the last sentence in the explanatory note you can see this. This is why we worded it the way it is.
5. Sheryl Lutjens  - I am speaking on behalf of the Women’s Studies Steering Committee (WSTSC).  I will read from a letter that has already been distributed and that expresses the support of the WSTSC for a three-hour global diversity requirement at the university level.  The Steering Committee has read the newly proposed definition of global awareness and commends the work of the ad hoc committee in developing a definition and the positive vote of the Liberal Studies Committee.  However, in the spirit of the original proposal, we consider that the requirement will be meaningful only in as much as it emphasizes “non-Western” as the core criterion for courses that would fulfill it.  We believe that such a requirement is a necessity if our students (and our faculty) are to become informed citizens of the local, national and global communities that shape our lives.  We further believe that there are many courses already available on campus that provide for awareness of global diversity, such that students will easily be able to find courses that satisfy the requirement in ways that neither disrupt major or minor program planning nor affect the structure of our liberal studies requirements. More importantly, we encourage you and others who are involved in decision making about university curricula to defend the proposal on the basis of its value to the education of our students.  Change is never easy and perhaps it becomes harder even as it is more necessary.  There may be many things that are beyond faculty and administrative control, such as budget issues, but curricular issues are not.  We hope that we can stand strong and move forward proudly, not to haggle or negotiate, to embrace diversity and difference. 

6. John Leung. I want to share three points. First as someone who came to NAU as a foreign student I know the image of the university is very important to the choice of those students, and the curriculum is very important to that image. The recognition of the need for diversity may be helpful and necessary for those students to come to NAU. Who knows it may help us to draw those students to NAU. Secondly, it is part of my entire teaching philosophy that the non-Western enriches our students’ experiences and knowledge of their world. This proposal is very flexible. It allows students to take a diversity course in any course at the university. It will intrinsically enhance our students’ curriculum. It will enhance our advantage as far as competition with community colleges. I call upon our faculty to think on this in a holistic way. It will enhance our curriculum and the learning opportunities for our students.

7. Ki Jev Gurley. I am a student, representing all those students who are in favor of this requirement. I have been here 3 ½ years. I’m about to graduate in May. And I guess when I hear things like NAU is a Premiere University, I feel that the most important issue is right here in front of you, and if you want to go somewhere with this University it should probably start here. Because there are other institutions that don’t build on things like we do, they don’t have…they can’t offer what NAU can offer, and it’s a shame that we don’t already have this requirement when other universities, not as prominent as ours, already do. I guess when you walk into a class and you are Professors and you hear things like “Oh, those drunk Indians” and you’re Professors and you hear this, and you don’t even say anything…. or say like “That’s wrong”… you don’t interject. Or when students are talking about racial profiling.  And it’s OK to have opinions, but you as Professors are supposed to be like, “this is fact this is not… we’re here for you”… And these students don’t know this, they don’t know this…and it’s a shame. And, so we’re calling on the faculty right now, and believe me there would be a whole lot more of us here if it wasn’t finals week. But we’re calling on you guys to please move in this direction. We’re calling on you guys…for all the students who don’t know, who are ignorant in some ways about other people. And not Western culture, I can tell you anything about Rome, Greece, whatever you want to know about them, cause its all in the curriculum, all the classes are all structured around them. There’s nothing hardly that deals with other people from the international world… that deals with people from Asia, South America, you know.  I just really believe that, and I never thought that this would be such an issue. And that you guys would push this off, and push this off. I thought the faculty would like, come together, and be like we need to do something about this now. It doesn’t have to be perfect. We just need to come together. We can fix this now. Let’s just start somewhere.  And I am going to personally call on John Haeger. Cause you know John you talk to us all the time about diversity and how it is your main priority, and then you tell us that “I have no power as far as the faculty is concerned.” And I think that you do have power… that you just need to let them know that this is where you want to go. I think you need to tell them what you tell us--- that diversity is your number one priority. You need to tell your faculty John, you need to have open communication about this. And I thank you guys for listening to me, and for all your hard work, and I know that you guys are underpaid. I understand, but please think of the students, and move forward on this. Thank you.

Connell asked for questions and discussion. 
It was discussed that there is no new requirement affecting the 35 hours of liberal studies…students can satisfy this requirement in the major, the minor, anywhere in the curriculum. Some people expressed concerns that it might still hurt some programs like modern languages. There was discussion that it should not since any student who wants to take foreign language can still do so and that in fact some of the foreign language literature and cultural courses would qualify for this depending on what they cover. Senators expressed concern that it still could hurt the 100 & 200 level language courses. Senators spoke in favor of these requirements and said that “our own courses” are not something that we should worry about. It was brought out that this was a requirement in the 95-97 catalog, and further this needs to be considered on its educational merits. It was pointed out to the faculty that the only students who came forward are far the proposal. There were questions as to the language of the proposal and as to the process. Connell spoke and explained that the FSEC had discussed this and recommend that the process be through the UCC since this is a University wide requirement (not a liberal studies requirement) and it can be satisfied in the major, minor, electives, or liberal studies courses. If the UCC want to set up a separate sub committee of experts in this area (diversity) to handle it they can do so, but it will be up to them to make that decision.  Concerns were brought out as to what is the process will be to make the decision as to what courses will be covered by this.  And the document was read in specific parts. A senator was concerned that global diversity only requires 3 hours. He said it is critical for our students to be exposed to non-Western classes. Senator Barry Lutz asked for a point of order and said it was unclear to him as to the status of the University Curriculum Committee’s action on this and whether it is appropriate for us to vote at this time. The provost said that the UCC had previously approved the diversity request as to all 6 credits. They had only asked for clarification as to the language in the Global Diversity request.  Senator Culbertson said that the bigger issue that he was confused about was the process. But as long as there were sufficient checks and balances in the process he was in support of it.  There was further discussion about language. Clarification was called for whether the CED was supporting the language in the yellow handout, or if it needed to be modified. Mark Beeman said that the language under global awareness (second lined section, first sentence) should be changed to read “primarily” instead of “generally” and that the explanatory note following that paragraph should be struck. There was further discussion. Senator Dave McKell Moved to Amend the Motion to modify the language as stated above, Senator Bob Yowell Seconded the Motion.  

President John Hager spoke in favor of the Diversity requirement and the Motion as Amended. He said that we need to support it to bring us in line with the needs of the students in our global world and in line with the NAU mission of diversity.  He said that this issue has been before every committee, and it is really about NAU’s commitment to diversity. The Question was called and the Senate voted to approve the Diversity Requirement with the Language on the yellow sheet except for those changes above. All Senators present voted yes except Senator Sommerness who voted nay. The proposal as amended passed. The provost said the administration would try to get it implemented by Fall 2004, but definitely in place by Fall 2005. Connell said that the UCC would be asked to come up with a process to be in place by June if possible.

AFC Distance Learning Policy: David Camacho said that this initiative is the policy that President Hager has put forth to ABOR and that there was substantial involvement from the AFC.  Under this proposal each of the three universities and its faculty will determine what will be done with regard to Distance Learning at that institution. Each University “through existing shared governance policy shall determine the academic units”. In the FSEC the policy was discussed and the Provost stated that NAU will have an internal policy that the mountain campus faculty (not administrators) will have control over the curriculum offered and the approval of faculty hired to teach. This initiative of John’s should be supported by ABOR in January. President Haeger said that this new policy is important. What this opens the door for is for NAU to control its own policies and not have other universities to control its policies.

 M. Yowell asked about the issue of faculty and not administrators making the decision as to what would be taught and who would be qualified to teach.  In the School of Communication both the teacher and the syllabus must be approved by the faculty before a NAU Communication course is taught in Distance learning. The Provost said that is what would happen under this proposal. She said, for example, if in Communication’s new Masters Degree the NAU faculty want to make it available in Phoenix & the faculty vetted Professors Smith and Brown and approved them as qualified to teach it there, the Administration could make the arrangements, but there would never be an administrative action hiring someone to teach if someone and the course had not been vetted and approved by the NAU faculty. President Haeger said for example we are close to an agreement with YCC but ultimately the programs and courses to be taught will be through NAU. This shared governance language is purposeful and it means we at NAU are different from ASU and U of A. The process by which proposed faculty are vetted was discussed.

Senator Camacho also reported that the AFC has formed a work group to study faculty compensation at all three universities in the broadest sense.  Senator Richard Howey said that the NAU Faculty Rights and Responsibilities Committee has also decided to study faculty compensation here at NAU and if anyone is interested in joining that group they will begin in January. 

Restructuring Committee: The Blue Ribbon Panel (BRC) has been meeting and plan to come forward to the President in January. Connell asked about the procedure to funnel information to the Committee. He wanted to know what the Senators want to do. He said that at this point the Senate and faculty members are well represented on the BRC. He doesn’t want to jump in too soon. The Provost said that she has not yet received a preliminary report from the Chair and that she would like the Chair to communicate with her first and with the faculty before we try to set up any process. A Senator asked what had happened to the surveys on strategic planning that we had filled out.  The question was responded to by Pat Haeuser, Director of Institutional Research and Planning who took the surveys.

Pat Haeuser: We have 50 pages of comments and we plan one more session with the Council of Deans then all the comments as well as the executive summary will be put on the WEB & distributed to faculty and staff. A Senator pointed out that if the BRC is to give their findings to the President February 1st. There is no time except January for the BRC to give and get input to the faculty. The Provost said that the February first date speaks only to whether or not the BRC is pursuing restructuring and that March 1st is the date for models to be coming forth. And that after March first there will be time for the faculty to give input. A Senator said that the problem with the faculty giving input is that we do not have the data to base it on. The BRC is collecting data and getting statistics and data but we do not have access to that data. It is very difficult for us to do it without that information.

Regents Professor Nominations:  Connell said that we are in the middle of this process and we will be making a recommendation on the 15th, next Monday.

UC 101: The Director of the UCC spoke briefly and distributed folders that we are to read before the next meeting since we must act on any suggestions by the end of January. Director Riegelhaupt: Said that they ran a pilot this fall and that the folder contains information. UC 101 has changed. No one is teaching it the same – all using a new syllabus template (11 of the 58 included the first year experience material that have been traditionally taught separately.) Peer teaching has been included as well. The results are summarized on the first page for us. The results for other semesters are also included to compare with. Some of the pilot members of UC 101 faculty were introduced. The issue of Centralization and decentralized or hybrid models will be discussed next time. Connell thanked Professor Riegelhaupt. A Senator asked whether we have any data on the assessment of goals & behavior as opposed to attitudes. Riegelhaupt: we do not have data from the new pilot group since it has not even ended yet so that will be done in the fall.  There is a problem that we must make all decisions in January if we are to make any changes for the fall.

Recruitment/Enrollment Update: Connell said that due to time constraints we will hear this in January. 

President Haeger Remarks: I have distributed the 2004-2009 Strategic Plan received by NCA & ABOR (See 16 page Blue Color Brochure). The Committee is listed on the back (PAGE 16) and there is Senate representation on this (Marcus Ford –Senate Representative) & faculty representation (Stan Lindstedt). We have taken this very seriously and we are in the process of going forward.  He introduced Pat Hauser the Director of Planning and Institutional Research who quickly pointed out parts of the brochure.   

Provost Grobsmith Remarks: She discussed the funding of research for TGEN. She also passed around a book that contained a summary of the commitment of UA, ASU & NAU to research funding.  She said that two faculty lines are dedicated to TGEN.  Haeger: I just wanted to mention that Dr. Paul Klein from Biology is the only one in the project from Arizona. All three Presidents from Arizona Universities sit on TGEN.  Liz said that Susanna Maxwell will be working with The Committee on Faculty Rights and Responsibilities on a list of issues. This will be deferred until next time but the list that she has compiled of issues will be handed out if you want to pick one up on the way out.  Liz stated that during her tenure here and before there has been a request for a search for Ethnic Studies. The Deans and others have supported this request. She is committed to this but there will be no national search at this time due to budget issues. However, NAU will do an internal search for this spring. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:13.
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