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Executive Summary

In order to gauge the response of faculty members in the College of Arts and Sciences to
the Report of the Task Force on the University of Kentucky Futures, Associate Professor
Michadl Kennedy devised and distributed a short survey (reproduced in the Appendix).
The survey was didributed via the College's email list to 357 faculty members. A totd of
176 responses were received.

The survey results show that the mgority (72%) of Arts and Sciences faculty are not in
favor of the Task Force's proposa to solit the College into three new colleges (Arts and
Letters, Socid and Behaviord Sciences, Science and Mathematics). The strongest
opposition is found among those faculty who would be in the proposed College of Arts
and Letters (95.2% not in favor). Among those who would be in the proposed College of
Socid and Behaviord Sciences, 73.7% are not in favor of the restructuring, while those
who would be in the proposed College of Sciences and Mathematics are nearly equdly
glit: 50.7% are in favor of the proposed restructuring of the College of Arts and
Sciences, while 49.3% are not. Nine respondents either left this question blank or wrote
‘undecided’. Their data are not included in the tables and graphs. Anadyses by rank
ghow tha from lecturers to full professors the maority opinion is againg college
resructuring. Data is aso provided across ranks by membership in the proposed
colleges.

In addition to answering the survey’s questions, 139 respondents also provided written
comments on aspects of the Task Force's complete Report. There were 31 written
reponses from faculty who checked “In Favor” to Question 5 of the survey; 100
responses from those “Not in Favor”; and eight responses from those who did not answer
the question or who were undecided. The find section of the report includes these
written comments. For those in favor of the restructuring, reasons commonly offered
included: (a) providing a dructure that would give each of the colleges a stronger voice
on campus, (b) creating coherence among a diverse and now-too-large st of units, and
(¢) the need for some sort of change to energize the college. Those opposed tended to
focus on: (@) the importance of a liberd ats and science education for producing
knowledgegble, civic minded, and critica-thinking undergraduate dudents, (b) the
potentidl damege to interdisciplinary programs, () the unnecessary duplication of
adminigrative infragtructure; and (d) the negatives associated with the establishment of a
relatively poor college of arts and letters. Undecided or ‘no answer’ respondents tended
to focus on the need for more information and further study, an opinion aso echoed by
many of those opposed to the restructuing.  Findly, it is noteworthy thet dthough the
survey did not specificaly poll faculty on the Task Force's “Aress of Investment,” many
elected to provide written comments on its recommendations. The vast mgority of these
comments were highly criticd of both the process and the results.




2. Background to the Survey

The impetus for the survey was the publication of a document titled “Revised Draft. A
Report from the Task Force on the University of Kentucky Futures: Faculty for the 21%
Century” (http://mwww.uky.edu/Futures) and its presentation at two meetings on February
22", 2002.

The report contained far-reaching proposds regarding areas of scholarship identified as
priority aeas for funding, and regarding the restructuring of academic units. From
comments made a the public meetings, it seemed tha of particular interet to many
faculty from Arts and Sciences was the proposd to split the College into three: a College
of Sciences and Mathematics, a College of Socid and Behavioral Sciences, and a College
of Arts and Letters. In order to accuraiedly gauge the opinions of the faculty directly
affected — i.e, those in Arts and Sciences — and to provide an opportunity for anonymous
feedback on this issue, a survey was designed and conducted between February 25th,
2002 and March 2nd, 2002. The reativey short turnaround time of this survey was
essentid in order to convey the results to the Task Force for use in their ddliberations.

On February 25", 2002 the survey form (see Appendix) was sent by Prof. Michae
Kennedy via e-mal to every faculty member in the College of Arts and Sciences. A
folow-up message inviting those who had not yet responded to do so, was sent on
February 28", 2002. Responses were received via email and, in a few cases, via campus
mail or hand-ddivery.

The responses were collated and tabulated and this report was prepared to provide a
decription and andyss of the responses. The identity of individua respondents is not
reveded in this report. In cases where written comments appeared to disclose the identity
of the faculty member, deletions were made to preserve anonymity.



3. Survey Responses

The survey was sent to 357 faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences, 176
questionnaires were returned, for a response rate of 49 percent. The responses to
questions 2, 3, and 5 of the survey (see Appendix) were tabulated and cross-tabulated.
The results of these andyses are shown in tables, pie charts, and bar grephs in the
sections below.

A. Overall Results

Of the 168 respondents who answered “In Favor” or “Not in Favor” to Question 5, 121
checked that they were not in favor of the proposed restructuring of Arts and Sciences,
while 47 checked that they were in favor. These data are presented below in a pie chart.

Are you in favor of the proposed restructuring?

In Favor
Not in Favor

It is clear that amgority of survey respondents are not in favor of the restructuring of
Artsand Sciences.



B. Summary of Survey Responses: By Proposed College

New College Area In Favor Not in Favor Total
Arts& Letters
No. | 3 60 63
% |48 95.2 100.0
Social & Behav.
No. | 10 28 38
% | 26.3 73.7 100.0
Science & Math.
No. | 34 33 67
% | 50.7 49.3 100.0
Total
No. | 47 121 168
% | 28.0 72.0 100.0
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C. Summary of Survey Responses: By Rank

Rank Not in Favor Total
Lecturer
No. | O 4 4
% | 0.0 100.0 100.0
Asst. Professor
No. | 9 25 34
% | 26.5 735 100.0
Asso. Professor
No. | 14 48 62
% | 22.6 774 100.0
Full Professor
No. | 23 43 66
% | 34.8 65.2 100.0
Total
No. | 46 120 166
% | 27.7 72.3 100.0




Numbers

60

50

40

w
o

20

10

Survey Responses: By Rank

Lecturer

Assistant
Professor

Associate
Professor

Full Professor

In Favor
Not In Favor




D. Summary of Survey Responses: By Proposed College/Rank

New College Area In Favor Not in Favor Total
by Rank

Arts& Letters

Lecturer

No. | O 4 4

% | 0.0 100.0 100.0
Asst. Professor

No. | 1 14 15

% | 6.7 93.3 100.0
Ass0. Professor

No. | 1 22 23

% | 4.3 95.7 100.0
Full Professor

No. | 1 20 21

% | 4.8 95.2 100.0

Social & Behav.

Asst. Professor

No. | 2 6 8

% | 25.0 75.0 100.0
Ass0. Professor

No. | 3 12 15

% | 20.0 80.0 100.0
Full Professor

No. | 5 10 15

% | 33.3 66.7 100.0

Science & Math.

Asst. Professor

No. | 6 5 11

% | 54.5 455 100.0
Ass0. Professor

No. | 10 14 24

% | 41.7 58.3 100.0
Full Professor

No. | 17 13 30

% | 56.7 43.3 100.0
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4. Faculty Written Responses (Total N = 139)

A. Comments from Faculty Responding “In Favor” of Proposed
Restructuring of the College of A & S (N = 31)

*kkkk*k

A&S currently is too large to have effective medting of needs of science departments.
Moreover, A&S leadership does not provide resources to the best departments, which, in
my opinion, are those with the largest number of extramura grants and grant dollars, the
largest number of graduate student-associated refereed publications, and one of the tier-1
programs of RCTF. With a college of sciences and math, we would have leadership that
values these issues more than FTE equivaents for tuition.

*kkk*x

In my opinion, the present College of Arts & Sciences is a ridiculoudy under-funded,
poorly led grab-bag of depatments incapable of setting meaningful gods or making a
case for adequate resources. In this Stuation, anything thet shuffles the deck seems worth
a try. | hadnt anticipated a 3-way plit, but the proposad seems wdl worth exploring,
given the other components to be added. For the Math/Science College to be viable,
though, it would be essentid to find an aggressve new dean capable both of actudly
ligening and of providing leadership. | remain concerned about the relationship of the
Medica Center and its academic departments to the rest of the campus and believe that
reattaching the MC to the rest ASAP (as recommended) is crucial. By the way, like many
of us I'm very disgppointed that the environment did not emerge as one of the areas of
emphass. Given the very high levd of expertise and interest in this essentid area here a
UK, this omission really needs to be addressed.

*kkkk*%k

It is about time to split between sciences and arts education in this campus. To have a
focused group as well leader for science faculty is to the best interest of students as well
asfaculty.

*kkkk*k

| have dways fdt that such an arrangement is agood idea. The interests and agendas of
the departments of science and mathematics can be better represented in the new
structure.
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*kkk*x

| think the change is for the better so we can formmore cohesive focus groups. Also |
think the needs of the faculty in the different colleges will be directed better by the
change.

*kkk*

Ovedl, it's very difficult to be srongly for or agang without having al the information
(e.g., the budgetary impact of the bresking-up of the A&S college). However, | Idieve
the social sciences could actudly gain some resources and opportunities by the proposed
redructuring. Thus, while it is too ealy to say that I'm grongly for the proposed
restructuring, I'm definitely leaning in that direction.

*kkkk*k

There is little reason for humanities, socia sciences, and natural sciences to be in a single
college other than higtoricd reasons. The cultures of the different groups -- standards of
scholarship, teaching loads, factors determining tenure, attitudes toward didtribution
requirements -- ae highly divergent. Moreover, the interests of the different groups in
A&S often diverge or are in conflict. If the colleges were smdler and more coherent, the
deans could argue better for the resources each group needs to cary out its duties.
Furthermore, the Communications and Fine Arts Colleges are very smdl and A&S is
very large, and | think everyones interests are served by having three colleges of more
equd sze Findly, | find it hard to believe that the redigtribution will be used as an
excuse to darve any of the three groups, consdering that al three had units that were
induded in the nine-targeted areas of scholarship. In short, | srongly support the
recommendations.

*kkk*

Moving units aound will not necessxily create effidency: it might creste more
adminigrative dructure. Cadl the new college Sciences and not Sciences and
Mathematics. A UK tradition is to adlow committees to favor their own when making
recommendations for changes. the basc sciences in the Medicd Center and the Martin
School received specid treatment thanks to David Wait and Gina Toma, respectively.
The recommendations with respect to these units should receive specid scrutiny. |
believe dl basc science depatments in the Medicd Center belong to the proposed
college of Sciences.

*kkk*x

(1) Would immediately get a new dean more interested in humanities, (2) Would dart
over with new formula for funding the college and its depatments (3) Language
departments would be proportiondly more sgnificant in this new college; (4) The change
would shake things up, and that's good in itsdlf.
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*kkk*x

| do not buy the idea that "bigger is better” when it comes to the College. As is, the
comparison of scholarship across the various depts is like comparing apples and oranges.
| see aclear benefit of more specidized Colleges that are "lean and mean."

*kkk*

Greater advocacy for the sciences and mathematics. More opportunities for cross college
efforts with other Colleges in terms of funding. The funding formula for the colleges
needs to change le we wind up in the same dtudion we are in now with A&S. Tighter
st of Univerdty curriculum requirements so that UG students who want to change their
College will not be pendized.

*kkkk*k

The ligt of priority research areas looked very biased towards medica applications. In my
opinion, environmenta and manufacturing subjects could have a far-greater podgtive
impact on the State's needs.

*kkk*x

If we are to improve the qudity of teaching and research a UK we have to make changes
in the dructure of the universty and the college. At this time the college is much too
large a unit to make changes in a meaningful way. | don't know if the proposed sStructure
is the best organization but it cant be any worse than the current structure. Also | think
each unit should be free to suggest that it should be assigned to a different college.

*kkkk*k

While | rather doubt that this particular modus operandi will in any decisve manner
enhance the vdue of the Humanities vis-avis Gatton Business School or the naturd
stiences, adminidrative factors, including current incompetence a the level of the Dean's
Office, suggest to me that the above suggestion would, in fact, enable a capable person to
run a more focused program, i.e, Arts and Letters, with a greater degree of sill and
oversight.

*kkk*x

Under its current structure, A&S is smply too large and too difficult for any one person
to fully understand and appreciate. We are dready the weak sSster in the university and |
doubt that the re-structuring would make us any wesker.
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*kkk*x

| think tha the recommendation deserve a full and prolonged aring. The
recommendations address many glaring anachronisms a the Universty and offers some
provocative resolutions. After 27 years a UK, | think we need to serioudy consder
some mgor sructurd changes. An obvious one for folks in the naturdl sciences of A&S
is to obtan a more focused adminidrative voice within a college that can be a more
effective participant in campus, date, and nationd initiatives in stience and technology.
There are theoretica strengths of an A&S college, but the weaknesses in practice at UK
ae vey evident, a least in my sector. Perhgps faculty in the humanities and socid
stiences fed that they have benefited by integrations of effort coordinated by A&S in the
past (and, perhaps, in the future), but the naturd sciences have not and they have suffered
in comparison with units in other colleges whose leadership has been more focused
(Agriculture, Engineering, Medicad Center). The Task Force recommendations, while
influentid, ae not binding. Implementation will require the full range of Universty
proceses, which will alow ample discusson of pros and cons. Let's encourage that
discussion.

*kkkk*k

Many fine schools use the A&S mode, many fine others use the Math/Science plus
ArtdLetters modd. If one were clearly superior weld dl be usng it. However, IF we are
going to route IDC money into the Colleges, it is ESSENTIAL that we bregk up A&S. If
we don't then those of us in fieds that can generate IDC will be expected to fund the
operations of other departments (perhaps not explicitly, but in effect). | know that the
VP-Research (and past ones, as well) complained that IDC that was given to A&S (and to
Engineering), ostensibly for research use, dways ended up in the generd fund, paying for
activities only tangentidly related to the origind research target. If we don't narrow the
focus of the Colleges, my IDC will be going to buy computers for other Departments,
rather than into maintenance on the instruments needed to do the research to get the
grants. The Departments that are generators of IDC are aso the biggest consumers of
IDC, and we need to ensure that the IDC that comes in is used to support the programs
that generated it. To do otherwise is to "kill the goose that laid the golden egg.”
| caegorically regect the argument that we need to keep A&S together so that we have
more empty faculty lines that pad the Dean's budget. We need to get away from this
idiotic mindset that empty faculty lines are a good thing. Empty faculty lines don't each
students, they don't do research, they don't provide service to the University or the State.
Right now, under our current system, Deans ae ENCOURAGED not to hire faculty so
that they can use the sday savings. Faculty are worth more dead than alive.
Bresk A&S up, redign the Departments into more cohesive groups. Get a new Dean, get
him/her the funds needed to hire faculty when they're needed. Let's get on withit.

*kkk*%

On an overdl bass, a leest with regard to the plans for my depatment, | bdieve the
resructuring represents an improvement. However, a mgor concern that | have is tha

14



the grouping of departments based on where the lines of collaboration are CURRENTLY
represents a somewhat short-sghted view of the current sate of the disciplines involved.
Does anyone redly believe they can predict where the lines of collaboration will be
twenty years from now? [Well, maybe in some cases, but in many others | suspect not].
So, | an NOT in favor of usng current collaborative lines as the primary criterion for re-
grouping of departments [and perhaps it has not been used as a primary criterion, but my
impresson is tha it has been s0 used]. Also, it would seem to me the socid and
behaviord sciences are much more likdy to collaborate with datistics [now and in the
future] than would be the case for the naturd sciences, consequently, | believe this
department should be included with those in the new college of socid and behaviord
sciences.

*kkk*%

The undergraduate students mgoring in the science curricula could not take necessary
advanced courses because of heavy required courses and ther laboratory fecilities are
archaic. Changes in the curricula are difficult if not impossble, because the college
faculty is dominated by those from the liberd artshumanity departments Diversty has
been mentioned often to keep the AS College, but we do not have the divergty in the
undergraduate curricula.

*kkkk*k

There are a couple of additiona questions/concerns that | have. Fird, | see that there is a
recommendation to trandfer programs desgnated as "Graduate Centers' to larger
programs which makes very good sense. In this regard, the Graduate Center for
Nutrition would go the Medicd School (seems logicd) and the Graduate Center for
Biomedicd Enginesring to the College of Engineering and this would potentidly stream
line academic units thus saving money. However, why is the idea to move the Graduate
Center for Toxicology out of the question? If the am is to dreamline adminidration,
then it seems that this Center should be aigned with the Medica School, or some other
program with smilar srengths, or make this progran a Depatment of Toxicology and
place it under the new college of Science and Mathematics? Badcdly, | fed the same
way regarding proposds for other "Centers’ (p. 27: Graduate Program Centers). These
other centers should be placed under established programs as depatments (eg., the
Patterson School, the Martin School and Gerontology). As of now, the recommendations
to keep these three (aforementioned) programs separate, seems out of place and
unjudtified and will not ad in dreamlining academic units The argument that doing SO
would somehow inhibit multidisaplinary efforts is not a srong one as faculty will
typicdly reach out and edtablish collaborations to facilitate their own multidisciplinary
efforts.  Also, the incluson of these schools within other programs, as depatments,
would likely reduce problems associated with decisons regarding which academic units
should recelve credit/indirects for grant submissons (multi-Pl) and publications and
better facilitate academic and research collaborations.
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*kkk*x

Widl, | havent had a lot of time to digest this yet, but my initid response is quite pogtive.
In my opinion, this is the mogt comprehensve, well-thought out, substantive restructuring
proposa | have seen presented in my 16 years here. It has a red possibility of moving us
ahead as a research university (which is, | am afraid, why some are opposed). | thought
the objections raised at the Friday afternoon meeting were mostly petty politics of people
predictably protecting their own privileged turf. It looked like many had made up their
minds to oppose it before hearing the proposd, and certainly prior to giving it much
thought. The objection about losng multidisciplinay foc is just short-sghted and
provincid. The 9 areas of emphasis are dearly a new bass for building interdisciplinary
work (though maybe new forms of such work and probably forms that are more amenable
to acquiring externd funding). The criticiam that it is a corporate mode is not, in and of
itsddf, a reason to object. It drikes me as deriving lessons from the organizationd
dructures of the corporate world that have permitted a more effective, specidized and
flexible adaptations to a rapidly changing world. Similarly, there is no inherent reason
why this would destroy undergraduate education or a liberd arts educaion. The
university could remain committed to this and the presdent and provost could insst that
each college maintan a commitment to cross college course work. For others the
problem may smply be that they don't want this to become a top research inditution, but
rather a mass undergraduate inditution. 1 say we can, indead, develop in coincidence
with this moddl, a more sdective, higher qudity undergraduate program and leave the
mass college educdtion to the regiona date univerdties. Unless the date is redly going
to cough up the resources to fund mass undergraduate education here (the Wisconsin or
Michigan modd), and | don't expect that to happen. So, in short, | think this deserves a
good look and not a knee jerk reaction of oppostion. Though | aso understand that such
a change will negatively impact some in the universty, the fact of oppodtion doesn't
mean tha it is a bad idea. Change often hurts, adaptation can be painful. But the present
model is an outdated dinosaur that is dysfunctiona given the rather lean resources this
university is doomed to receive.

*kkkk*k

A & Sistoo large to serve the needs of the students and faculty. As a result, the college
is dmog stagnant, and has been this way for the 20 years I've been here. Significant
differences exist between the areas now in A & S. If the universty is to move forward
with a pro-active centra adminidration, | can easly imagine that changes will be more
eedly implemented within amdl-scde colleges. Otherwise, it is likdy to be busness as
usud, with nobody moving far from their present podtion due to the usud Inertia Factor
common to every lage organizetion. To miss this rare opportunity for sgnificant
program enhancements would be a serious blunder. A & S certainly has not, and
most likely will not, be ale to meke the difficult decisons needed to make progress in
the future. In short, | find the arguments that favor preserving the A & S ‘community of
scholars to be as empty as the college's record of past accomplishments.
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*kkk*x

| STRONGLY favor the proposed restructuring. A College of Arts & Sciences is an
anachronism tha should have disgppeared long ago. It is based only on history, and not
the current redlities of higher education. Although some would like to pretend that there
are common threads between the humanities and sociad sciences and the natural sciences,
there are few. All you have to do is St on a few College-wide committees to recognize
that faculty from different areas think differently and have different academic vaues. |If
we redly had common goas, vaues etc. then dl those in A&S would be evauated
gmilarly and we would not have the Area Committees structured as they are (physica
sciences with engineering, for example). The Futures Task Force has done a good and
courageous job; their recommendations should be supported.

*kkk*x

Perhgps the redtructuring is not in the best interests of dl Depts. or units in the
College. However, | think it will benefit the physica/natura sciences & math. | hate to
see dl the hard work that A&S advisng has done go down the tubes. They have made
my job as DUS easer. | do not think it will redrict interdisciplinary interaction. We [...]
dready have many connections with Engineering and Ag. It wouldnt prevent us from
aso doing so with Anthro or Geography if they were in another college.

*kkk*%

The proposed restructuring will provide needed focus.

*kkk*

Proposed reorganization would add more focus to college organization.

*kkk*x

It offers a way to consolidate scholars in the same discipline. (At present, we seem to
have sociology in Agriculture, Arts and Sciences, Communications, Education, HES
(Family Studies), and Socid Work. We have two economics depatments and three in
behaviora sciences) At the present Arts and Sciences, which by rights should be the
center of the Universty, has the same voice as various smdl colleges. The proposa
triples the profile of the current A and S.

*kkk*

The College of Arts and Sciences is too big. There is no harm in trying restructuring it.
The Futures Committee has identified 9 areas for future emphasis. They should broaden it
to include severd potentid areas for top ranking. The idea is equivalent to putting dl
money in stocks that have 5 gtars from Morningstar a the present time. The Committee
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has side-stepped the most important issue of faculty sdary situation of UK. Firg it should
be remedied in order to aspire to be in the top 20.

*kkk*x

| do not think that the Humanities have done well under Socid Science or Physca
Science deans. They have not created a college where arts and humanities are co-equd
with sciences. | don't see how most of the languages (except, of course, Spanish) or
Philosophy could do any worse or have anything to lose.

*kkk*x

| am weekly in favor, dthough | don't see this as the University's mgor problem. If the
financid reward system involving digtribution of indirect costs was rearranged so that the
Deans would find it financidly advantageous to encourage their faculty to bring in $,
then whatever the departmental conditution of each college, the Deans would find ways
to encourage faculty excdlence and enterprise. The rising tide of college dollars would
rase al depatmental boats. The way it has been for 30 odd years only encourages open
lines and faculty who will work for less money. It wont affect me either way, but if UK
isto improveit's satus, | believe that a new approach must be considered.

*kkkk*k

| have dways fdt that such an arrangement is a good idea. The interests and agendas of

the departments of science and mathematics can be better represented in the new
sructure.
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B. Comments from Faculty Responding “Not In Favor” of
Proposed Restructuring of the College of A & S (N = 100)

*kkk*%

(1) The financid consequences of the suggested restructuring will depend criticdly on
how the colleges will be funded. & If we continue with the present funding plan, in
which colleges get very little of the indirect costs generated, then we will smply have 3
darving colleges ingead of 1. Sciences will suffer because there will be a much amdler
pool of unfilled lines from which to generate dart-up. b) If we increase the amount of
indirect costs returned to the colleges, the College of Science would be very wdl off, but
the other two colleges would starve even more than they do now. The best solution, for
dl depatments, would be to keep the college together and increase its funding by
returning more of the indirect costs. ) As pointed out by severd speskers a the Friday
forum, breaking up A&S sends exactly the wrong message to undergrads about the
desrability of a liberd education. (3) | am very upset about the 9 areas chosen for
enhancement. There is no phydcad science or engineering on the lig (and actudly no
"non-medicd” science). It is hard to believe tha no area in the sciencesengineering
merits enhancement, and ridiculous to bdieve tha UK can move forward without
enhancing this area. (One example -- UK's computational facilities are considered to be
among the top 5 in the country, but computational science is prominently absent from the
Futures [Task Force] list.) The lack of correspondence between the Futures list and those
selected in other recent studies (eg. Reedy report, RCTF) is dso troubling; for example,
over hdf the depts. identified in the Reedy report as Tier 1 have no (or little) significant
overlap with the aress identified in the futures report. While periodic reevduation is
certainly important, UK can hardly expect to improve if every couple years it completely
ters up its previous plan and "tries something new". There is an interegting”
correspondence between the 9 areas chosen and the compostion of the futures
committee. | suppose this isnt surprisng, snce they did not solicit proposds, and
gpparently ignored the hundreds of email letters they were sent!

*kkk*x

The report, and plan, have numerous "flaws" Fird, there is no judification given for
these actions in terms of the stated gods of improving the standing and reputation of the
univergty. There is dso no evidence that these are the actions taken by other universties
in dtempting to enhance ther reputations (and if some have whether this was
successful). And there is no evidence that our benchmarks have engaged in this type of
redructuring. Thus, while some might say this is a "bold" dep, it is in faat an ill-
informed step. Second, there is no mention of or plan for the interdisciplinary programs.
While the Universty on the one hand touts interdisciplinary research as important to the
future of the universty, it on the other hand ignores them and hence places them in a
more vulnerable pogtion. The action is more teling than the rhetoric. Third, consstent
with the above point, there is a clear atempt a the margindization of women, African
Americen and other minority faculty. Both by dismantling HES, and by segregating
departments where there are concentrations of women and minority faculty. | can see
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this as no less than an atack on the present diverdty and the future diversity of our
faculty, and by consequence student body, while at the same time the Top 20 Task Force
is recommending increesed diversty as a means of achieving Top 20 daus
Fourth, the reorganizetion is an gpparent atempt a "mandreaming” and narrowing the
research done a the universty. Insead of fogstering diversty of faculty as wel as
diversty and credtivity of thought, this narrowing is an attempt to preserve power and
privilege in the hands of few professors who would maintain a stagnant status quo and
attack academic freedom. Fifth, as usud in this univergty there is a dear sdf-sarving bias
in this report - look a who is on the committee and the recommendations for opportunity
programs - no surprises there realy. Which of course cdls into question the credibility of
this process. Sixth, this was not an open process. There was little open discussion leading
up tothis. Thiscdlsinto question the legitimacy of the process.

*kkk*x

It is dready difficult to launch interdisciplinary projects;, the proposed plan imperils what
little (thisis not say inggnificant) progress UK has made in this direction.

*kkkk*k

| think that this proposa represents an irresponsible abdication on the part of UK from
any pretense to "educate" its undergraduates broadly and humandy. What a shame, since
we have the resources in A&S to do an even better job of that than we are doing now --
rather than just giving up on the whole idea How Lee Todd responds to this particular
recommendation will, in my opinion, be of the utmogt sgnificance. If he accepts it, as it
dands, he will, | think, have bdied hisord commitment to liberd undergraduate
education and cast his lot definitedly with the "vocationd” and "research” modes of
higher education.

*kkk*

| am deeply troubled by these recommendations, as they would disrupt much of the
cregtive work on the campus, provide a much more fragmented amosphere for students,
and undermine the grantsresearch programs of many productive researchers. In addition,
as Joan Cdlahan pointed out, such plans would be devadtating with respect to
interdisciplinary programs, and the programs headed by women and faculty of color. The
later is highly problematic, given the poor standing UK currently has with respect to
isues of diversty and equity. In sum, | think these changes are ill-advised and will bring
UK into the nationa spotlight for precisdy the wrong reasons.

*kkk*x

| tried to open the task force site above, and got a horribly cumbersome PDF doc that |
smply couldn't read on my computer. Therés some pretty poor communiceation going on
here on the committee's part. | do not fed that the faculty has been sufficently informed
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or conaulted on this vitdly important work. Too much, too fast, without organs of
communication and collegiad consderation sufficiently developed.

*kkk*x

| don't oppose the plan in its entirety. But | think the proposd to divide Arts & Sciences
lacks merit. It splits up a drong and effective unit, it multiplies adminidrative postions
a a time when they should be dsreamlined, it dilutes any sense that the Univerdty has an
intellectua core, it undermines the traditiond value of the liberal arts it promotes a
narrowing of specialized interests, and its benefits are far from apparent.

*kkkk*k

| believe the proposed divison undermines the basis of the liberd arts component of
UK’s gods not only would students suffer from the changes (ie they would lose the
vaue of finding the reationships between various perspectives on complimentary topics),
| believe the changes would lead to LESS collaboration, sharing of ideas and ultimately
research activity and results between faculty. | aso believe the proposed change to A&S
is completely contradictory to UK’s gods of working towards comparability with our
benchmark univerdties. Only one of our benchmarks uses the modd proposed by the
futures committee (Ohio), and as | understand it, it has not been very successful.

*kkk*%

| don't see how anyone can support or oppose the proposa. No explanation or rationae
was given. The deals ae totdly missng. | have no bass for a decison -- but if some
explanation is not forthcoming soon, Il assume these guys are cludess and vote against
it. Why do we need three deans to replace the one we have? The only explanation
given was that a dean could recruit better if it was higher area But A&S has had
a number of deans in my 30 years year, and only the current one was a "hard" scientis;
physics had no complaint with Bagr or Richards (nor even with Baer's predecessor,
whose name escgpes me now). They were higorians or politicd scientists or
anthropologitss or something -- they point being tha it didnt mater.
Though | note that the recommendations for areas to be developed was essentidly
the areas of the committee members -- s0 those guys are s0 smal minded, that they
cant imagine an administrator who can see beyond his own bdiwick. Well, that's
ther hangup, not mind The College of Science and Mathematics represents the
departments bringing in 2/3 of the funding in the present college. Yet none of the areas
chosen for development are in this college, except to the extent that the chemists can
pretend to be toxicologists or the biologiss can get involved in infectious diseases. I'd
think, having chosen a short lig of aess to devdop, the committee would
have proposed a reorganization that somehow supported it (maybe moving dl the has
beens of chemidry, physcs mahematics off into ther own limbo was intended to
support further development in the areas that redly count? Well, that's atheory).
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*kkk*x

Makes communication across disciplines more difficult.

*kkkk*k

Redructuring would further impoverish the new units, creste more barriers between
disciplines, and separate UK from the mgority of Top 20 public universties that continue
having alarge, strong College of Artsand Sciences.

*kkk*x

The redructuring would hinder further development of interdisciplinary work and
programs. It would reduce effectiveness and funding of the humanities and fine arts. It
would further exacerbate gender segregdion, with a mde-heavy, and grant-heavy
sciences and math; a mixed socia and behaviord, and a femde and grant poor arts and
letters.

*kkkk*k

This will be brief and give you just one part of my perspective in the interests of brevity.
| am [...] wholly opposed to the restructuring. One mysterious reason offered in its favor
is that it would somehow help in recruiting. Sitting next to me the other day in Worsham
was a young medievaig, a woman. Mogt of the women recruited to [my...] department
in the past five to ten years (and that is MOST of them) have been in non-Americas
fidlds. Where do they fit into this? Persondly, | resent being classed soldy as a humanist
in this scheme. | have published in higoricd journds, politicd science journds
(induding...) and the journd of the Ameican Studies Associaion (thoroughly
humanist). When | was recruited [...] the Dean asked me if | was interested in building a
bridge between [the humanities and socia sciences], as | have throughout my career. |
sad yes, of course [...]. | would not have accepted the postion if it the University were
restructured as proposed.

*kkk*x

| don't think we should dismiss or close discusson of restructuring because we dont
happen to agree with this proposd. |1 think it is a serious well-intended proposal, but | am
not sure how it will benefit the various reassgned depatments in A&S. Since the
colleges interdisciplinary  efforts  primaily indude humanities and socid  science
departments, | am not sure why a College of Science is by definition out of the question.

*kkkk*k

Nationdly intdlectud trends point to more integration, not fragmentation. As an
higorian, |1 do not fit into a college of arts and humanities. Who can redly say that history
is a humanity not a socid science? Moreover, as a feminig, | fed the document is
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gendered with a definite masculinig bias. The boys would have ther college, the girls
would have another college, which could be margindized and under-funded and accused
of lacking intellectud coherence. This is out of another century and clings to old ways of
caegorizing knowledge, dthough it drains hard to appear to be something "new." |
taught a [...] Universty before | came here. The sciences had their own colleges and
humanities and socid sciences had ther own college. The latter was dways under-
funded and denigrated. Science mgors didn't have to take many courses from our college
and we turned out students who had no clue aout how the world works. The plan aso
does nothing to assg interdisciplinary programs or things like the Discovery Seminar. It
al seems about dassfying things in a way maximize the power of some at the expense of
others without teking into account the effect on undergraduate education. | don't want to
day here if | have to be stuck in a college of ats and humanities. That is not who | am as
ascholar.

*kkkk*k

This is antitheticd to wha the liberd ats dands for, and would further fragment
inditutiond  identity and unity and dissble interdisciplinary collaboration, which is
dready <0 difficult to put into play across norma depatmentd divisons and
specidizations. 1t would further proliferate deans, and | see no benefit to that. In fact, it
is difficult to see jus why this is being recommended. | was ungble to atend the
meseting, but the report gives no argument for the restructuring.  Just what problems is
this an attempt to address? How would it benefit us? Until a good argument can be made
for that, why should we even consder doing this?

*kkkk*%k

| agree with the statement | read in the Herdld Leader that was made by the Chair of the
UK Math Dept., which was something to the effect that the splitting of present A&S will
make three very impoverished colleges out of one that is dready impoverished. It seems
to me that doing such, at least in part, goes againg the philosophy of President Todd, who
cdams he is trying to reduce the number of adminidrative postions. Thus, creating
A&Sinto three colleges will creste two additiond deanships and require associated staff,
to say nothing of assistant deans, €tc.

*kkkk*%k

David Watt presented no convincing rationale for the recommendation. Separate deans
to facilitate hiring (mentioned twice in the Friday PM medting) seems a pretty thin
argument on which to hang such an extendve redructuring. More importantly, it leaves
me wondering wha the red rationde is. If there was a more convincing rationde, why
not share it with the faculty? With many a the meeting, | left feding that | did not have
the information needed wegh the recommendaions -- hence my redgance to
(gratuitous?) change.
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*kkk*x

The proposed divison is an atificid one which denies the ever-increesng importance of
interdisciplinary, boundary-crossng scholarship; it subverts the shared gods and interests
of the liberd ats and sciences by separating them into three smaller units, none of which
will be able to exet the leve of influence that the College of Arts and Sciences now
possesses;, and it will open the way to an even greater margindization of the humanities
in the education of UK's students, and more generdly, to a progressve devauation of the
pursuit of alibera education.

*kkk*x

It s;ems to me that splitting A&S into three colleges would further dilute the mesger
resources that we have. However, if such a split does occur, | do NOT think that the
resources should be slit evenly into three "piles” Since people in biology, chemidry,
and mah have being bringing in more grant dollars than folks on the "Arts' sde of the
college, then the new college for chemidry, math, etc. should get more than just a third of
the resources. | think the idea of glitting up A&S is jud plan dumb. | think we should
gick together and work harder as a team. One faculty member in my department has
referred to this as "gir fry." No matter, how we twist and dir, we are ill going to have
the same amount of resources. All the proposed splitting up of colleges will make UK
more of a polyversty than a universty. As a researcher who has published over 300
papers, | would have been much happier with the Futures Committee if they had talked in
terms of trying to improve the learning Stuation for students. For example, what about
being able to reduce the sze of classes 0 that people would not have to give multiple
choice exams?

*kkk*x

| believe tha the restructuring would only serve to pit these three units againgt each other,
weekening each and making UK's Humanities into an exceedingly impoverished place--
intdlectudly and finencidly.

*kkk*x

My sentiments ae dmilar to many of those expressed a the Friday mesting;
i.e, | beieve the redructuring (of A&S) would mean tha interdisciplinary work,
cooperation among faculty, etc. would be much more difficult than presently. It would
adso work againg some multi-disciplinary Programs for which working together is crucid
and perhgps ultimately bring about their demise (eg., Latin American Studies, Women's
Studies, Socid Theory). Also, with regard to program initiatives (the 9 that were
identified) 1, too, wonder what happen to those programs identified as RCTF programs a
couple of years ago?
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*kkk*x

The proposed redtructuring would greatly reduce any posshility for interdisciplinary
work, would creste added adminidrative cods, would margindize the nonphyscd
sciences, and would make a poor college (A+S) even poorer. Compared with most of our
peer/benchmark universities, most departments a UK are very smdl (in terms of faculty
gze), and for some depatments they are a a criticd minimum for running graduate
progravs. If most of the A&S depatments were 20+ faculty members, like a U of
Arizona, Michigan, etc., then perhaps splitting A&S into different colleges might make a
little sense. In UK's case, it would be ridiculous and a terrible waste of financia and
human resources!

*kkk*%

My eactud answer is that | am not sure that | have enough information to make an
informed decison. | am guessng that the budgetary and funding issues related to this
proposd will be dgnificant, yet we ae given no information about resource dlocation
with the new scenario. | have to say that some of the ideas make sense. | would be in
favor of changes to the College of Human Environ. Science, but again, it doesn't appear
that the committee has done its homework very well. Although David Wait repeated the
mantra that they only had 6 months, | think that a responsble committee should have
returned a verdict to the Presdent that given the complexity that they had discovered in
ther initid work, a 6 month time frame was completely unreasonable and would need to
be extended. | dso beieve that there is a serious lack of understanding of the culture of
the univerdty and how issues like restructuring can and should be handled within our
systems of rules and beliefs. It would make agreat difference if the process took this into
account and then used this knowledge to recraft the system. Inditutiona cultures can be
changed and modified, but one needs to recognize their exigence firsd and then move
toward negotiated change. Or we @uld move to the model of restructuring a Sunbeam or
GE, perhaps President Todd aspires to be another Jack. | am aso very unhappy about the
ligs of top 9-10 aress for additiond "investment." | believe that they are too heavily
weighted toward the medicd and scientific areas and miss other important opportunities.
Even if thee reman the lig, there ae some red problems in undersanding who
contributes to these areas, for example, the hisory and literature of the Americas. It
seems that the Depatment of Anthropology would be incuded here with Dr. Tom
Dillehay's groundbresking research on the early peopling of the Americas, not to mention
the study of the rise of complex societies in the Americas. Another example is the area of
infectious diseases, perhaps the committee was unaware of Dr. Mary Anglin's work on
the culturd aspects of HIV and its trangmisson. It seems that what is missng from &l of
the aress liged is the human and cultural perspective and links. In this way, | beieve that
the committee has completely failed a their gppointed task--they smply should know
better.
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*kkk*x

There are many issues to be congdered, which the Futures committee has seemingly
ignored. It is hard to assess this clam objectively, however, snce the minute notes on
thar dgte on woefully uninformative. My generad objections ae 1) the budgetary issues
related to the redtructuring, not only the cost of doing the redtructuring itsdf, but the
resulting lack of budget for many of the colleges and resultant segregation even more into
haves and have nots, 2) the concern for graduate education done. In fact, the one
department in the college of AS (my own) that has no graduate program was left off the
resructuring liss completely. It is hard to conclude that they considered the srengths of
each unit, when they are not even aware of what the units are in AS; 3) the lig of units
desgnated for outdanding performance and in the forefront of the deveopment of UK
seems remarkably smilar to the specidties of the committee members. It is hard to think
they were objective in their evaluation based on that list.

*kkkk*%k

If achieving top 20 daus means impoverishing further units -which are part of core
subjects for a sound education - dready sruggling to exist lam tempted to say that this
whole top 20 amhbition is not worth it. The targeted units should be evduated in terms of
sarvice, number of students served (not just graduated) and publications reative to the
gze and means of the unit. Reaching a high average by diminating or isolating
endangered units (because they do not generate $$9$) is not a sign of competent leadership
and adminigration... this is even a severe case of "fudging” in order to give an illuson of
greatnessl Top 20 ranking at this price is not a sgn of good thinking let done good
academic ConscioUSNESS.

*kkk*x

Although | gpplaud many of the proposds for restructuring presented by the futures
committee, | find the following items to be worthy of more careful congderdtion:
(1) The presarvaion of an intact liberd arts curricullum and support system, particularly
for undergraduates. | consider the College of Arts and Sciences to provide the best locae
and dructure for nurturing, advisng, and developing the interdisciplinary liberd arts.
Such a College is the incubator for both basic research and more ddract interdisciplinary
endeavors which will not be as successfully supported in colleges with a more applied
bent. (2) The establishment of a college or divison on campus that is the home and R&D
incubator of cross-sector and cross-area interdisciplinary studies, such as environmentd
dudies, aea dudies, women's dSudies, AfricanAmerican dudies, Latink American
Studies, Appdachian Studies, and other minority studies. As it sands now, these
endeavors, many of which have previoudy grown in a College of Arts and Sciences, will
now be even further separated. (3) A locd emphass, and increased funding for
internationa studies (beyond the proposed focus area of "Literature and Culture of the
Americas'). Hereés what | propose: keep A&S as it is, but establish a Vice Provost
Office (or College) of Internationd and Interdisciplinary Studies. Let units decide if they
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want to be located here to make it an academic college, if it will be an adminigtretive unit
that facilitates interdisciplinary work.

*kkk*x

Bresking Higory off from the Socid Sciences would be a paticulaly unfortunate
dteration. Some of the socid sciences are undergoing disciplinary-wide changes that
recognize the once-neglected importance of historical research to their own fidds. To cut
us off from the History Department, especidly when it is being singled out as a target for
even more university resources than it has dready received, would hurt us a a time when
we are not being buffered by our own resources. It is doubtful thet pulling in Economics
would compensate for this.

*kkk*x

| don't understand what the rationde IN FAVOR of the change is. | do know that this
proposa works contrary to the widespread trend towards humanistic socid science
research and socid scientific humanities research in the academy today. | suspect it has
been put together by people with little fed for such matters. Also, if it is true, as rumor
has it, that the reorganization is a done dedl, then | am shocked that such power has been
placed in a sndl number of peoplés hands without the universty community being
gpprised of this.

*kkk*x

It seems to me that the effect of the redructuring will smply be to "ghettoize' those
departments perceived as peripherd, that is, those departments that don't make money for
the universty. Take, as test case, the College of Fine Arts, where there it sufficient
money to leave the phones turned on over the summer, or so I've been told.

*kkk*x

The restructuring comes across as a lame attempt to show that the committee gave some
thought to adminigtrative restructuring. Some of the proposas appear, from where | st, to
be worth congdering--closng or consolidating very smdl colleges. The proposd to split
up A&S, however, comes across as restructuring for its own sake, does not appear to
offer any adminidrative or cost savings, and is inconsstent with college structures at
most of the "pear" inditutions we seek to emulate. The research funding priorities are
amply laughable. The complete absence of physcd scdence &  engineering,
environmenta science & engineering, and socid science other than that related to med
school/Martin school issues is absurd. Even if one subscribed to the notion that life
sciences should get the lion's share (I do not so subscribe), arguably the strongest and
best known life science unit & UK (Ecology & Evolutiornaery Biology) is nowhere to be
seen. The coincidence of the priorities with the units of the committee chars is
conspicuous, to say the least, and a couple appear to be tacked-on merdly to capitdize on
recent publicity regarding UK writers and opera singers.
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*kkk*x

My main reaction is What happens to the liberd arts education when A& S gets divided?

*kkkk*k

| am drongly opposed. This restructuring would go againgt present trends in the
professon. The State Univeraty of Buffdo broke up the College of Arts and in the early
90s and it turned out to worsen the college structuring. In 1968 SUNY Buffalo changed
back to Arts and Sciences. At present the only university if know of which has a smilar
college dructure is Arizona, and there is tak of changing it. Another consequence would
be the detriment in regard to interdepartmental programs. Our Dept. works closdy with
people in Geography and Anthropology, as well as individuas in other departments [...].
Moreover, such important programs as Socid Theory, Women's Studies, and the African
American Program would be fragmented and badly hurt. We could forget about a broad
interdisciplinary  program. Findly, one ges the impresson tha the proposed
resructuring has not been thought through sufficiently--as if it was decided upon for
dramatic effect and its symmetric gppearance on a chat showing UK adminidrative
units. No judtification was given for the logic (and benefits) of such arestructuring.

*kkk*x

The past twenty-plus years of scholaship in the humanities and human sciences
demondrate clearly the importance of interdisciplinary work, and on that view done it
makes precious little sense right now for us to segregate these areas. | have a tard time
underdanding, additiondly, why we should support a move that only multiplies
adminidrative superstructures at UK.

*kkkk*k

| have many objections to the plan, but fundamentdly it would bresk up the one unit on
campus that is wholeheartedly devoted to two things that are centrd to the universty:
providing undergraduate students the comprehensive introduction to knowledge that they
need as the bass for whatever ese they go on to do in life, and supporting basic research
that is not tied to the short-term needs of particular interests off campus.

*kkk*

It does not make sense to break up the college of arts and sciences, which teaches most of
the undergraduates in a coherent set of courses. It is not wel funded a the moment.
Adding more adminigtrators will worsen the funding Situation.

*kkk*%

| am vey much agang the Futures Comm. recommendation, esp. with regad
to the bresk-up of the College of A&S. The Universty of Kentucky does not need
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more Adminigration to handle the departments that now make up the College. Also,
| fed that the present st up dlows one dean condderable leeway in organizing the
finances of the college, and by extenson each depatment, than would the congraints
of deans that have only a smdl amount of wiggle room in which to operae And
| think it is a bit premaure to ask for a red thoughtful response, without a proposd
that dedls with how the money will be divided up. In the end, this is a very poor proposd,
and the committee should go back and try again!

*kkkk*k

As an assgant professor, | think that one of the mgor chdlenge that UK faces is the
recruiting and retention of new faculty members in the next decade or s0. Having a
divided College of Arts and Sciences would make us less competitive than our
benchmark inditutions. From my perspective each Dean would have less resources to
move aound to be in tune to the changing needs of the faculty and the students.
| guess that from the globa point of view the number of Deans should not change...but
nevertheess the universty would be more divided than right now: and that's not good.

*kkkk*k

| am completely and vigoroudy opposed to the proposed restructuring of the College of
Arts and Sciences. | have many concerns and questions, but | will summarize them with
the following thoughts (1) No argument whatever was given by the Futures Task Force
as to why such a redtructuring would benefit anyone in any of the colleges. One can
imagine arguments, of course, but it would be hdpful if a rationde were given for such
dramatic changes, (2) | agree with the comments made ordly a the meeting on Friday
concerning budgetary questions. how can we reasonably assess such a proposa  without
any discusson of how resources would be managed and distributed? Indeed, we al worry
(perhaps even mog of dl in the humanities, perhaps even more in the languages) about
how we would go from being pat of an impoverished college to being a redly
impoverished (and, frankly, margindized) college; (3) No discusson was offered by the
Task Force as to the process by which they arrived a the ddineation of the 9 aress
worthy of increased support. Were departments, programs, chairs, faculty consulted or
interviewed? Were programs scrutinized in some way without our being notified? Were
programs given the opportunity to present their srengths? (4) Which leads to a related
issue it seems to have been taken for granted that the way to move the university forward
is to support financidly those programs which have diginguished themsdves. Why,
however, could the argument not be made for the opposite? That is, let those programs
continue to be nourished, while redirecting support to programs in immediate financia
need? The notion of the 9 areas leads to the impresson (on the part of the public, as well
as among faculty) that programs not included are not worth supporting, that there is not
important work going on in these less privileged programs, dso daffed with
diginguished and internationaly-recognized faculty. Both arguments could be defended,
but let's a leest have the discusson. (5) The bresking up the college would lead to an
end, red or percaived and perhaps both, to the universty's commitment to the liberd arts
and to a broad education for our undergraduates. | would argue, perhaps idedigticdly,
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that the univerdty shoud not be run with only finanda and practicd gods in mind,
despite the difficult Stuation facing the dtaté's economy. Students are here to learn to
think criticaly, a kill thet is learned as much in the humanities as it is in the stences. In
today's world more than ever, now is not the time to turn out narrowly-trained graduates.
Now is not the time to produce students who have no idea of the world outside the state
and the U.S,, that there are other cultures where people think differently.

*kkk*x

| believe dsrongly in a liberd arts education. The synergism between the departments of
A&S, eg. our degree requirements, provides such an excellent educationd opportunity to
the students of KY. This is pat of our "higher purposg’. Moreover, | see little efficiency
in the split; there is no subgtantive benefit for graduate education or research. In fact, this
proposa sats barriers to collaborations that currently exist. This is especidly true for the
Depatment of Statistics, which is engaging in more collaborative efforts with the socid
stiences. The red issue is the lack of support and funding that the Lexington Campus
has received over the past 58 years. | do not see the proposa to split A& S as remedy to
this gtuaion. In fact, it would creste more adminidtrative sructure than currently exids,
thereby decreasing the funding avalable for academic enterprises. | do support the
restructuring of the other smal colleges, | believe that the god should be to create fewer
colleges. | was very surprised to see that Socid Work with the addition of Family
Studiesretains college dtatus. The other proposals for the disaggregation of HES are
sound.

*kkkk*k

We ae cregting further boundaries between disciplines and a the same time
telling our dudents to integrate their learning. The USP has courses clusters across
the disciplines to make students aware of this. How things are Structured adminigiratively
sends a clear signa as to how we redly view them. We are going to create further idands
of isolaion and move away from the “learning community” environment that this
university so desperately needs.

*kkk*x

(DWould undermine interdisciplinary work -- which is some of the most important,
cutting edge going on a UK. (2) A terible blow to undergraduate educetion -- would
destroy the liberd arts tradition. () Would look bad nationdly -- making us appear to be
a technicd, vocationd school w/o commitment to liberd ats and interdisciplinary. (4)
Loss of faculty & difficulty in attracting top-notch faculty.

*kkkk*k

Out of curiogty, | went to the US News rankings of nationa universties. | focused on
only the category "Reputation score” and found 10 public universities at or above 4 (out
of 5). | diminated Georgia Tech dnce it is a pecidized inditution The remaining 9 are
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Berkdey, Michigan, Virginia, UCLA, Wisconsn, lllinois, North Caroling, Texas,
Washington (Seettle). | then checked their web Stes. All of these truly grest public
universties have combined Arts and Sciences colleges except Texas So, the
ovewheming mgority of the truly great public inditutions of this nation do NOT
disaggregate their Arts and Sciences.

*kkk*

(1) The College of Arts and Letters would be the most under-funded and therefore the
weakest college on campus. Arts and Sciences is dready, per capita, the most under-
funded college. Arts and Letters would be a merger of the sector of A&S with the
gndlest budget with the College of Fine Arts higoricdly the mogt financidly-strapped
unit a the Universty. (2) The Futures Task Force seems not to understand that the hedlth
of the newly configured colleges would depend upon revised funding models university-
wide. The impetus for the split of A&S seems to come from some of the "hard”" sciences,
but they dont seem to understand the nature of the funding issues ether. (3) The A&S
split would jeopardize the integrity of liberd arts education a UK -- yet another aspect of
undergraduate education that the task force has ignored. (4) The proposd ignores the
importance of interdisciplinary programs in A&S and he importance of a College of A&S
to those programs (the programs could join any new college they choose, but the very
necessity to choose violates the principle of interdisciplinarity). (5) It ignores the fact that
the rigid divisons of disciplines would be a step backward for UK; universties should
work for the breskdown of disciplinary barriers. (6) The mgority of UK benchmarks
A&S departments would seek to emulate (for example, not Texas A&M or NC State,
which are not comprehensgve research univerdties) have the A&S modd. Sgnificantly,
according to their web dite, the task force looked a mly two other universities (OSU and
Penn State), both of which happen to have colleges smilar to the units they propose for
UK's Callege of A&S. (7) In view of UK's mandates for excdlence with limited funds
from the date, the split would prove too costly in terms of recurring and norkrecurring
funds, and it would taeke too long to recover from. (8) The excellent college-wide support
savices in A&S, such as the advisng center and other student services, as well as the
collegels increasingly successful program for financid development would be destroyed
and would have to be reinvented in triplicate.

*kkkk*k

No rationde offered for A and S split -- except two comments from Wait at public
meeting that implied the Dean does not serve the college wdl in getting resources or in
recruiting faculty. | didn't think either comment was backed up with evidence and, even if
we buy these points (which | don't), no argument was given for why the proposed
arrangement would be better.

*kkk*%

| think that the proposed restructuring would be a severe blow to the gods of liberd arts
education. The proposed plan could cregte barriers that impede the flow of students (and
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knowledge) between the different colleges, further reducing the diversty and qudity of
undergraduate education.

*kkk*x

There are many reasons to be skepticdl that the proposed division of A&S will lead to any
red improvement. No cost assessment hasbeen made of the likdy adminidraive
overhead which could be very substantid-at a time when new faculty postions, NOT
added adminidrative overhead, is what is needed to make the College more competitive.
The only rationde that has been publicly advanced in favor of this proposa is that a Dean
of a andler unit could better focus on its needs. In fact the present Arts and Sciences
college has associate deans whose misson is exactly to advise the Dean on such
departmental  matters. Two associate deans are a lot chegper than three deans and
duplicated daffs for fundraigng, course scheduling, advisng, and other adminidtrative
support! Inthe absence of a serious atempt a costing out the proposad | seeno
advantages whatsoever to the proposed change.

*kkk*x

Obvioudy, one serious concern about this proposa is the fate of undergraduate education
a UK, both the ided of a liberd arts education and the more practicd aspects of
managing what would become cross-college universty requirements on a greetly
expanded scale. Furthermore, | am greaily concerned tha interdisciplinary programs
(Judaic Studies, LAS, Women's Studies, Appaachian Studies, African American Studies,
etc.) will be severdy drained by these new college boundaries. |1 do not see the point of
generating new boundaries between History and Anthropology, for example. | am adso
pesondly uncler on why organizing universty depatments by levd of revenue
generation is productive or useful for any aspect of teaching or research. This is very
brief, but I'm sure others will respond in more detail. | am aso concerned about the
proposa to leave overhead in the college that generates it. Without knowledge of how
university resources will be redigtributed in response to this massve shift in capitd, |
think it's most unwise to agree to this. What would happen to the smal grants awarded
by RGS for summer research, for example? These smdl amounts of money are useful for
many people in A&S, but do (as | understand it) come from overhead geerated by the
univergty as a whole. Will more state dollars be moved into RGS to compensate, or will
these programs be abolished? And wha ae the implications for higher-revenue-
genaaing colleges, like Enginearing? Will Enginesring (for example) be expected to
become revenue-generating (or a least revenue-neutrd) within the universty as a
whole? In other words, will the Engineering School be expected to pay for its own
buildings and infrastructure? Cover some sdaries or benefits? Generate revenue for the
sate? And since the foci for future research outlined by the committee are largdy
Medicd School initigtives, what happens to high- *and* low-revenue generding
departments in this schema? Will high-revenue-generating Colleges need to reorganize
their research to respond to Med Schoal initiatives so that they can have sufficient lab
space, etc.? Will lowrevenue-generating Colleges (like Arts and Letters) be cashstarved
in any scenario? And where will dl the sate money go tha's being "saved' in dl this
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fiscd reorganization?  Findly, I'm worried about overweening Medicad School influence
on the rest of the campus if we go to a one-provost system.

*kkk*x

One of my main concerns regarding the bresk-up of the college is that the plan destroys
the basc libera arts intellectud core the college. At one time in the late 1960s the college
operated under three or four Directors Socid and Behaviord Sciences, Physical Sciences
etc. It did not work out very well, and we got rid of it. We need to think ahead, not
backwards as the Futures Committee has done in this report. | do not see any benefits of
the plan in enhancing graduate or undergraduate ingtruction and research. The other point
that concerns me is the disciplinary areas sdected for further invessment to take us to top
20 datus. The lig is ill-concaved. Except 2, dl areas are in the medica or physca
stiences. The "public policy” area is a vague one. | am appdled that a distinguished
Committee like this one would completdy ignore the Non-Western cultures and
international aspects of the University. Nearly 60 percent of Kentucky's trade is with
countries outsde the United States. A dgnificant portion of the internationd trade is with
China and Jgpan. But the committee seems quite oblivious to internationd and non
western emphagis in priority areas.  As you may know UK's prominent position in Asan
studies has just been recognized by over $1 million grant from the Freeman Foundation
to enhance this area. The Committee thinks that Patterson Schoal is the only area of the
Univ devoted to internationd dimenson. Many depatments in A&S, Educaion and
Busness have ggnificant international component, and | had hoped tha the Committee
would recommend pulling these resources to lift us to higher satus. No university can
agpire to be great without a solid internationd dimenson. In summay from the
intellectud viewpoint and contemporary trends in the world the report is flawed; it will
not serve the interest of UK and the sate. It is biased in favor of hedth and physcd
stiences. The recommendations lack (1) dSrategic vison or ability to look ahead (what
kind of faculty, indruction and research we need a UK?) (2) peripherd vison or ability
to look around the world (trends in the world and how UK can respond to these trends
through research and ingruction) (3) interna compass (what we will need in terms of
resources? what is right? Couple it with flexibility. 1 think al these are very important
points in any discusson of FUTURE. The man problem may be the Committees falure
to redly "undergand” the university.

*kkkk*%k

It is very hard to determine what the Task Force sees as advantages and/or disadvantages
in the proposed restructuring (and here, | am thinking persondly more about Arts and
Sciences), since there appears to be few details of the Task Force's thoughts in print. |
perceive that the College of Arts and Sciences at the present is disproportionately under-
funded given the amount of indruction it provides to premgors in other Colleges as wdll
as mgors in Arts and Sciences itsdf. | am concerned that the resructuring will not
improve this dtuation. Will the redructuring result in a net reduction of adminigrative
cods and an dtraction of an additiond infuson of funds from other Universty sources?
Or will there be a net gain in adminidrative positions and costs? | suspect the latter. How
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will this affect the potentid "liberd ats educetion'? Will it cause students to be more
narrowly focused and reduce the encouragement to take courses across a broad range of
disciplines? | am worried this might be so. But it would be very hepful to see a more
detailed andysis by the Task Force to support its tentative recommendations.

*kkkk*k

Actudly, it is premature for me to indicate my pogtion. I'm in the Psychology Dept. and
our faculty are in a rather unique postion under the new plan. Severd of our faculty
could easly be included in Sciences & Math rather than Socid Sciences. | worry for
them that the proposed restructuring might set up barriers between Socid Sciences and
(Natural) Sciences that don't now exist.

*kkk*x

The doing away with the AS College would send a dear Sgnd tha the university did not
see it as important that there be one college which can lay clams to being the core of an
undergraduate (liberd arts) education. Since | am a firm beiever in the liberd ats, |
think that such asgna would be an unfortunate sgna to send.

*kkk*x

It seems that having three colleges would just creste more adminidrative postions, and
hence more bureaucracy. | dont see what their arguments are for why the current Arts
and Sciences College dructure isnt working. Also, perhaps this is a sdf-centered
agument, but | worry that Philosophy (my depatment) will become financidly
margindized (along with every other department in Arts and L etters).

*kkkk*k

| think it would be extremdy difficult for the humanities fine ats and journdism to
achieve common ground on hiring and promotion matters. This combination is aso
arecipe for mgor fights about who should administer the college. The College of Arts
and Sciences has worked wel adminigrativdly and intdlectudly. Why change it for
some imagined futurigtic benefit that is dubious a best.

*kkk*

| vdue contact with my colleegues and ther sudents in the Socid Sciences. The
proposed redructuring will not only inhibit cross-disciplinary collaboration between
faculty but promises truncated pedagogica experiences for our undergraduates and
graduate students.



*kkk*x

It seems to me to be a codly and disruptive exercise that will have no obvious benefit to
the academic programs of the college. Given the skewed priorities for investment and the
lack of an obvious reaionde for the choices made in sdecting the nine aress, only one of
which relates to A&S, it gppears that the committee was rather cavaier in its assessment
of the importance of the college to the universty. [...] Where is the role of
undergraduate education in the proposed scheme? What about an internationd or globd
focus? It seems that the committee was a best condtipated in its view of the future, a
worg sdf-serving and narrow-minded.

*kkkk*k

I'm concerned about the effects the proposed divison may have upon interdisciplinary
programs and teaching. From my perspective, my own discipling, English sudies, has as
much to do with geography and anthropology as it does with history and Spanish, and
more to do with biology and physics than more folks are inclined to believe, though less
than it might. | especidly wonder how the proposed inditutiond focus on "History and
Literature of the Americas’ could be developed without the participation of culturd
geography. The suspect character of these divisons crops up especidly, | think, if we
imagine what may unfold when it comes time to decide whether Appadachian Studies or
Sociad Theory should be dedlt to one side or the other, how and by whom such programs
might get funded and run. I'd have to know more about this and hear more about what
benefits the Task Force projects from this split in order to get behind the proposal.

*kkk*k

It seems to me that this restructuring would be exactly the opposte of what we were told
the presdent would be esger to do: streamline the adminidration a UK, which is dready
a raher large corpus with a sometimes repetitive and bureaucratic dructure. This
partition would dso hinder the functioning of various interdisciplinary programs (Latin
American Studies and Socid Theory are two examples) in existence and go agang the
current trend for more "globd" academic training.

*kkkk*k

| 'm not opposed to restructuring in the abstract, but | do oppose the segregation of
humanities or its bracketing with the arts. It will leave these departments in a culture of
relative poverty and would lead to some very uneducated citizens of the commonwedlth.
Nor do | see immediatdy how research in the humanities would benefit from such a
plan. Ingtead, it would turn the humanities into a kind of service sector for a new
Kentucky Ingtitute of Technology.
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*kkk*x

| was most dismayed by the corrdaion between the depatmental effiliations of the
committee members and the designated Aress of Excdlence this, to my mind, raises
questions about the legitimacy of the committees recommendations, including the
resructuring proposd. If a committee of predominantly Arts and Sciences faculty
proposed restructuring the medicd and hedth sciences, it would be considered
ingppropriate and outrageous. | am perplexed that such a mgor restructuring has been
suggested by persons not in Arts and Sciences, and by persons who seem to have no redl
understanding of the Arts and Sciences, the areas of drength in the departments in the
college, or the higoricd devdopment of interdisciplinary discourse across the
Humeanities and Socid Sciences. Mogt troubling is that the committee gppears to have no
visgon of the Universty as the place where we work to give undergraduates a liberd arts
education. Thank you for your attention to my comments.

*kkkk*%k

There was seemingly no rationde for the breskup of the College other than the argument
that a dean with closer ties to the subject area could aitract and retain better faculty. This
is a lame excuse - dl of our deans have traditiondly taken a keen interest in the arts,
socid sciences, and humanities, and in any case they tend to follow (to a letter | bet) the
hiring recommendations made by the depatments themseves | fear for the datus of
interdisciplinary programs in this mode - there is presently a great ded of interaction
between socid scientists and humanists in key programs such as Women's Studies, Socid
Theory, Judac Studies, African American Studies, and Latin American Studies, to
mention a few. My own ressarch and tesching has been enhanced by collegid
interactions with faculty in four of the above-mentioned programs. Why would we
condgder this breekup when s0 few of the redly good public inditutions have followed
this modd? And when those that did do it now regret it (eg., SUNY Buffdo). Thisis a
model from the 1970s, applied to UK today. What was it that Mark Twain sad....?
Findly, | can't dop withot a word on these subdtantive areas of university
concentration. While |1 have dways fdt that David Wait was a far minded individua
with the best interests of the univerdty in mind, this task forces recommendations smell
of narrow sdf-interest on the pat of the membership. Dan Reedy’s committee spent an
enormous amount of time determining UK’s aress of drength. This committeg, it is very
clear, did no such homework or andysis.

*kkk*x

| am concerned that dividing the College of Arts & Sciences would diminish burgeoning
links between the Depatments of Geologica Sciences and Geography and lead to
unnecessary adminigrative duplication.
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*kkk*x

The College of Arts & Sciences is the SINGLE academic unit on campus that embodies
diverdty and interdisciplinary scholarship by spirit and design. It would be disastrous,
tragic, demordizing, and insulting to a&andon this intdlectud heart of the U.K.
community.

*kkk*x

| am compdled to convey my dismay that a committee charged with assessng the
univergty's scholarly and educationa strengths as well as proposing specific options for
academic redructuring faled to include the Russan and Eastern Studies department in
ther materids. There are severd conclusons one may draw from this omisson, none of
them postive | find the gdtuation paticularly gdling snce the Russan and Eagtern
Studies department was just commended by outsde reviewers for the excdlence of its
scholarly and educational excellence not only in comparison to its benchmarks, but dso
in the face of ridiculoudy limited resources. In fact, our excdlence is recognized a the
nationd levd as wel. Our students have been awarded the highly compstitive nationd
NSEP grant five out of the last eght years. Findly, it is worrisome that the committee
chose to overlook a department that represents 2/3 of the world's population. All in al,
given the remarkable need for internationdization of this campus and repidly increasing
globdization of our sate, there is no possible excuse for this behavior.

*kkk*x

The more | saw, the less | liked. Taking the most under-funded departments (i.e,
Humanities) from the per capita most under-funded college (A&S) and putting them in
with the most poverty-dricken college in the univeraty (Fine Arts) is a recipe br disaster
unless a very, veary lage infuson of new funding comes into the new college upon its
cregtion. Given that were in the middle of a crunch, that is unlikely to hgppen. | do find
the IDEA of an arts and letters college quite atractive, but will be utterly opposed to the
implementation of the idea untili someone "shows me the money" up front.
| was dso disurbed by the sdection of "higory and literature of the Americas' for
fundng. Snce we dont have an "American Studies’ depatment, this means that
depatments like English and Higtory, dready divided between the Americanists and
everybody ese, will have further impetus to further cut back in European postions in
favor of the new emphass. Within the past 15 years nearly hdf the Europeaniss
pogdtions in the History Dept. have eveporated, and | fear that dl fields except for
American higory will be cut beyond the bone if this emphass is carried out. In a nation
and a date that is particular parochid in its interests, we do a great disservice to our
gudents to imperil what is left of a genuindy globa educetion & UK. | know President
Todd has very drong opinions in this regard, coming directly from his experience in
dedling with European busness for which his narow and more technicd education put
him a a disadvantage. Indeed, though "the Americas' is no doubt meant to include Létin
America, in the Spanish (soon to be Hispanic Studies) Dept., a smilar sort of cleavage
exigs between the Americanists and the peninsulars. [...] As a dlasscist, | am concerned
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about the current emphasis on the modern and the American. On the political sde, it must
be admitted that the Humanities was poorly represented on Futures Committee itsdf. [...]
| dont think the concerns of the Humanities were sufficiently articulated in the committee
and | hope you might keep this in mind as matters come before the various bodies of
which you are a member. Anyway, that's more than my proverbid two cents.. but you
did ask. Thanks again for the concern and leadership you have so well demonstrated and
al the best as you continue to do so.

*kkkk*k

The recommendation of the Task Force should emphaticaly not be followed. It would be
a serious setback to undergraduate education, not to mention research, interdisciplinary
dudies, etc. If the universty wants to improve itsdf the firg and foremost issue that
should be addressed is improving funding. This may be obvious, but without serious
dtention to this, dl tak about top-20 Hatus is pie-inthe sky. Reorganization - even a
better one than proposed here - istrivia by comparison with this ever present need.

*kkk*x

My main purpose in writing is to express some reservations about the committee's draft
proposa to divide the College of Arts and Sciences into three colleges. As severd have
noted, A&S currently is the home of severd intdlectudly vibrant multidisciplinary
programs (eg., Latin American Studiess, Women's Studies, African American Studies,
Socid Theory) that span the socid sciences and the humanities. To place any of these
programs in one or another of the newly proposed colleges could be detrimentd to ther
adility to maintain the full range of faculty and graduaie student involvement that they
currently enjoy. | would view this as a damaging outcome. lronicdly, such a move
could create new bariers to multidisciplinary activity a a time when the Universty is
trying to promote new connections and to bresk down glos. | aso believe that the
proposed split could damage undergraduate education. Students who graduate from an
A&S depatment have taken a full range of courses in the humanities, the socia sciences,
and the naturd sciences that go beyond USP requirements and that insure that they have
received a liberd education that will serve them wel throughout adulthood. | fear that
abolition of the College will meke it difficult to susdan the currently exiging
requirements in these aess If the requirements ae not mantaned, we may
unintentiondly have moved in the direction of producing technicaly proficent specidigts
rather than fully educated citizens. Organizationdly, | am apprehensive about each of the
three new Colleges the committee has proposed. The College of Science and
Mathematics would smply represent a smdl collection of departments that aready exist
in a sngle College. No new synergistic relaionships would be crested by carving them
out. | think the only outcome would be intelectud isolation. The College of Socid and
Behaviord Sciences would provide the potentid for some new combinations of
departments, but this would require departments and schools that are comfortably Situated
in such places as Budness and Economics, Agriculture, and Medicine to accept an
invitation to join the new College. Given that these programs dready are involved in the
missons of ther respective Colleges, it is difficult for me to imegine that they would
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accept the invitation. If they decling, we will be left with a smdl collection of socid
science depatments that have experienced a weskening of ther ties to the naturd
stences and humanities and gained virtudly nothing. The College of Arts and Letters
would represent an awkward combination of departments and schools that found it
advantageous to separate several decades ago. | have trouble seeing how reuniting them
would be anything other than a return to the 1950s. | think everyone would agree that the
College of Arts and Sciences can be awvkward because of the diversity of departments and
programs that it contains, but it does represent the intellectud core on which many other
programs can build. | think it is important for organizations to protect their core. | am
not sure that splitting it up will accomplish that.

*kkkk*k

An obvious medicd/biologica science bias - sSx/seven out of nine aeas for further
invetment concern medica/biological sciences, while humanities and socid sciences are
gmply given lip sarvices.  An obvious corrdation between the compodtion of the
committee (many of them ae from medicd/biologica fieds) on the one hand, and
recommended areas of further invesment on the other. The idea of restructuring seems
to be dictated by a bad economic logic - A&S is likely to be divided according to how
much money each divison will make. Also, the report represents what | see as narrowly
defined American interests - no concerns for globa culturd studies whatsoever. In short,
the report addresses on an out-moded logic of science and technology at the expense of
humanities and socid sciences, the irony is that such an outmoded logic was issued
precisdly when we need to think about how to bridge the gap between issues of
technology/science on the one hand and those of humanities/socid sciences on the other.
A very disgppointing report. | fet good, however, when | saw critical spirits and
regponses from A& S faculty in the meeting this past Friday.

*kkkk*k

Problems with the plan: (1). It would lump stronger programs from A&S with wesker
programs from other units, but would not necessarily lead to improvement of the wesk
programs. (2). It would wesken those areas of the socid sciences that have a humanidic
bent, by removing humanities faculty from Dean's advisory committee on promotion and
tenure, etc. (3). It would weeken the univerdty misson of offering undergrads a liberd
educetion.

*kkk*x

Having done three degrees a one of your benchmark schools, | find this sort of
(arbitrary?) adminidrative divison very drange & beieve it would lead to a loss of
interdisciplinary benefits a large research school offers. | am aso very concerned about
potentid divison of gender & dran or loss of eventud research funding/monies that
would be caused by separating the "arts’ from the "sciences.”
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*kkk*x

Presently, the undergraduate students of the College of Arts and Science can combine
mog effectivdly ther mgors and minors between two or more disciplines. A possble
divison of the College may preclude this opportunity, very important for the
undergraduate students.

*kkk*x

| do not undersand the reasoning behind this redtructuring; there is nothing apparent
of any practicd dgnificance to be gained. The College of Arts and Sciences has been
treated as a "poor cousn" by the Universty for some time, and | have had the impresson
that this is a result of the reatively low externd funding that the College as a whole can
generate. By breaking it up it seems to me our voices will be even further weakened, and
the potentiad for underfunding our misson of teaching and scholarship could be further
undermined. Findly, we ae currently in a time of great financid dress why ae we
discussng such an expensve underteking with no  subgtantid  benefits? Can  the
adminigration redly guarantee that we wont see our sdaries and benefits fal even
further behind those of our benchmark inditutions, or see our department funds for
teeching and adminidration even further cut, while money is drained to pay for this
restructuring?

*kkk*%

| think that restructuring without additiond resources is a largely disruptive, not-likey-
to-be-valuable process. | see no compdling arguments presented for the bulk of the
committee's arguments. The description of areas proceeds primarily from the view that
to be great one MUST build on exiging drengths, which | think is not completely
correct. The omisson of aress like dinica ressarch and engineering from a Futures
report appears very shortsighted to me. Incluson of aress like plant bioengineering and
infectious disease is surprisng. | would emphasize that piecemed implementation of the
restructuring without mgor budgetary changes could be disastrous. The VP-Research
postion has been emasculated in this report--is that redly what we want? Certainly a
variance with what is being sought in our current seerch. The effects of restructuring and
investment in specific areas seems not to have consdered education, either undergraduate
or graduate. Overdl, | am disappointed in this report, and worry that this was just not a
productive process.

*kkkk*k

| am particulaly worried about three possble consequences of the restructuring:
(1) The potentidly deeterious consequences for undergraduate education. | srongly
believe in the importance of a liberd arts education, and the restructuring seems to move
UK even father awvay from granting any sgnificance to the notion of a wdl-rounded
undergraduate experience. (2) The potentiadly deleterious consequences for the al of the
departments shunted into "Arts and Letters’, especidly the Philosophy Department, that
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may aise from a drying up of funding and voice in the university. (3) The probably fata
consequences the redructuring would have for the Committee on Socid Theory,
particularly since it seeks to cross disciplinary boundaries and would need to bridge three
new colleges in order to cary out its misson of interdisciplinary research and
education. One of the very few arguments actualy advanced in favor of the restructuring
is that it will promote interdisciplinary activities With respect to the most important, and
only dgnificant interdisciplinary group | am involved with, the plan actudly gppears to
thwart the redization of thisgod.

*kkk*

The redructuring would do much to transform the Universty into a fancy vocationd
school, not a place where students can pursue a specidization within the context of the
type of broadly based academic program that is proper for an educated human beng. |
see no obvious advantages in adding more adminigrations to the Universty. Given the
tight budget, creating more inditutions only helps waste the limited resources, which
could otherwise be used more properly on departmentsin College of Arts and Sciences.

*kkkk*k

| honestly think in time of economic problems for the state and the Universty, it unwise
to restructure a college system and in the process create three very poor new colleges. |
dso think the Task Force was biased towards with their findings by only presenting
themsdves and what they thought the President might like in good light. Reasons for the
resructuring were never given, which causes concern in many and understandably. Also,
snce our model univergties do not have the proposed structure as a model, it seems we
would be taking a step back and away from our long-term godls.

*kkkk*k

There are no obvious advantages of a change. So why changing it with a lot of effort,
thereby wading the time of many of the faculty? Actudly, most of our benchmarks
have the Arts & Sciences as awhole!

*kkkk*k

The principd bad effect of this restructuring would be to triple the adminidrative
dructure in a college that is dready over adminisrated. Why not just smply absorb the
smadler colleges back into the college of A& S?

*kkk*k
In terms of academic infrastructure, | fed the restructuring would complicate things
immensdly, lead to duplication in effort, and make it harder for students to get a multi-

disciplinay educdion. In tems of research infragstructure | am more unsure of the
impact and fee there would be pros and cons to both sdes. In a college of science and
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mathematics, for indance, there might be better support for scientific computing.
Alternatively, smdler schools might leave less flexibilty in gppropriating available funds.

*kkk*x

| don't redlly know if it would be better or worse. I'd like to see the arguments for and
agang. The only argument I've heard is that if one college of Arts and Sciences is under-
funded, splitting into 3 colleges would probably make dl 3 of them even more under-
funded. If that'strue, then I'm definitely againgt.

*kkk*x

The Libera Arts are dready the poor stepchild at the University of Kentucky, and the
redructuring will only further isolate and diminish those depatments. It is shocking to
me how many of my students have no interest or gppreciation for the Libera Arts, and it
is not in the interest of the Commonwedth or its citizens to encourage this narrow,
utilitarian, and enthnocentric perspective.

*kkkk*k

| beieve tha dividing A&S up will diminish the influence of the liberd ats a UK, and
unfortunately their influence is dready too week. In regad to the Task Force's
recommendation that the place of international studies at UK be invedtigated, | say thet is
a task that deserves the highest priority, and | hope that President Todd assgns it to
someone who will take it serioudy and see that UK takesit serioudy.

*kkk*

(1).There is nothing in the futures preliminary report that offers a compelling reason to
Flit A&S. What would be the benefit? Without a large, and very unlikely, infuson of
funds, we would go from one impoverished college to three equaly impoverished
colleges. Hexihility dlowed by sday savings generated by a large faculty base would
amply be lost. Because of the poor funding for the college rdative to its size and
misson, sday savings are an important means to an end. (2). Dividing the college
would add additiond and unnecessary bariers to interactions for sudents and
faculty. Cross-disciplinary  efforts like the mini-colleges and discovery seminars would
auffer. (3). Students, especidly fird-year students, who frequently change mgors will
then have to change colleges as well. The advisng sysem in A&S is superb, designed to
help prevent students from faling between the cracks. Bresking up the college begs the
guestion as to what would happen to a very successful advisng system. So again, wha is
the rationale to such a Draconian measure?

*kkk*%

Some universties have liberd ats divided dong the lines of the recommendation, so it's
not an outrageous proposal. However, our Task Force offers no reason for doing it here.
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It has the downdde of diminishing the dam that the liberd ats is the core of the
univergty. It dso will further diminish the overhead tha goes to the humanities and
socid sciences. | could be persuaded that it's a good idea, but in the absence of any solid
argument, | am opposed.

*kkkk*k

| believe that the task force has done a poor job of communicating its reasons for its
conclusons, and a poor job in presenting them to the public forum a the Worsham
Theater. Those objecting to the proposas were far more persuasive than the task force.
For those not present, the task force web ste was not hdpful beyond giving an outline of
conclusons, with no rationale. If the task force's intention was to start a conversation,
they have succeeded. The only problem is that, in the many conversations | have taken
part in, the task force point of view has been entirdy absent. When this is combined with
a perceived drong correlaion between the sdf interests of task force members and the
aress chosen as priority aress, one can see that the task force has a very serious credibility
problem at this point. Two further reasons to disagree with the recommendations are tha
they pay essentidly no attention to undergraduate education, regardiess of the rhetoric,
and that they move the Universty in a technocratic direction, where the ided of liberd
scholarship and teaching will become even less important than it dready is. My advice to
Provost Nietzd and Presdent Todd is to distance themselves as far as possible from this
report, lest the good relations between them and the faculty be sacrificed on the atar of
this public relations disaster.

*kkkk*k

| am not againg restructuring. It could be useful. But, there is no rationde given for the
present plan. And perhaps even more inddious than the proposed restructuring is part one
of the Wait plan - -the targets of opportunity/priority. Asde from the fact that the
mgority of them fdl under the direct purview of Watt himsdlf, they send the message the
UK of the future is a technicis MIT-wanna be; with no room for the educated, mord,
responsible, citizen-scholar-student.

*kkk*x

The proposed College of Arts and Letters will bring in little externd funding, and hence
will be in a weak postion from the standpoint of the adminidraion. | fear the net result
will be to further margindize the humanities at UK.

*kkk*

As far as | can see, the ieport says nothing about undergraduate education. (One of the
Task Forces "guiding principles’ is to "sarve students better,” but nothing that follows
addresses sarving  dudents, undergraduate or graduate) This seems especidly
unfortunate since Presdent Todd, to whom the report recommends changes, has said he
wants to change the way Kentucky students think about themselves and about what is
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vaduable in Kentucky's educationd systems. Surely undergraduate education is one way
the Universty can "respond better to needs of [thel Commonwedth" (another "guiding
principle”). Is the "Boyer report,” which elaborated on the importance of undergraduate
programs in fird-rate research universties, now consdered irrdevant? (Officid title:
Reinventing Undergraduate Education: A Blueprint for America's Research Universities,
by The Boyer Commisson on Educating Undergraduates in the Research University
[sponsored by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching]. April 1998.
For complete text, see http://naples.cc.sunysh.edu/Pres/boyer.nsf/.). Two quotations from
the Boyer Commission report (emphasis added): "Everyone a a university should be a
discoverer, a learner. Tha shared misson binds together dl that hgppens on a campus.
The teaching respongbility of the university is to make dl its sudents participants in the
misson. Those sudents must undergird thelr engagement in research with the strong
‘general’ education that creates a unity with their peers, their professors, and the rest of
society.” "Undergraduates must explore diverse fields to complement and contrast with
their mgor fidds the freshman and sophomore years need to open intelectud avenues
thet will dimulate origind thought and independent effort, and reveal the relationships
among sciences, social sciences, and humanities.” Can the Task Force, in completing
their work, give dtention not only to undergraduaste education but aso to
interdisciplinary  undergraduate  education? True, the Futures report gpeaks of
"promotfing] interdisciplinary innovations' and “"sarv[ingl multidisciplinary  interests”
but the proposds in the report address for the most part adminidrive interdisciplinary
links, not conceptual interdisciplinary links. For example, a number of exising units
work in neuroscience. The report proposes linking them, which is a good idea, because
the exising units no doubt do have different angles on the problems of neuroscience and
theré's no reason to duplicate effort; but this strikes me as more an adminigtrative reform
than a conceptua reform. An example of a conceptua reform would be to add literature
depatments to the interdisciplinary group on "Risk-Related Behaviord Sciences.”
Literature (and film) give consderable atention to risk-related behavior. Why might not
that attention be vauable in a truly interdisciplinary gpproach to risk? (Consder the
work of people like Jonathan Shay and Oliver Sacks, both M.D.'s who do make
conceptudly interdisciplinary links) | arive a the bresk-up of the College of Arts and
Sciences. Leaving adde fiscd implications, | worry that as separate colleges get
increesed control of the undergraduate curriculum, we would have less wedl-rounded
undergraduate students (e.g., by reducing the science taken by humanities students or the
humanities taken by science students). Such a change could tend to turn UK into a high-
levd vocationd school. If the am in bresking up A&S is adminidraive smplification,
why not smply add the Colleges of Fine Arts and Communications to A&S (where they
used to be)? How will the solitting up of A&S "promote interdisciplinary innovations'?
Wouldn't a greater integration of A&S be more likdly to accomplish this? The breakup of
A&S would be less problematic if, dong with the bresk-up, sound, reliable mechanisms
were created to insure (8) undergraduate connections and solid curricular diversity (adong
the lines of the Boyer recommendations) and (b) regular interaction among the faculties
of the new colleges (we need more red interdisciplinary interaction even now).




*kkk*x

Start-up and new infrastructure costs would be tremendous, it would damage
interdisciplinary collaboration in mgor ways, it would hamper some of our innovaive
efforts of the past 15 years and take UK off the map of widely appreciated programs such
as the Committee on Socia Theory. This Futures Task Force proposa is partly driven by
some of the mogt intelectudly REGRESSIVE orientations such as scentism and
corporate entrepreneuridiam, trends that undermine liberd education. The emerging
debate should include these matters AND the question of whether there are prospective
private profit interets involved in the motivation of some supporting this darming
proposal.

*kkk*%

I've responded to this in detail through my dept., but in short | think it will compromise
our ability to do interdisciplinary tesching & research, which is where the future of
academic work lies, it will further margindize arts & humanities, and it doesnt seem to
have any upsde -- | can't figure out why it was proposed in the first place.

*kkk*

| have severd reections. Firg, it is clear the committee did a lot of work and came up
with some ideas, probably some good ones which may ultimatedy make a difference
None of the suggestions made me stand up and say hdldujah, so | cant single out
anything for paticular prase. On the areas of emphasis - my impresson is tha the
secrecy of the process (after initid noises that it would be open) resulted in the usud ligt
of favorite areas of the (presumably most vocd) members of the committee, the common
criticiam of dl previous task forces My suggestion to them at the beginning was that
they consder proposing an ongoing process for targeting investments rather than some
inevitably limited lig (what, we are going to invest in vocd music and pharmacy for the
next 10 years or until the next task force?) It's the process of faculty representation in
development that we lacked, and ill lack. On restructuring. | wasn't that interested in
this before the report, but now more so.1 thought the proposds interesting and have
heard mixed views. In generd | think of depatments as organized dong disciplinary
lines and Colleges dong misson oriented lines (medicine, ag, education, etc), with
Colleges gengdly beng multidisciplinay (eg both ag and medicne have animd
physologists). So while it might seem to be an efficiency to combine dl the animd
physologigs (and reduce?), in fact it disupts the multidisciplinary missons of the
Colleges. | dont know that bresking up A&S would be particularly disruptive of the
misson of broad undergraduate education, I'm not sure what particular benefit would
come from proliferating Deans. Further Humanities impoverishment? In generd | was
disappointed in what struck me as a rather narrow, inwardly looking spirit in the report. |
expected more of a focus on forward-looking chalenges, broader areas that more of the
faculty could enligt in.
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*kkk*x

| believe that the divison of Arts and Sciences would: (8) further wesken any politica
influence which they have in this universty, (b) leed to an increesed emphads on
'vocational education’ here, (c) further reduce the universty community's understanding
of, and commitment to, an education as such, and d. further reduce the Kentucky citizen's
understanding of education, and opportunities to receive an education. Vocationd
traning is important, of course, but should not become the sole focus of a universty;
indtitutions for that purpose aready exist. Univerdties exist in order to preserve, increase
and trangmit human knowledge and understanding of the universe, both human and nor:
human. Further weakening of Arts and Sciences would serioudy undercut the Universty
of Kentucky's ability to fulfill that misson. Ingead, the colleges a UK which primarily
ded with job-traning would no longer be faced with any other point of view as
represented by any college of sgnificant power. Different points of view are critica to
human growth (even those opposed to mine!)

*kkk*

The proposed restructuring seems without merit. | have no sense of what would be gained
by doing this. The argument tha the new deans of these three colleges would be “closer
to the subject matter of ther faculty and better able to pursue ther interests’ is not
meaningful. On the contrary, the deans of arts and letters and socid science would be
relatively disempowered in the universty a large. | agree with arguments that have been
made about the detriment to undergraduate education that will be the outcome of this
fragmentation. In addition, 1 am concerned about the future of such programs as socid
theory and women’'s sudies once the ingditutiond supports for them are eroded by this
new plan. Findly, | think it is illogicd to increese fragmentation a a time when
interdisciplinary work is highly vaued.

*kkk*

It would separate the humanities from the sciences and social sciences, and deprive them
of necessary funding and support. The humanities should not have to be in the deprived
position that the proposal creates. I'm definitely not in favor of its passing.

*kkkk*%k

| am paticularly concerned that the proposed restructuring misunderstands the nature of
contemporary interdisciplinary study (research and ingtruction) as precticed in ad
between humanities and socid sciences, and does not appreciate the didinction between
interdisciplinary and collaborativemultidisciplinary  research. It is my fear that the
adminigraive wadls eected by the proposed restructuring will  greatly  inhibit
interdisciplinarity & UK and may <spdl the demise the exiding interdisciplinary
programs.
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*kkk*x

Firg, | wonder why no raionde or explanation was given for what amounts to very
magor dructura changes. Without rationde, the proposas appear to represent change for
the sake of change. There are no subdtantive issues to discuss and debate.  The
committee should provide a full explanation for what it is proposng. Then we can
discuss whether the proposed changes seem to make sense and seem to be in the best
interests of the univerdty. Regarding the proposed breskup of the College of Arts and
Sciences, which is the change that would affect me most, my response is as follows. |
wonder, again, why this change was proposed. To me, it makes little sense from ether a
budgetary or academic standpoint. It would require the creation of three new college
bureaucracies to replace the exising one, complete with deans, associate deans, new
offices, etc., dl of which should appear to be quite costly. It would further fragment a
universty that many of us agree is dready too fragmented. It could well creste a
nightmarish dtuation for students who are now very wel served by the College of Arts
and Sciences in terms of advisng and degree requirements. The operating assumption of
the proposed changes seems to be that we can reach top twenty status by committing
funds to a smdl number of rdativdy esoteric interdisciplinary programs and research
aess. In fact, | would argue, the foundation of dl grest univerdties is drength. On the
contrary, the areas of excellence seem to be danted toward the medicd and professond
schools, while the College of Arts and Sciences is to be dismantled. According to the
proposas, my depatment — higory - would be lumped in with other humanities
departments and with the Fine Arts and Journdism. It is worth minting out that when |
arived here in the early 1970s Fine Arts and Journaism were included in Arts and
Sciences. This did not work well then, and | recal that administrators and faculty in A &
S and in the Fine Arts and Journalism were pleased when hey were separated. | see no
reason now to reinditute something that did not work well before and probably would not
work wdl now. | hope you will do everything you can to ensure that there is full
discussion of aset of proposas that has some quite serious implications.

*kkk*x

If we separate off the humanities from the rest of the sciences, we send a message that
many of the things that get done by the humanities are not redly that important. | teach in
the Philosophy Depatment, | believe that Philosophy is important to every other
discipline because it is about reasoning, which is fundamental to al other enterprises and
to leading an informed life. A universty educetion is al about preparing people for not
only ther chosen professon, but for being autonomous informed citizens who will
contribute to society. But to be fully autonomous beings, the students need to engage in
criticd thinking, and this is something the humanities supplies in a way that nothing dse
does. Also, it is ever so important for students to consider issues about race, class, and
gender, and the only place where these issues can be given an in-depth andyss is in the
humanities. If we separaete off the humanities, we separate off these issues rather than
incorporate them into the whole curricullum — but that's what we ought to be driving to
do if we are serious about diversty (and the university professes to be s0). Separating off
the part of the college that deds with such issues is a clear margindization of them and of
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all minorities and women, students and faculty dike. How can we posshly am to be a
“top 20" place if we don't care about issues directly affecting more than haf of our
population? Is this a place where only upper class white men can thrive and progress?
Then we're back in the old days when universties didn't admit women and minorities.
Where progress?

*kkk*

My main concern with the proposed restructuring is what central, core unit with sufficient
clout & power will be the one to spesk srongly for the basic, core curriculum which
shoud and must be a the center of ANY undergraduate curricullum? The dean
or assigtant/associate provost or whatever for Undergraduate Studies? | think not, a least
at present. Will this core undergraduate education be set adrift, lost, and even more
under-resourced in a sea of applied work, service to other state needs, and economic
development? Not that the latter are unworthy or lack dignity and purity, but these are
not the centrd, core objective of the Universty, in my opinion. Will these three new
colleges proceed to run off on their own to take care of their own people and students,
and the hel with others, as is dready the case with far too many other colleges on
canpus? Excdlence in indructiond activity is dready, in my opinion, undervalued,
underappreciated, and under resourced dready on campus. Will this be exacerbated?
Some more minor concerns or questions. Was there any thought to putting Computer
Science (back) into the new college of science and math. It seems to me the the primary
thrust of this depatment is indeed in computer *science*, not computer enginesring.
Electricd Engineering is now the Depatment of Electricd and Computer Engineering.
Computer Science seems rather more directly related to Math and Statigtics than to
Enginesring, and they were, until very recently, within A&S. Why not put them back?
Seems logicd to me. It may wel be persond prgudice, but it seems to me that, in this
whole grand scheme, the proposed college of Science & Math is Ieft as the weak runt of
the sygem. It is ironic to note that A& S will disappear, but S&M will be born. There are
5 biologicdly oriented science programs left untouched in the Medical Center, and poor
Biology left done in S&M to duke it out with these people and dso do dl the
undergraduate teaching. What happened to the "one Universty” concept. There are o
many (more applied) science departments in AG. These dstay there dso. Yes, they be
more applied and focused, but they are science departments. Was any thought devoted to
a College of Science and Technology, for example, which combines dl the "basc math"
and stience with engineering? This modd is followed dsawhere, including, unless I'm
mistaken, Cd Tech.

*kkkk*k

1. | fed the committee is preparing the report for their own good, but not for the future
of the Universty. 2. Even a present | dont fed the committee is usng this as a
criterion, | object to use "drength® and "weekness' to sdect aeas for future
invesment. There are certainly week areas that we need to build up in order to get into
top 20. 3.Ingtead of throwing money into "thrust arees'’, resources should be used to
motivate and help people to do good. eg, matching fund, scholarship, chair endowment
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etc. If we can get a Nobd laureate here, why should we care whether he/she is a
phydcist or economist?

*kkk*x

We ae a Univesty, whee the pure stiences mingle and interact with
the humanities. That is wha a Univedgty is for. Any sdentids who wish
to isolate themsdves from the Arts should leave and join anationd [ab.
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C. Comments from Faculty Who Did Not Respond, or Indicated
‘Undecided’ in Answering the Question Regarding the Proposed

Restructuring of the College of A& S (N = 8)

*kkk*

Since | do not know what the logic is behind the proposed restructuring--it was sprung
rather suddenly on us--1 do not have an opinion one way or another.

*kkkk*k

Pleese condder this suggedtion: instead of merdly gathering yesno sraw votes on a
gngle item, PLEASE request that the futures committee provide data and rationae for
ALL of ther recommendations. In the absence of data and rationde, no intdligent
response is possible---AND | do believe that aresponse is essential.

*kkkk*k

| don't see how it is possble to make any inteligent comment on the proposa until there
are more detalls. | teach "Operations Research”, and the types of problems we consider
include complex decison problems such as reorganization of management dtructure. |
don't know if the "Futures Committee’ did a cost-benefit andlysis but | have not seen one.
Reorganization should certanly be conddered, but it must incdude some detaled
andlyss. Without the andyss, it would be worth a grade of E in my course.

*kkk*x

| am ambivaent about the effect of the restructuring. On the one hand, the new structure
joins departments that share disciplinary discourses and modes of pedagogy. On the
other hand, it multipies the adminigrative burdens of running a college within
disciplines that are dready under-funded. In addition the humanities could be even
further margindized under this proposd. Some of the other changes make more sense to
me, but | don't see many advantagesto dividing A& S up.

*kkk*

At this early stage of ddiberations, | don't see how anyone can make a reasoned decision
one way or the other without seeing arguments and evidence (on either sde). On what
bass are the recommendations being made? What is the expected outcome? Why did
committee members fed this would be an advantageous arrangement? Furthermore, at
this sage | think it might be counterproductive for us to have a kneejerk reaction
_agang change . It may in fact be a good time to begin fruitful discussons with other
colleges depatments about reorganization _on our tems. For example, many
univergties have journdism and English under one roof. My quedtion & this point is
how can we begin these conversations? Who will take thet initiative?
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*kkkk*k

I'd need more information about the reasons, benefits and the effects of the restructuring
before | could respond to the relative vaue of the change.

*kkk*

| have an extensve response to the recommendations of the Futurés Task Force. The
biggest problem a present is thet the Task Force has provided no information except
recommendations. For restructuring, we have little clue for the raionde for the podtion
they took. For the list of areas for development, there is a amilar lack of judtification, as
well as no informetion on how resources might actually make a difference. Thus to some
extent | respond with a lack of information, and this disurbs me. The issue of
resructuring A&S is one ripe for imagination, in ether direction. | see some potentia
that the restructuring will have for bresking A & S out of the generd Stagnation that the
college has experienced. This is particularly true for some of the science disciplines that
are probably impeded by the scope of the A&S endeavor. There is more opportunity for
units in Math and Science to guide ther own destiny, which is dtractive. On the other
hand, there are dso risks. If not done with care, such restructuring could further diminish
the impact of the affected units. | adso do not know if the turmoil will be worth the
potentid but unforeseesble future benefits. | have dtronger opinions concerning the ligt
of areas for development. There is no quedtion that these are dtrong aress a the
Universty. Yet, | question whether redlocation to these areas will accomplish much.
There are many strong, but not yet outstanding areas & UK. Infusons of funds into such
programs could have a much grester impact on the qudity of the Universty. | think it
likely that the Stuation is as follows Programs a UK that are nearing top 20 status might
improve a few places in the rankings by the infuson of funds they will receive. However,
if those funds are redlocated from programs that are 30-50th, | think there is the risk that
those lose more ground than is gained. For example, loss of 2 faculty lines in Biology
will drop it 10s of places in rankings, whereas the gain of 2 faculty in one of these areas
will likely change its podtion very little. The Universty would probably gan more by
bringing more programs ranked 30-50th nto the 20-30th range than by moving the top
programs up a few notches. Moreover, an astute use of this opportunity for re-evauation
would identify those programs poised to make the greatest legp forward (at any current
ranking). The future of this Universty is not necessarily in the currently srong, but on
fodtering cregtive and innovative gpproaches of the future | think there are units on
canpus ranked rdatively low tha with an influx of reaivey modest resources could
eadly jump 20-40 places in rankings over the next 10 years. | do not think the
committegs recommendations reflect such wisdom. Findly, 1 am disgppointed in the lack
of emphads on multi-disciplinary views and integration reveded in the committegs
recommendations. There are no tangible recommendations for improving interactions
across gdructurd units (certainly none of the structura recommendations appear to foster
interchange). Again, this reveds a lack of imagination and leads one to think that the
motivations for some of the decisons were based on current power structures rather than
the improvement of the academic climate here. However, perhaps the committee has
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more detailed ideas on this that have not yet been made public. In generd, | hope more
information will be forthcoming on the issues that drove these recommendations. | aso
hope we will have a chance for additional comment once thet information is available.

*kkkk*k

In the absence of some detalled informatiion concerning the reasons behind these
recommendations it is difficult to draw a judgment. For example, | would like to see a pro
forma budget which shows the use of capitd under the new plan of dructure. This
information could be compared with exigding budgets to determine how the sought for
efficiencies are to obtained. For how else can one proceed?
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Appendix: Email Request and Survey

DATE: 24 February 2002
TO: Arts & Sciences Faculty
FROM: Michadl Kennedy

Along with many of you, | attended the forum last Friday on the UK Futures Task Force report
that proposed dividing the College of Arts & Sciences into three separate colleges. Although
there were severa from our College who took that opportunity to respond ordly to the
presentation, it is aso clear that the mgjority of faculty have yet to have a chance to voice their
concerns on the matter. As a member of the University Senate, the Senate Council, and, in July,
the UK Board of Trustees, | will be in a position to present arguments and vote on the issue of
restructuring. In order to do so, | need to know your opinions regarding the proposal. Pasted
below is a brief survey that | am asking you to fill out and return to me. I'd appreciate if you
would "x" your choices, and just reply by email. Please recognize that for me to be an effective
voice, it's vitally important that there be a very high rate of return on this survey.

Just as importantly, 1 would like to obtain written responses regarding the restructuring. Good
points were made at the forum and I'm sure there are many more that were not voiced, but are in
the minds of the College faculty. Therefore, in addition to the survey, | am asking you to consider
taking the time to add written comments. The points you make will alow me to put together
persuasive arguments.

Although we have been advised that faculty are welcome to respond to the Future Committee's
recommendations, we've in fact been given a very short time in which to react. Thus | urge
everyone to address these proposal's as soon as possible, bearing in mind that such changes would
have far-reaching consequences for many years to come.

Because of time and expense constraints, this survey is being distributed only by e-mail. If you
prefer to make a paper-based response, please feel free to do so. (Michael Kennedy, Dept. of
Geography, POT 1451, Campus 0027.) Also, | am well aware that some faculty do not use e-mall
or do not check it very frequently. Please let your colleagues know the survey is underway. A
further step -- both to publicize the survey and to get responses from non-e-mail users -- would be
to print off the text and distribute it to faculty mailboxes.

Some notes on procedure;

(1) I plan to organize the results next weekend so | will need to have your survey responses and
comments by the end of the day, Friday, March 1.

(2) 1 will take al the responses and generate a brief report summarizing the findings from the
survey and the comments. This report will be distributed to members of the Futures Task Force
and to faculty in the College.

(3) I assume full responsbility for preserving your anonymity -- a factor possibly important to
some faculty.

Many thanks,
Michael Kennedy
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A & SFaculty Survey on Proposed College Restructuring

1. Areyou aware of the UK Futures Task Force's recommendations regarding the College
of Artsand Sciences?

YES NO

(You may want to consult the Futures Task Force website &t
http://Awww.uky.edu/Futures/OpenForum. pdf)

2. To which of the new colleges would your department go?

ARTS& LETTERS
SCIENCES & MATHEMATICS
SOCIAL & BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES

3. What is your position/rank at UK?
Prof. Assoc. Prof. Asst. Prof. Instructor
Full time, non-tenure-track Part time Other

4. From your perspective, would the proposed arrangement be better or worse than the
present framework?

BETTER WORSE
5. Areyou in favor of the proposed restructuring?
IN FAVOR NOT IN FAVOR

6. Please offer awritten response below (or via attachment) in support of your view on
the restructuring or any other aspect of the Task Force's recommendations.



