
UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE BULLETIN

FALL 2010

President’s Corner

Kenneth P. O’Brien 

President, University Faculty Senate

Two issues, the legislative budget process and Strategic Planning, dominated our collective attention this past year, especially during the past six months.  As Chancellor Zimpher explained the relationship between the two, The Power of SUNY was SUNY’s “roadmap” to the future, while the Public Higher Education Empowerment and Innovation Act – PHEEIA – was its “driver’s license.”
I suppose to some that means that we are now driving without a license. 

1. PHEEIA, the New York budget process SUNY and the University Senate 

We now know what occurred during the late spring and early summer as the New York State budget process moved, slowly and agonizingly, to its illogical conclusion.   Sen. William T. Stachowski (Buffalo) held up the state budget for as long as he could, seeking the enactment of some of PHEEIA’s elements, which had been introduced by the Governor in December.  His holdout, made possible by his party’s razor-thin margin in the Senate, became increasingly untenable when confronted with the unyielding opposition of the Assembly Speaker, Sheldon Silver.  The stalemate ended, with a proverbial whimper, a deal that “promised” an agreement in principle only.  In reality, SUNY was left with a $210 million reduction in its operating budget, without either an across-the-board tuition increase – even the inadequately modest 2% first proposed by the Board of Trustees – or any of the three core elements of PHEEIA.
What now?  Assigning responsibility for this state of affairs is futile; there is more than enough blame to go around.  The reality we face is that our fundamentally broken system of funding – or underfunding to be more precise – public higher education in New York survives for yet another budget season.  Next year, with a new Governor in place facing a projected $8 billion deficit, chronic underfunding will likely remain the case, if for no other reason than I have heard No One discussing any viable alternative to either the current, legislature-driven process or PHEEIA.  

What will all this mean for the system this year?  In recent years, we have been forced to do more – tens of thousands more students in 2010 than in 2008 – with less, a $630 million total reduction in state support for operations over the last three years.   This is the total reduction that SUNY needed to maintain the size and scope of 2007 operations in 2010.  And now we can add another $23 million to that total with the cut just announced (October 2010). 
The effects of these annual cuts began to appear last year with New Paltz’s decision to close its Nursing program and continued this fall with the Chancellor’s August letter to campus Presidents authorizing (but not calling for) the creation and submission of retrenchment plans, if absolutely necessary to meet their budget .  Earlier last month, rumors of programs closing became reality at UAlbany, when President George Philip announced the suspension of taking new students into five academic programs (Classics, French, Italian, Russian, Theatre), on all levels from the baccalaureate through the doctorate, with promised future reductions in staff, both professional and professorial.
In all probability this will not be the end of such news.  Each case, whether resulting from a formal retrenchment or program/office consolidation, poses obvious problems for faculty and staff governance bodies.   To what extent should we become involved in any of the on-campus planning processes?  Where can the lines be drawn reasonably?  
While the answers should be campus-specific, dependent upon current leadership, campus planning processes, and campus governance traditions, there are obvious limits to any participation: faculty and staff governance bodies cannot become party to specific decisions that result in the elimination of faculty or staff.  Based on my experience at Brockport in the early 1980s, where more than two dozen administrative staff and fifty faculty (37 of whom had achieved tenure) were retrenched, governance participation appropriately ended with the definition of criteria for the decisions that were subsequently made by the campus administration. 
Beyond retrenchment and program reductions, other plans have been announced to meet the budgetary constraints under which we now operate.  For example, System Administration has enacted a forced furlough of all Management Confidential (MC) staff and proposed a System-wide freshmen enrollment cap that would limit incoming freshmen classes to their 2009 levels.  With some exceptions, campuses would not be allowed to keep any additional tuition revenue generated beyond that number.  The policy seeks to maintain the quality of the first-year experience across the System, by limiting a rapidly growing number of triples in freshmen residence halls and the increased number of adjunct faculty needed to teach first year students.  Lower division seats [have] are increasing as a proportion of the total across the System, a trend that promises delayed graduation.
Despite the bad news, the immediate future offers several promising possibilities.  Since the Legislature demonstrated NO appetite for comprehensive reform last year, we should expect little, but I am convinced the arguments over PHEEIA (as well as those of Buffalo 20/20 the previous session) have created a greater understanding of the depth of the fiscal problems confronting public higher education in New York State.
To make our case for reform more effectively, we will need allies, specifically our CUNY counterparts and our unions, both of which have vested interests in finding greater resources with which New York’s public universities could pursue their varied educational missions.  For that reason, the Senate will continue our collaborative discussions with UUP and CUNY leadership, as evidenced in “Research That Matters: An Exposition of Graduate Research in SUNY and CUNY,” the joint CUNY-SUNY research symposium that has been scheduled for March 8 in the Legislative Office Building.   As for the unions, I have met – and will continue to do so – with Phil Smith, the President of UUP to maintain open lines of communication and to identify issues about which we have a broad area of agreement.  I will note here that the Union has supported major modifications in the state purchasing procedures as they apply to SUNY, one of the three major elements in PHEEIA, and in recent statements leadership indicated possible agreement regarding support for a rational tuition policy.  Whatever the specifics, we agree that the current situation is untenable. 
Finally, while many may have doubted whether SUNY could ever be THE engine of economic growth in the State, there are few who question the importance of higher education, especially public higher education, in providing the human capital that is the essential seedbed for sustainable economic growth in our post-industrial culture.  That is one of the primary rationales for the Strategic Plan’s focus on the broader society, rather than the more traditional and narrowly-defined internal institutional dynamics. 
2.  Strategic Planning Implementation. 

A word about what has been accomplished during this past year.  

Unlike almost every other strategic plan for a college or university or university-system, The Power of SUNY seeks to redefine the relationship between our university system and the most pressing contemporary socio-economic problems.  The intersection of societal needs and university expertise is especially appropriate for a public university, or in our case, a multi-layered and varied-mission system of public higher education.  It makes sense to remind both those within and those beyond the university of our mutual interdependence.  SUNY provides a unique and essential range of educational services to the citizens of this state.  The Power of SUNY, under the Chancellor’s distinctive and defining leadership, offers a promise of our continuing contributions to New York’s future, the benefits of which will both foster economic growth and enrich our community life by focusing on precisely those areas where knowledge can make a difference.
After defining the elements for the plan last year, we now begin the difficult task of implementation, employing more than 250 of us, organized into six Innovation teams and seven Transformation teams, all coordinated by a Steering Committee.  The first six will address those social issues for which our knowledge offers distinctive benefit: SUNY and the Entrepreneurial Century, SUNY and the Seamless Education Pipeline, SUNY and a Healthier New York, SUNY and an Energy-Smart New York, SUNY and the Vibrant Community, and SUNY and the World.  Each of these teams, working with an expert Research and Data Advisory Group is “charged with the solicitation, vetting, and recommendation of specific program proposals that will advance the initiatives as described in The Power of SUNY.”  In contrast, the seven Transformation teams face within the University, looking to address core infrastructure issues that were identified during the planning process, specifically Academic Excellence, Strategic Enrollment Management, Budget Task Force, Leadership Development, Innovative Instruction, Information Technology and Shared Governance.  Again, the teams’ first task will be to define specific, measureable outcomes that will mark our progress in addressing these issues, ensuring that we will be keeping score, literally through a SUNY Scorecard, that will be accessible and understandable to all.  As our understanding of these issues will be informed by data, so too will be our progress in addressing them.  
3.  Other Items of Importance

Even while budget and strategic planning dominated our attention during the past six months, other issues appeared, demanding attention.  

· Student Mobility. Much of the work begun last year is now reaching fruition, as new institutional processes are fulfilling the decades-old promise of student mobility across SUNY.  You may have heard of the organization of committees of faculty from specific disciplines, drawn from both the community colleges and the state-operated campuses, that identified four to six courses in each academic major, courses students should complete by the end of their second year, courses that would carry universal transfer across SUNY’s campuses.  To provide for successful transfer, these faculty groups crafted course “descriptors,” with varying degrees of specificity.  These processes owe their success to the efforts of many different people from across the system, but none has been more important in designing the plan and bringing the necessary faculty groups together than Provost David Lavallee.   In November, 2010 a comprehensive website communicating the universality of course transfer will be piloted with the expectation that it will be ready to go live in January.
· Raises for System Administrators.  On a more somber note, and without any comment on the value of each of the three upper level administrators whose compensation was significantly increased through a combination of base pay adjustments and housing allowances by the Chancellor and Board of Trustees in September, it is obvious that the increases infuriated many, both in the Legislature and across the System.  Despite the outcome – a legislative hearing during which the Chancellor announced the elimination of all housing allowances at SUNY System, including her own ($90,000) – the issue appears to have attracted the ire of Albany’s politicos.  So while the effect of these raises on the chances for comprehensive budgetary reform remains to be seen, as noted above, we must continue to further among our fellow citizens a better understanding of the resources needed if public higher education can fulfill its mission to New York State.
· The Message from University at Albany’s Program Closures.  The UAlbany saga is not yet over as conversations continue on the campus.  But, to date there are two concerns worth noting: based on the Open Letter of Professor Jean-François Brière, Chair of the Department of Languages, Literatures and Culture, the news of the suspensions in admitting new students into the five programs came as a surprise to him and his colleagues.  Furthermore, the fact that four of the five programs to be closed were languages adds an ironic touch to the Strategic Plan’s identification of “SUNY and the World” as one of its six Big Ideas.

Having lived through two retrenchments at the College at Brockport three decades ago, I well know the damage to a campus community they leave in their wake, not to mention the destruction done to individual careers.  It took at least two decades for us to recover, two decades during which almost every major decision on the departmental level was filtered through the lens of how it would affect the department’s position in the next enrollment crisis.  Given the understandably dire realities that follow from these actions for a campus, a program, and individual faculty and professional staff, campus administrative leadership needs to make certain that the campus community is apprised of the range of actions that might have to be taken, before the specifics are announced, that there are clear, unequivocal processes by which the decisions will be made, and that they constitute an absolute last resort for the administration to meet its fiscal commitments. 

It is for these reasons that our most recent plenary passed two resolutions, one insisting on clear procedural steps in these campus-based decision-making process and the other noting the centrality of language study to any university in the 21st century that proclaimed itself a comprehensive center of learning.  

In closing, it is obvious that we within SUNY (and to a lesser extent CUNY) confront dire fiscal realities, driven by the judgments of external bodies.  In truth, while we fight for each dollar we can get to support our missions, we rarely are part of the argument, rarely at the table when the critical decisions are being made.  So, for most of us, I once again close with a reminder to continue doing what we do so extraordinarily well, in our classes, in our offices, in all those places on and off our campuses, in our research and in our commitments to the communities of which was are a part.  No matter the budgetary shortfalls, we remain the teaching faculty and professional staff of the State University of New York, a critical – and to date, underutilized – resource available to the State to foster the creativity, knowledge and skills necessary for a better future for all.  
From the Chairman of the Board of Trustees

[Editors’ note:  This article is the testimony of Chairman Hayden to the New York State Senate Committee on Higher Education at its September 23, 2010 hearing on Chancellor Zimpher’s  administrative reorganization,  increased compensation for three senior administrators, and rehabilitation of elements of SUNY headquarters.]

Carl T. Hayden, Chairman

SUNY Board of Trustees

Good afternoon, Senators.  My name is Carl T. Hayden.  I am a former Naval Officer and I was for seven years the Chancellor of the New York State Board of Regents.  Thank you for allowing us to discuss with you the Chancellor’s administrative reorganization.  

 

The Board I chair is comprised of distinguished individuals from all walks of life, individuals nominated by three different Governors and thoroughly vetted and approved by this very committee.  SUNY trustees are volunteers.  We receive no salary.  We are independent and we take our fiduciary responsibilities seriously.  

 

We are also acutely sensitive to the pain and anguish being felt by thousands of New Yorkers as a direct result of an economic contraction of historic dimension.  Because operating aid for SUNY has been cut $634M in the last three years, no one knows better than we the utter imperative of finding ways to do more with less.

 

The resolution you wish to discuss was moved by Trustee Linda Sanford, a senior Vice President at IBM, and seconded by H. Carl McCall, once New York’s Comptroller and a candidate for Governor.  It was thoroughly debated and, subject to two abstentions, unanimously approved.

 

You have summoned us here to discuss the Chancellor’s administrative reorganization, which includes $190K in increased compensation for three of the Chancellor’s senior aides, each of whom has been asked to take over in whole or in part work previously performed by others.  I assume you will want, as well, to learn more about the broader plan of which these increases are but a small part, a plan that generates net savings of $3.3 million dollars.  

 

You are seasoned legislators.  Because you are, you will know that no unit of state government in living memory has ever reduced its administrative expense by 25% in a single year.  But that is precisely what this Chancellor, with the approval and support of this Board of Trustees, has accomplished in reducing an administrative budget of $13M by $3.3M.  Economies at this scale are unprecedented in state government.  And they are admittedly painful.

 

Please feel free to use this occasion to examine other implications, much more profound implications, flowing from support for SUNY having been reduced by more than 30% in three years.  Cuts of this magnitude, an unprecedented disinvestment in public higher education, inevitably drive consequences, virtually all of them negative.  Those consequences are already rippling through the state university, already adversely impacting both access and quality.  There is triage occurring everywhere.  Enrollment caps are popping up, majors and course offerings are being eliminated, tenured professors are being replaced with untenured adjuncts.  Everywhere.  And I fear we are seeing only the tip of the iceberg.  Surely, there is more of this ahead.  

 

At my confirmation hearing, you expressed your interest in the state of SUNY’s leadership.  At the time, after a series of short-term Chancellorships, we had no Chancellor.  I had the privilege of chairing the search that resulted in Nancy Zimpher’s decision to come to New York.  She is indisputably one of the most dynamic educational leaders in America.  In just over a year, she has visited every one of SUNY’s sixty-four campuses and put together, with input from every constituent group, a compelling and powerful strategic plan.  And the realignment of her senior management team is one aspect of putting that plan to work.  Now she needs to be permitted to lead.

 

Nancy Zimpher is the right leader for this moment, a moment of great peril (and great opportunity) for this great university.  Her plan is sensible and visionary.  If she is allowed to lead and allowed to implement the Power of SUNY strategic plan, not only will she see us through the immediate peril of the moment, but in the doing of it she will expand access for aspiring students, elevate the quality and standing of a SUNY degree and put SUNY at the cutting edge of New York’s economic revitalization.  

 

The Chancellor and the strategic plan enjoy the unwavering support of the Board of Trustees.  What we hope you will conclude, as a result of this hearing, is that you, too, should back SUNY’s bold initiative.  What we need, beyond your thoughtful oversight, is support for the Chancellor and the strategic plan.  Legislative support for a stronger, more accessible, more influential state university was abundantly clear in the other states where she headed higher educational systems.  She deserves no less here.  We should all be pulling together.

 

Finally, although it pains me to dignify such sleaze by remarking on it, there is no Taj Mahal under construction at SUNY Plaza.  To the contrary, our Chancellor is leaving a very attractive office on the 12th Floor of the SUNY tower, and its commanding view of the Capitol, to go to much less sumptuous offices on the 4th floor where she and her senior leadership team can be together.  She is quite literally coming down from the ivory tower.

 

The work underway is the latest step in a Capital Renovation Plan that has been underway for years.  SUNY headquarters, the old D&H Railway Station, is an ancient structure with significant infrastructure issues, including obsolete electrical wiring, HVAC systems and friable asbestos.  The 3rd and 5th floors were the first two to be remediated; the 4th in now being done in a manner entirely consistent with the plan.

Thank you for your time and attention.  I yield the floor to the Chancellor.  I will be pleased to respond to any questions you may have.

 

 

From the Chancellor

Nancy L. Zimpher, Chancellor

State University of New York

 

 

First, let me thank the University Faculty Senate (UFS) for hosting me at its Fall Plenary at Alfred State College in October. I was so pleased that we were able to take a deep dive together into the implementation phase of SUNY’s strategic plan, which is going to bring to life the very ambitious goals and priorities laid out in The Power of SUNY, because UFS and faculty involvement and support of the planning process has been critical, and that involvement will only grow in importance as we move forward.

UFS President Ken O’Brien will continue to play a vital role in the process as a member of the Strategic Planning Steering Committee. I am ever grateful to Ken for his commitment and his articulate reflections on both the big picture and the nitty-gritty details of implementation.

As was discussed at the plenary, The Power of SUNY represents not only a new model of university strategic planning; it also embodies the very essence of public higher education. We talked about being inspired by the vision and ideals of the Morrill Act, and our opportunity to re-imagine the land grant vision as we prepare to celebrate the sesquicentennial of that landmark legislation. And we envisioned a future for SUNY and for New York that will be grounded in access, excellence, and service to our students and our communities.

One critical role UFS has played throughout this process has been to keep our focus on research, academic excellence, and teaching.  And through the implementation process we have harnessed SUNY’s amazing resources in research design and program development that uphold the highest standards of academic rigor through the work of our Implementation Teams.

These teams came together at our first Implementation Team Convening on October 20th. This gathering represented some of the best minds within SUNY and among our partners—from faculty to students to administrators and others from our communities. Together, these teams possess the expertise and experience that will make it possible for us to meet our very aspirational goals.

Our Research, Policy and Data Advisory Group, comprised of leaders from research institutes across SUNY, with expertise in methodology, program evaluation and data analysis to advise SUNY on the selection and development of metrics and other means of measuring our progress toward our goals. 

Similarly, the Innovation Teams will interpret and carry out the promises laid out in the strategic plan, crafting a blueprint for implementing the Six Big Ideas in The Power of SUNY.

The Innovation Teams will solicit, vet, and recommend specific program proposals that will advance the initiatives as described in The Power of SUNY. This process will mirror the RFP process familiar to the academic community, with requests for budgets, timelines, and a narrative justifying how the proposal will help SUNY reach its strategic goals.

The work of the Innovation Teams will be complemented by action steps on core infrastructure issues identified during the planning process. Implementation on these issues will be led by Transformation Teams supported by a combination of existing, reconstituted, and new working groups. The Transformation Teams will continue the work of developing and implementing plans for improving the delivery of research, teaching, and service through improved infrastructure while facilitating the execution of proposals developed by the Innovation Teams.

These teams will be tasked with the same commitment to definition, existing capacity, and metrics to measure progress on implementation and impact in areas like Academic Excellence, 

Innovative Instruction, Leadership Development (which I co-chair with Chairman Carl Hayden), and Shared Governance (co-chaired by Ken O’Brien).

And, of course, running through all of these team efforts is our commitment to ensuring that opportunities around diversity are incorporated into every aspect of our work.

Together, these Implementation Teams serve as the foundation of moving the strategic plan forward, putting flesh on the bones of The Power of SUNY by generating the metrics, the initiatives and the detailed action plans to move us toward our overarching Big Idea: to maximize SUNY’s potential as an engine of economic revitalization and a catalyst for enhanced quality of life in our communities.

I could not be more optimistic about this process as we roll up our sleeves and work toward some key deliverables: first, in May 2011 we will release a baseline report card that will lay out the metrics that have been selected to measure our progress; second, our first annual, nationally-visible conference in September 2011, which will showcase our efforts and provide a platform to discuss our first SUNY Report Card, which will be made public in conjunction with the conference.

Throughout this very complex and challenging process, I will continue to rely on your participation and your feedback, because faculty dedication to our mission—To Learn, To Search, To Serve—will be instrumental in powering SUNY toward our goals. As always, I am honored to be on this journey with you.

 

From the Provost
David K. Lavallee

Provost

These Difficult Times

Very difficult times challenge us to be resourceful and creative.  As campuses consider how to proceed with reduced budgets and no prospect for immediate restoration, easy fixes are quickly exhausted (if they haven’t been already as a result of previous reductions) leaving very tough choices.  Numbers become very important when what we’re counting are students, opportunities for students, faculty positions and those of other campus employees. 

After administrative savings have been realized, academic programs with low enrollments become vulnerable.   What we are seeing at the system-wide level parallels national trends.  Courses concerned primarily with gaining some facility in language expression, those typically taught in the first two years, are up and a range of languages is often well subscribed.  However, upper division courses in literature in languages other than English and Spanish as well as cultural course taught in languages other than English or Spanish are not.  Programs such as classics, science education, and physics, among others, share the same fate.  If we are to preserve these opportunities for our students and preserve positions for faculty members who will have the opportunity to teach advanced courses in the discipline, we must try different approaches. 

Because the declines in many low-enrolled disciplines have been happening over a long period of time, faculty who have left have often not been replaced, leaving some fields on campuses too understaffed to offer the normal breadth of coursework and interaction with specialize faculty members that is generally expected.  Quality as well as quantity has suffered.

Over the long term, efforts aimed at stressing the importance of such fields of study may yield greatly improved enrollments (I imagine that few need to be convinced of the importance of humanities, science education or other low-enrolled areas).  We don’t have the answer to convincing students to pursue them - we need to pursue this avenue .  

In the shorter run, we would like to try collaborative efforts so that the student enrollment does not have to be confined to a single campus.  Our colleagues in these disciplines are the ones who can (and must, to be successful) develop ways to teach their subjects differently – probably using distance education, perhaps with intensive residential programs, perhaps regionally….  What we teach may need to be significantly different from what it is now– more engaging, intellectually broader, aligned with other campus strengths and so forth.

We invite your ideas.  Members of my staff and I are going to communicate with campuses on this subject.  Our outreach started this week at the University Faculty Senate (UFS) and Faculty Council of Community Colleges (FCCC) plenary meetings and the SUNY-wide Chief Academic Officers meetings.  We will gather comments, form a volunteer group to explore reasons for low enrollment in a variety of disciplines and the best practices that have been successful elsewhere, and engage the creative thinking of our own faculty and administrative colleagues.

Not unrelated to this topic is the need to foster an understanding of the most appropriate ways to have the difficult decisions that surround programmatic change brought about by budget limitations.  This week, the discussion I had with chief academic officers about the need for open, transparent, widespread communication on campus, including, of course, faculty governance, as soon as a budget situation appears severe enough to warrant examination of costs at the departmental or programmatic level was well received.   Having been through a major retrenchment some time ago and a programmatic closing without retrenchment more recently, I (like your UFS president) know how important it is to avoid retrenchment if at all possible.  And, how important it is that faculty, both as faculty governance and broadly represented in the process, participate in the development of criteria for budget reductions without being put in the position of making final decisions on personnel or academic units or programs.

We have been and am open to continue consulting with campuses, upon request, to help them reach the savings level they must achieve without requiring retrenchment.  Wherever practical, we will attempt to achieve solutions that will preserve opportunities for student to still pursue study in affected disciplines through collaborative arrangements across SUNY.  We look forward to working with UFS on such efforts.

We are heartened by the UFS invitation to join in a discussion with UUP leaders to develop positions that we can all agree will benefit our campuses.  It would be great if we can all work toward a more felicitous future among colleagues who are engaged in the same grand purpose.

From the Senior Vice Chancellor and Chief Operating Officer

Partners in the Pursuit of Excellence

Monica Rimai
SUNY Senior Vice Chancellor and Chief Operating Officer

The past year since I joined the State University of New York has been both very challenging, and very rewarding.  Acquainting myself with a system of SUNY’s size and reach still seems a daunting task at times, but the incredible work being done on our 64 campuses, the amazing individuals that make up the faculty, staff and have made this transition a fascinating learning experience.

Some of the most meaningful dialogs I have participated in have been with the faculty and I want to thank each of you for your willingness to hone the relationship with System Administration.  By meeting many of you over the past year and hearing your ideas and values in person and via Ken O’Brien, President of the University Faculty Senate, I now feel truly knowledgeable and genuinely familiar with SUNY and all that it has to offer its students, faculty, and staff as well as New York State as a whole.

To be sure, SUNY has faced unprecedented financial and regulatory challenges over the past year, with more on the horizon. Part of the challenge was the recent defeat of legislative reforms that would have redefined the way our system does business in many ways.  Yet, notwithstanding continued cuts to our state support to the tune of more than 30 percent over three years, SUNY has persevered and will continue to not only uphold these reforms but also to expand its core mission. 

Our strategic plan, The Power of SUNY, has reached the implementation phase, in which objective baseline metrics will be formulated and used to achieve the central goal of the plan: making SUNY the premier destination for the revitalization of New York State, its economy and doing our part to enhance the quality of life for all New Yorkers.

We like to think of the 2010-11 budget cycle as round one, during which we learned a lot.  Specifically, we learned a great deal about the perception of the SUNY system by engaging each and every one of our stakeholder groups in our quest to develop The Power of SUNY.  And regardless of the outcome, we learned a great deal about the legislative process by being one of its most active and talked-about components.

How we use this knowledge to obtain the regulatory reforms and financial support we need to bring our strategic plan to fruition is something we are working diligently towards.  This much remains clear - any process will greatly depend on the input and guidance of this organization that so ably represents the SUNY faculty body. 

As new state leadership takes office in the coming months and a new budget cycle stretches out before us, we are working with the information from the Mid-Year Update put out by the Division of Budget (DOB).   The overview is as follows:

The Enacted NYS Budget included $500 million in savings from across-the-board reductions to State agency operations. In the current year, savings are expected to fall approximately $150 million below planned levels, due to implementation constraints, but to exceed budgeted savings in 2011-12 by an equivalent amount, as the full annual benefit of measures is realized.

Due to these and other revisions, DOB now estimates that the General Fund has a budget gap of $315 million in the current fiscal year. The budget gap for 2011-12, which a new gubernatorial administration must address in the Executive Budget that is due on February 1, 2011, is now estimated at $9.0 billion, an increase of $850 million from the Enacted Budget forecast.

To address the estimated budget gap in the current year, the Governor will ask the Legislature to address the shortfall.  Specifically, they will be asked to approve reductions beyond the level needed to eliminate the current-year budget gap, and to agree that any excess be used to fund priority initiatives, including legislation passed by the Legislature and vetoed by the Governor for fiscal reasons in 2010. 

Based on preliminary calculations, DOB estimates that spending for State programs would need to be reduced in the range of 1.5 to 2 percent over the remainder of the fiscal year to achieve a General Fund savings target of approximately $375 million. The actual percentage reduction would depend on the scope of programs affected and the estimated cash disbursements for the remainder of the year.

There can be no assurance that the Legislature will approve any proposed reductions in planned State spending in the November 2010 session. Accordingly, the potential reductions are not included in the four-year Financial Plan projections by agency and Financial Plan category set forth in the Mid-Year Update. DOB expects to allocate the multi-year impact of any reductions approved by the Legislature in the updated Financial Plan projections that will accompany the Executive Budget for 2011- 12.

I will be pleased to continue updating you with more information specific to SUNY as the process moves forward.  Thank you again for your support over the past year. I am confident that, with your help, SUNY can and will continue to be unrelenting its pursuit of excellence.  

From the Editors’ Desk

Once more, the Arts and Humanities

On October 1st, President George M. Philip of the University at Albany announced that he had suspended the enrollment of students into undergraduate and graduate programs in French, Italian, classics, Russian, and theatre, an action that foreshadows the closing down of these academic programs as soon the students currently enrolled in these programs have completed their degree, and the likely termination of the faculty in these programs.  Needless to say, that action ignited a firestorm not only on the Albany campus, but around the state and in academia (see, for example, the article, “A Faustian Bargain,” by Gregory A. Petsko in Genome Biology 2010,11:138).  As often happens, programs in the arts and humanities become one of the earliest casualties in times of economic constriction, in the present instance, the one imposed on SUNY by Governor Paterson and the New York State Legislature.  Sadly, this response to budget difficulties is not surprising.  When local school system budgets are not approved by their communities, it is often the arts and music programs that are initially scheduled for elimination (along with athletics and bus transportation, which, however, is often a deliberate ploy to pressure the local community to pass the budget on a revote).   

Why should this be?  To a large extent, it is because most of those who make these decisions do not perceive an economic or practical value of programs in the arts and humanities.  There is no perceived direct occupational payoff for students enrolled in these programs.   But why should institutions of higher education be concerned primarily with training students for jobs?  Training and education are two different things. The former provides a direct connection to the world of work while the latter is focused on eliciting in students the ability to become a positive and contributing member to their society, which includes but is not limited to the skills that can be used for an occupation or career.  In fact, a recent survey reported in a column in the New York Times indicated that the three major skills that they desire in new employees are analytic ability, communication skills, and facility in working with others—key elements of a modern university education.

The heart of most universities is their College of Arts and Sciences (or whatever similar name is used) in which the responsibility of higher education is the discovery and transmission of new knowledge, and the preservation and transmission of what is important about the past.  Much of our species’ intellectual wisdom is embodied in the classics, which not only used the written word but also the spoken word through theatre performance to explore and record the human experience (think Aristophenes as well as Shakespeare).  And the study of language provides a window into the range and variety of human experience.   The continued assault on the arts and humanities we are witnessing demonstrates that the contribution of the arts and humanities to the making of well-rounded and thoughtful citizens of a democratic society is undervalued.  And the importance of language study in an increasingly global world seemingly gets equally short shrift.  This latter point is especially ironic for a SUNY university center that should be an important contributor to “SUNY and the World, one of the “big ideas” of SUNY’s strategic plan, “The Power of SUNY.” 

A major reason President Philip gave for his decision was the low student enrollment in these programs.  For this, educators and parents bear some responsibility for not educating our students and children about the importance of language study and immersion in the humanities in today’s increasingly complex and globally-oriented world.  Universities have long used general education requirements to insure that students are exposed to these programs because of their importance to a liberal education. However, it is important to note that not every program in a university has to have high enrollments, especially when it can contribute to the desired curriculum.  As to low student enrollments as the basis for deciding to phase out these programs, the chair of the Department of Languages, Literatures and Cultures at the University at Albany has written in an open letter that “there are five other undergraduate degree programs in CAS [College of Arts and Sciences] with lower ratios of majors to full-time faculty,” suggesting that there may have been other bases for President Philip’s decision.

While not directly indicated in the decision to cut the five programs at the University at Albany, it is not unusual in academia to hear it said that the arts and humanities are often a drain on a campus’s budget since, in contrast to the sciences, engineering and some professional schools, they don’t generally attract sufficient external funding to offset or reduce their costs to the institution.  But this conception of the university as a business concerned with the bottom line of its constituent elements, what has been called the “corporatization of the university,” is at odds with what is fundamental to higher education: the creation of new knowledge, the maintenance of the accumulated wisdom of the past, and the transmission of both to a new generation in the context of providing a modern liberal education.   If a program pays all or part of its way with external funds, all well and good.  If it doesn’t, and is integral to the current conception of a modern liberal education, then it needs to be supported from general university funds since that is what they are for.

There is little doubt about the severity of the budget problems facing SUNY in general, and the University at Albany in particular.  New York State has failed it citizens by depriving public higher education of the resources it needs to facilitate the economic and educational recovery it so desperately requires.  However, most other campuses in SUNY, even the smaller ones with less flexibility in the use of their resources, have found ways of dealing with the budget reductions without resorting to the action chosen by President Philip, an action that has been described as “delayed, informal retrenchment.”  This decision by President Philip will seriously impact the University at Albany’s ability to attract high quality students and faculty, diminish an important element in the education of its students, and restrict its ability to play a significant role in that part of SUNY’s strategic plan that deals with “SUNY and the World”—none of which are beneficial to the University at Albany or to SUNY.

Norman Goodman, Stony Brook

Speak out
This section was established to allow SUNY colleagues to communicate with each other on issues of relevance to higher education in general or SUNY in particular.  Submissions to this section of the Bulletin will be published upon a space availability basis and their relevance to SUNY or to higher education.  The views and comments expressed in this section are not necessarily those of the editors, the Executive Committee, or the University Faculty Senate.

Comments regarding articles in this section are welcome and should be addressed to one of the editors.

Toward Curricular Coherence

William White, Buffalo State 

The SUNY Board of Trustee’s recent decision to allow colleges and universities to reconfigure General Education (GenEd) requirements creates the space for serious discussions about the nature, scope, and purpose of GenEd programs at institutions of higher in the state of New York. Amid speculation that these changes are the harbinger of increased campus autonomy, it is now time to focus on the true value of GenEd and the tension between educational philosophy and practice. However, exploring the potential of GenEd cannot be accomplished if entrenched positions remain unanalyzed. In this brief essay, we offer some thoughts on the current GenEd system along with a possible structure that we believe better suits the meaning and purpose of GenEd requirements.

Discussions of curriculum, and more specifically general education (GenEd) requirements, provide a near constant reminder of the fault lines throughout higher education. As the institution begins the laborious and contentious process of defining the makeup of the GenEd plan, heartfelt lamentations about the meaning of “education” emanate from all corners of the institution. In part because of the perceived importance of protecting FTEs, specific curricular offerings, and in some cases, the very existence of academic departments, the cacophony that surrounds GenEd discussions drowns out meaningful conversations over the nature and value of a true curriculum. Far too often, this leads to GenEd plans that specify a series of loosely connected courses but which fail to provide the intellectual structure needed for reflection, exploration, and critical thinking. 

Currently, GenEd is understood as an elective system of course selection that offers students many choices within broad parameters set by the institution. This scheme generates the illusion of breadth of study at the very real expense of coherence and meaning. In addition, it fails to provide students with the academic experience, understood as significant knowledge, critical thinking skills necessary for higher learning, and the development of practical wisdom and autonomy, that must be a central purpose of any “education” worthy of the name. With this said, it is clear that the cafeteria-style approach to GenEd fails to ensure a coherent, cohesive, and thoughtful curriculum - the core of any educational program.

Although the foregoing may seem a harsh critique, our faith in the purpose and meaning of GenEd programs remains steadfast. Indeed, we believe that GenEd courses form the center of any degree plan by providing the intellectual foundations that ensure success in major programs. By broadening learners’ understanding of arts, humanities, sciences, and mathematics, coherent and cohesive GenEd programs provide a foundation for the lifelong autonomy that must be the primary goal of higher learning in a modern, liberal society. It is imperative, therefore, that the academic community reconsider GenEd requirements so as to challenge many of the unargued assumptions that deter the creation of programs that are truly curricular in sequence, scope, and purpose. We propose, as a conversation starter, that the following principles guide the construction of GenEd curricula. First, these programs must be coherent, allowing a focused approach to topical studies. This requires tailoring student course selection with an eye toward advancing the larger education goals of critical thinking and personal intellectual autonomy. Such an approach would not preclude taking courses from a variety of disciplines. Rather, limitations in course selection would be designed to ensure that each course in a GenEd plan of study has clear relevance to the student’s considered and thoughtful plan of study. Second, GenEd programs must be properly structured and sequenced to promote intellectual growth. This would require consideration of developmental levels, literacy skills, and an understanding of how an interdisciplinary approach to learning provides a rich structure from which to conceptualize and comprehend an issue. Finally, good GenEd programs reflect a single underlying goal: To provide students with much of what they need to explore and critically evaluate a wide array of theoretical and practical issues, and to make careful and considered decisions about their own lives. 

Indeed, by demanding that students behave as agents, rather than patients, our vision of GenEd curricula ensures that learners use their intellectual autonomy to carefully and fully consider a question from diverse perspectives – a meaningful and fruitful long-term goal of education. Our overarching design for GenEd ensures a broad and coherent study that is intimately connected to the need for a focused approach to a single topic.

In practice, faculty would define a variety of coherent GenEd (sub)curricula. Each curriculum would consist of courses drawn from the larger institutional catalog that complement one another, fulfill the spirit of larger educational goals of exposure to arts, sciences, diversity, etc., and demonstrate the applicability of critical thinking skills across disciplines. In this model, students, in close consultation with their advisors, would choose a particular curriculum based on personal interest or future academic plans. The selection of a GenEd curriculum would not require an early commitment to a particular major, as each curriculum would prepare students for further study in any discipline. It would, however, go a long way to avoiding the often haphazard selection of courses many students currently engage in, and the intellectual disorientation that results. Among other things, this would help students to see the educational value of their GenEd courses, which might otherwise have been dismissed as “things to get out of the way.” It would also provide a clear intellectual roadmap to educational success and graduation and thus help to reduce student frustration (and likely improve retention as well).

There is little doubt that a return to the more traditional models of GenEd as a unified curriculum, proposed here, would be difficult. First, of course, is the entrenched nature of current models of GenEd. It seems clear that institutions find it difficult to move beyond the current model of GenEd in which several academic categories are created and then arbitrarily assigned a percentage of the overall GenEd program. Changes to the GenEd curriculum become, in fact, more quantitative than qualitative. Institutions typically engage in a re-alignment of GenEd within existing structures by shifting the balance of courses among and between departments in a sort of shell game in which educational value is one among a number of pressures and considerations. This results in changes in the number or type of courses required but does little to improve the interconnectedness of the “curriculum.” Second, the creation of multiple GenEd tracks, each with specific educational outcomes and course sequences, would tax already overworked faculty who might not see the advantages to the new system. And finally, students might rebel at a perceived loss of autonomy. The challenges to implementing our model are indeed formidable. Yet, failure to address GenEd programs that do not enhance intellectual responsibility is tantamount to abandoning curricular authority and inviting legislative bodies to enforce their own conceptions of educational value on higher education (as they already do in K-12 schooling).

We believe that the SUNY Board of Trustee’s willingness to open discourse on the meaning and nature of GenEd programs provides the system’s institutions the space to not only re-imagine GenEd programs, but also to rededicate ourselves, as educators responsible for the intellectual growth our students, to the value of GenEd programs. As SUNY’s institutions ponder the difficult questions related to GenEd programming, we must resist the tendency to shuffle courses and GenEd requirements. Rather, we must look closely at the meaning of GenEd and create curricula that are meaningful and purposeful. Indeed, we must redefine our rationale away from a loosely connected series of courses, to a program based on coherence, cohesion, and intellectual autonomy, for without these goals, there can be no significant results.


The Financialization of Higher Education

Paul M. Bingham and Denise Snow, Stony Brook 

The human impulse to create and invest has transformed our world over the last three centuries. We are orders of magnitude wealthier than our 17th Century ancestors and our capacity to generate human welfare has improved spectacularly. However, as with all human endeavors, conflicts of interest permeate this crucial creative process. When the rules of the game permit it, individuals who pursue purely short-term financial gain at the expense of authentic creative innovation can come to dominate economic activity. When this happens money becomes an amoral, even sociopathic force. It goes where it grows – more specifically, amoral money goes where it grows right now, never mind next year or next decade. Such behavior in the banking sector produced huge short-term profit growth for a few, but also the recent financial crisis. The losses to investors and societies were catastrophic. This blind, amoral pursuit of short-term profit is one useful definition of “financialization.” 

 The financialization trend is an expanded and central phenomenon not just in our finance industry but also in our larger economy, our culture and our politics.  Financialization can overshadow the traditional pursuits of trade and production as a means of realizing profit. With financialization all value exchanged (whether tangible, intangible, future or present promises, etc.) is reduced to either a financial instrument or a derivative of a financial instrument thus making it easier to trade without public awareness of the consequences. For example, a mortgage is the financial instrument based on the promise of future income from a borrower in exchange for a loan, simple and transparent. However, when mortgages are packaged into bonds (opaque and complex) these secondary instruments create a short-term market incentive for issuance of non-viable mortgages driving near-term trading profits – financialization and its consequences. 

This reality-altering use of financial instruments can misrepresent the value of what is being traded and obscure the risk. The 2007 financial crisis serves as exhibit A.  Mortgage derivatives did not accurately represent the risk to the lender. And since the sub-prime mortgages were fueled by “liars’ loans” and “no doc” loans targeting those with no hope of repayment, the promise of future income was fictional at best. 

Financialization is now invading some portions of the for-profit component of higher education. The short-term profit growth has already occurred and the ultimate collapse of the financialized components of the for-profit higher education sector may be imminent (below). More importantly, students of such financialized institutions have been saddled with ballooning debts that put their very financial survival at risk. This two pronged risk (to both students and long-term investors in financialized institutions) is strikingly analogous to the crisis in the banking sector, as recently pointed out by investment counselor, Steve Eisman (see http://www.marketfolly.com/2010/05/steve-eisman-frontpoint-partners-ira.html and http://www.nypost.com/f/print/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/subprime_goes_to_college_FeiheNJfGYtoSwmtl5etJP, also see Frontline’s piece “College,Inc”). 

After relaxation of regulation under Bush II (this will sound familiar to followers of the banking sector crisis), the door to financialization of higher education was thrown open. This unregulated free-for-all spawned some for-profit institutions of higher education whose primary goals were maximization of tuition revenue (in the immediate near-term) and minimization of costs. Between 2000 and 2010 Federal Title IV loans ballooned from ca. $2-4 billion per year to $21 billion, in large part as a result of activities of the financialized component of the for-profit sector. 

The initial financial instrument used to fuel this growth is the student loan. Similar to the mortgage, the student loan should be based on the promise of future employment but, tragically, that promise is increasingly and amorally absent in the financialized portion of the for-profit sector. Students are obligated to repay these loans under all circumstances. [They are not even dischargeable by personal bankruptcy.] Moreover, given profit maximization as a sine qua non, these loans are often at the maximal allowed level - rather than what is actually required to sustain the educational institution or what might correspond to real new earning power conferred by the degree granted. Indeed, in view of the lack of regulation, some of the most highly financialized colleges and trade schools deliver the lowest quality education – in extreme cases possibly bordering on deliberate fraud. Some such institutions are not even accredited in the trade their graduates hope to enter. Finally, the students most vulnerable to being conned by such institutions are often those least well-informed, including low income students from families with limited higher education experience.

This should all be sounding very familiar, as Eisman points out. Sub-prime mortgages with balloon payments were marketed to low-income borrowers in stupendous quantities by a financialized banking sector. The victimization of the vulnerable and the externalization of the risk from bad debt to the rest of us that characterized the financial meltdown is now well underway in some elements of the for-profit higher education sector. It is the same risk shifting equation: sub-prime loss equals bank bailout and loss to taxpayer; student loan default equals loss to taxpayer.

We suggest that those of us who believe in the crucial human and economic importance of quality higher education have a twofold obligation. First, we should support re-regulation of Federal educational lending to allow non-financialized institutions (both conventional and for-profit) to survive and ultimately grow to meet the demand currently fueling the financialized colleges. Second, we should support a program to claw back some of the money lent to students for tuition at institutions that cannot realistically be said to provide authentic educational value. This will be a mechanism for dis-incentivizing future amoral behavior in this sector and reducing the damage to especially vulnerable young students. 

These steps will not be easy. With cash flows in the tens of billions (mostly funded by Federal loans for tuition) these financialized institutions have extremely potent, well-funded lobbying operations. [This will be tiresomely familiar to followers of the banking sector fiasco.] Predictably, the regulatory response to this looming debacle has been tepid at best. We should insist on something more and be as prepared as we can to ameliorate the coming crisis. 

Budgets and Numbers and Headaches

Kenneth P. O’Brien, Brockport 

According to Thinkexist.com, George W. Bush once said, “It's clearly a budget. It's got a lot of numbers in it.” A sentiment I find myself echoing whenever I think about New York State’s reports of SUNY budgets and maze of numbers within them.  Let’s begin simply.  How much has state support of the System been reduced over the past three years?
Well, first, we need to decide whether we include both the community colleges and state-operated campuses or just the latter?  Ok, that’s easy; keep it simple, just the latter.  Why?  State-ops are directly supported by state subsidies within the SUNY portion of the state budget, while the community college support comes under Aid to Localities, a different part of the budget altogether.   More importantly, the allocation to the state-ops is more of a total sum, while the allocation to the community colleges are based on a set amount for each student enrolled.

Alright, that’s settled.  Now, which budget year are we going to use?  What? You ask, there’s more than one?  Oh, yes.  There are several, with SUNY state-ops running from July 1 to June 30, while the state budget year is April 1 to March 31.  Hospitals and federal agencies have different reporting dates as well.   Ok, let’s go with the SUNY budget year, since that’s what we are interested in knowing.

Immediately, another question is asked:  What do we want to include?  We all agree that we need to include state support for operations, that is, the direct appropriations from state tax collections.  If that is all we include, then we have an answer:  approximately $277 million has been cut from SUNY’s budget.  That’s a lot of money, even for New York State, but it’s nowhere near the $618 million we have heard repeated so often.  What gives?
This is actually a bit more difficult to unravel.  First, the larger figure -- $618 million – is based on the way the NYS Division of the Budget figures budgets, with each succeeding year beginning with a “cost to continue” estimate, a figure that takes the previous year’s appropriations and adds to it the mandated personnel increases, the increases in specific costs, as well as general inflationary costs.  Using this method, the accumulated cuts – $215 million in 2008-09, $210 million in 2009-10, and $170 million in 2010-11 – total almost $600 million.  Oh yeah, there’s that last $23 million added last month.  

While this method may overestimate the reduction of actual state-generated dollars, it underestimates the cost of educating students, especially since enrollments, even in the state-operated campuses, have grown.   To some extent, as has been true all across the country, part of this annually increasing deficit has been funded by increasing tuition revenue, about $299 million during the same period, the result of increased enrollment rather than an increase in the tuition charges per credit.  
In the end, this is what constitutes the “privatization” of the university, the transfer of an increasing percentage of the cost of a student’s education from general revenue (public) sources to the private sources of the student and his or her family, very often financed by increasing debt from student loans.

Let’s complicate the issue even more.  In recent years, many campuses have moved to “All-Funds” budgeting, which is actually a misnomer since on some campuses significant portions of state support are excluded, while they are included in the state figures.   How to explain?  These dedicated funds, such as fringe benefits and debt service, cannot be transferred from one category into support for the educational program.  How much are they?  A lot, about a billion and a half each year.  These are real state dollars spent in support of SUNY, but since they are unavailable for any purpose other than that designated, they have to have a special place in the management of SUNY budgets, whether System or campus.  
 But, all of these are part of the total SUNY budget, as reported by the annual Budget Report, which is why the total State support, in this method, comes to around $7½ to 8 billion, when ”tuition and fee revenues, and revenues from self-supporting programs such as hospitals, residence halls, and fee-for service activities” are all added in.
So, what does the foregoing mean for budgets?  What does it mean about state support?  What numbers should we be using and talking about?

The bottom line for me, a non-accountancy historian who has little more than a little distaste for accounting tricks of the trade, is that we need to identify the combination of tuition and fees and direct state allocations that we get to support the educational program.  But – and this is a crucially important ‘but’ – we should not combine these figures, as does the state, because that masks the pattern of shifting the cost of education from general tax revenues to New York’s hard-pressed families.  New York should not include tuition or fees or residence halls charges in its income and then turn around and count that as part of the state’s contribution to higher education.  

This lack of clarity in budgeting, in fact, was one of the targets of last year’s reform package, since, if enacted, it would have taken tuition “off-budget.”   This is simply something we must do, in effect ignoring the Division of Budget documents or the Comptroller’s web-accessible reports that aggregate it all under the misleading term, “state support.”
So, maybe George W. Bush wasn’t too far off.  “If it’s got a lot a numbers,” then “it’s clearly a budget.”  But that is only the beginning.  In this case, as in so many others, the numbers just don’t speak for themselves.  

Nathanael Greene: “We fight, get beat, rise and fight again. We never have to win a battle to win the war”

Daniel S. Marrone, Farmingdale State College 

It was Revolutionary War Major General Nathanael Greene’s dogged persistence to “rise and fight again” that helped ultimately win the American struggle for liberty.  Greene was born to strictly devout Quaker parents in the Rhode Island colony on August 7, 1742.  Raised in a religious pacifist upbringing unalterably opposed to war, few would have imagined he would become a soldier.  No one would have predicted he would become General George Washington’s next-in-command.  In 1775, Greene was elected to the colony’s General Assembly.  On May 8 of that year, he was appointed a Brigadier General in the Rhode Island Army of Observation.  In this important role, he led Rhode Island troops in supporting the American siege of British-held Boston.  Greene’s leadership abilities were readily recognized by the Continental Congress which on June 22 appointed him a Brigadier General of the Army.  Twelve days later, Greene first met with commander-in-chief, Lieutenant General George Washington.  Much impressed with the decade younger Greene, Washington left the Rhode Islander militarily in charge of Boston after the British evacuated the city in March 1776.

Battle of New York

On August 9 of that year, Greene was promoted by Congress to the rank of Major General and was assigned by Washington the task of establishing Patriot defenses on Long Island.  Greene’s military appointment could not come too soon because the Americans correctly feared an impending massive invasion of New York City by the British.  Through Greene’s nonstop efforts, defensive fortifications were erected around the outer perimeter of what then (and today) is called Brooklyn Heights.  One of these fortifications remains a military monument in what later became known as Fort Greene Park in the Borough of Brooklyn.

Unlike the highly-trained professional soldiers deployed by the King’s forces, the American army during the Battle of New York consisted primarily of individuals who just literally days earlier were farmers.  Although these ill-equipped and inadequately trained citizen soldiers would eventually become the justly-proud and formidable United States Army, in the summer of 1776, they were no match against the British and Hessian juggernaut invading New York.  Patriot defenses quickly crumbled enabling a complete rout for the King’s army.  Washington, displaying equal amounts of insight and desperation, began an immediate, full evacuation from Brooklyn Heights to Manhattan Island.  However, this “strategic retreat” from Brooklyn was only a temporary reprieve for the Americans because British commander General William Howe soon targeted Manhattan Island itself.  On October 18, the Continentals faced the King’s forces at the Battle of Pelham.  Moving north from there, Washington’s forces ten days later engaged the British at the Battle of White Plains.  Sustaining a major defeat in Westchester, Washington subsequently beat a hasty retreat south into New Jersey.  By late fall, the only Patriot soldiers remaining in the New York City theater of war were those under siege at Fort Washington, in upper Manhattan.  Should the Americans hold out at Fort Washington?  Heated debate ensued between Washington and his generals as to the viability of holding onto the fort.  At first, Greene advised Washington to abandon the fort.  A short time later, Greene advised Washington differently—and in the end, incorrectly--arguing that the fort could be held by the Americans by sending in additional troops.  With this advice, Greene horribly misjudged the intensity of the strength and determination of the British and Hessian forces besieging the fort.  By failing to order the evacuation of those defending Fort Washington, over 2,800 Americans were either killed or captured during the final British assault on November 16, 1776.  The Battle of New York was a complete disaster for the Americans.  In particular, Greene was blamed for the loss of Forts Washington and Lee.  General Washington, however, refused to heed angry calls for the sacking of the Rhode Islander from his command.  Washington believed in Greene’s character and leadership abilities.  Throughout the war, the top American general never lost trust or confidence in his de facto next-in-command.  Similarly, Greene never lost faith in Washington, an individual he viewed as his surrogate father.  Their mutual trust and confidence in each other sustained the American cause which at the end of 1776 was approaching a state of hopelessness.

Battles of Trenton and Princeton and the Valley Forge Encampment

By December 1776, the Continental Army had retreated from New Jersey into Pennsylvania.  With troop strength waning due to illness and desertions, General Washington faced dire circumstances.  Fearing his army, not to mention “the cause for independence,” would disintegrate when many enlistments ended at the end of the year, the American commander chose to act and did so boldly.  On December 25, Washington ordered an attack on a Hessian base in Trenton across the nearly-frozen Delaware River in New Jersey.  At the Battle of Trenton, Greene led one of the two main columns of troops into, what turned out to be, this astounding American victory. Ten days later, the Patriots defeated the British again at the Battle of Princeton.  These victories, though relatively small, nevertheless rekindled the spirits of and, very crucially, the re-enlistments in the Continental Army.

Repeatedly defeated in battle and nearing exhaustion, the Americans set up camp in northwestern Pennsylvania in a plateau area called Valley Forge.  With the bulk of the Continental Army, approximately 12,000 men, encamped at Valley Forge, General Washington turned to Nathanael Greene to serve as Quartermaster General.  This location, on the south shore of the Schuylkill River 18 miles northwest of Philadelphia, presented intractable difficulties to the newly assigned Quartermaster General.  In addition to critical shortages of food and clothing, the Americans faced widespread disease.  Over 2,000 of their number died from dysentery, jaundice, pneumonia, and, especially, typhoid.  Given this daunting responsibility, Greene served his country well as Quartermaster General by efficiently and equitably providing whatever food was available to the nearly-starved soldiers at Valley Forge.

The stalwart Patriot soldiers at Valley Forge were led by Washington, fed by Greene, and trained by recent émigré, Prussian-born, German-speaking General Baron Friedrich Wilhelm Augustus von Steuben.  Through their combined skill and tireless leadership, the Americans left Valley Forge in the spring of 1778 molded in proud form itching for a fight.  They got their wish on June 28, 1778, at the Battle of Monmouth in New Jersey.  Commanding the right wing of Washington’s army, Greene valiantly led his troops throughout this all-day struggle.  With more troops dying from the debilitating heat than from battlefield injuries, neither side could claim a clear victory.  However, the Americans ultimately triumphed because the King’s forces were hammered at Monmouth to the point, where for the remainder of the war, their activities in the north were relegated to the confines of New York City.  With the British stalemated in the north, their focus and invasion armies were redirected to America’s south.

Greene’s Pivotal Role in the Southern Campaign
During 1779 and 1780, the Southern Division of the Continental Army was in miserable shape.  Lacking resources and, most importantly, effective leadership, the American army was on the verge of disintegration.  In 1779, British General Henry Clinton led an invasion that conquered and subsequently occupied Georgia’s largest port city, Savannah.  The next year, the British attacked an even larger American city, Charleston.  The Continental Army there, under the command of General Benjamin Lincoln, was outmanned and under siege by the British navy and army.  Surrounded and unable to hold off the British, General Lincoln surrendered Charleston.  As a consequence, the British captured 5,000 Continental Army soldiers.  As prisoners-of-war, half of these Americans would die while under confinement.  Later that disastrous year of 1780 (also the time of Benedict Arnold’s treachery), the Americans, under the command of General Horatio Gates, launched a failed attack at the British garrison at Camden in South Carolina.  The Camden loss was so completely devastating that the Americans literally ran for their lives.  First among them was Gates who disgraced himself by fleeing the quickest and the farthest--all the way to Virginia.

By late 1780, Washington feared that the British would not only capture the American south but also move north to conquer what was left of the new American nation.  To stop the British juggernaut in the south, Washington chose his most trusted general, Nathanael Greene.  Appointed commander of the Southern Department of the Continental Army, on October 14, 1780, Greene arrived in Charlottetown (present-day Charlotte, North Carolina) on December 2.  He took leadership of 1,500 bedraggled, dispirited, and close-to-starving American troops.  Facing Greene and the Patriot forces were over three times as many British and American Loyalist Tories under the exceedingly capable leadership of Major General Charles Lord Cornwallis.  Vastly outnumbered, Greene knew very well that he could not directly confront Cornwallis.  In what was a surprising though brilliant strategic move, Greene split up his already outmanned troops into two even smaller contingents.  He placed 600 men under the command of Brigadier General Daniel “Old Wagoner” Morgan, a most capable veteran frontier-fighter from Virginia.  Greene ordered Morgan and his men to head west.  The remaining 900 troops stayed under Greene’s direct command and marched south.

Sensing that Cornwallis would not tolerate Morgan launching an attack on his rear or left flank, Greene knew intuitively that the British general would be forced to also divide his forces into two groups thereby diminishing the numerical advantage possessed by the King’s army.  On New Year’s Day, 1781, Cornwallis ordered his ruthless cavalry leader, Lieutenant Colonel Banastre “Bloody Ban” Tarleton to suppress Morgan’s troops.  After eluding Tarleton for more than two weeks, Morgan’s men stood their ground at the pivotal Battle of Cowpens in South Carolina on January 17, 1781.  At Cowpens, the “Old Wagoner” tricked Tarleton into believing that retreating American militiamen were reflective of Morgan’s entire force.  Tarleton erred--and then some.  Believing Morgan’s men were in full-retreat, Tarleton ordered an all-out charge on the American line.  However, Morgan’s last line of defense, consisting of Continental Army regulars, did not run.  Instead, the Continentals with the Broad River to their backs stood their ground, faced their enemy, and fired nonstop.  “Bloody Ban,” who up to this point ran roughshod over the Americans, was finally stopped.  Over 800 British soldiers—90 percent of Tarleton’s forces--were killed, wounded, or taken prisoner at the Battle of Cowpens.  Morgan knew when to fight and, just as importantly, when to withdraw.  Following this battle, the Old Wagoner stealthily eluded Cornwallis’ army, a well-trained killing force more than eager to avenge Cowpens.  Morgan wisely withdrew from the scene to rejoin Greene’s main army to the northeast in North Carolina.  The now re-combined American forces became the prime target for Lord Cornwallis.

Greene knew that his men were exhausted from constant hit-and-run skirmishes--all occurring in the dead of winter 1781.  As a result, the Rhode Islander judged his army unable to defeat the British in head-to-head battle.  Instead, Greene concentrated on defensive moves that forced the King’s army to pursue the American Patriots over hundreds of strength-sapping miles throughout North Carolina.  Finally catching up with Greene’s men, the British army was poised to attack on February 14, 1781.  Before this could happen, the Americans crossed the Dan River into Virginia.  “The Dan” separates North Carolina and Virginia, and more crucially at that point, the British from making a lethal, if not fatal, attack on the Patriots.  As planned, Greene had his engineering officer, Polish émigré Thaddeus Kosciuszko, and quartermaster, Edward Carrington, commandeer nearly every boat along the river.  Unable to effectuate a crossing, the British were once again thwarted from delivering undoubtedly a crushing blow to the southern American army.  Having then gained some time to rest and rebuild his troop strength, Greene was able to also obtain vitally needed recruits and materiel at Halifax Court House in Virginia.  Ten days later, with a re-energized, sizeable force of 4,000 men, Greene ordered his troops to re-cross “The Dan” back to North Carolina.  In a reversal of fortune, the Americans, rather than the British, were now on the offensive.

On March 15, Greene’s men faced Cornwallis’ army at Guilford Court House in what is named today in tribute, Greensboro, North Carolina.  As the battle raged, the Americans were headed for victory.  In desperation, Cornwallis ordered a massive bombardment of the battlefield cognizant of the fact that his men along with the Americans would be hit by deadly grapeshot fired into the mélange of combatants.  This heartless and risky maneuver by Cornwallis paid off—for the moment—when the Americans retreated from the battlefield.  However, Cornwallis’ forces sustained 500 casualties.  This represented one quarter of the British Army in the theatre.  Extended far inland from supply bases on the East Coast, the King’s forces were becoming increasingly tired and vulnerable.  As a result, three days after the Battle of Guilford Court House, Cornwallis withdrew his forces to Wilmington, North Carolina.  Shortly thereafter, the British commander ordered his increasingly depleted army to Virginia.  Greene again utilized brilliant military strategy in allowing Cornwallis to move his waning army unmolested to Yorktown on the Virginia peninsular.  He sensed that the British would eventually be bottled up at the eastern tip of Virginia.  As Greene astutely predicted, the British became pinned down and subsequently surrendered en masse at Yorktown on October 19, 1781.

Back in the spring of 1781, Greene’s main goal was to retake territory previously captured by the British rather than continually fighting Cornwallis’ army.  While the Americans scored some minor successes in capturing British posts, the Americans also lost a large skirmish at the Battle of Hobkirk’s Hill on April 25.  Shortly thereafter, Greene wrote to Washington that, “We fight, get beat, rise and fight again.  We never have to win a battle to win the war.”  The Patriots sustained further frustration with the failed Siege of Ninety-Six (from May 22 through June 19).  However, the tide turned for the Americans by late summer.  On September 8, 1781, Greene’s men scored a decisive, though bloody, victory at Eutaw Springs in South Carolina.  After this engagement, the exhausted British Army fled to Charleston where they were hemmed in place until the end of the war.  While Greene’s forces lost most of the battles down south, he nevertheless ultimately defeated the British through attrition, better generalship, and stalwart determination.  The Rhode Islander’s accomplishments were monumental under any circumstances.  Given the dismal state of America’s southern army one year earlier when he assumed command, his ultimate victory over the British was nothing short of amazing.  In fact, Washington let it be widely known that if he were incapacitated, Nathanael Greene should be named his successor.

After the War and Legacies

At the conclusion of the war, Greene returned home to his family in Rhode Island.  In tribute to his stellar military accomplishments in the Southern Campaign, the state legislatures of North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia voted to bestow land tracts to Greene.  Unfortunately much of this land, for the most part plantations, was sold to pay off massive debts he accumulated before and during the war.  Much of this debt, in fact, was incurred by purchases of supplies used by his troops.  In 1785, Greene moved his family to Mulberry Grove on a plantation outside of Savannah, Georgia.  While visiting a neighboring estate, the native Rhode Islander was afflicted with heat stroke so severe that he died on June 19, 1786, five weeks shy of his 44th birthday.  Thousands of cities, counties, and streets across the country are named in just tribute to Nathanael Greene.



Mezzotint from the Charles Willson Peale painting of Major General Nathanael Greene in the National Archives 148-CW-474 (public domain photograph)



Major General Nathanael Greene statue at Guilford Courthouse National Military Park, North Carolina (public domain photograph)



Major General Nathanael Green’s Grave in Johnson Square, Savannah, Georgia (public domain photograph)

UUP and PHEEIA

Aaron (Bill) Godfrey, Stony Brook University

As former president of the Stony Brook chapter of UUP, I was distressed and embarrassed at the opposition of the Union to PHEEIA. Their rationale was at best puzzling. The focus (for P.R. purposes) on differential tuition and on public/private partnerships seemed disingenuous. The other nebulous rationale was that they trusted neither SUNY Central, nor the governor to allow each campus to retain tuition revenue.

A few years ago when I was lobbyist for UUP, we were instructed not to mention tuition. It was a student issue and it was up to them to work it out with the legislators.

It should be noted, however, that SUNY has the lowest tuition in the Northeast by at least$2,000 and other systems in the region have differential tuition. The tuition difference between the four year and the doctoral institutions is $7000 in Pennsylvania and $5000 in Vermont.  UUP’s objections to PHEEI also included the argument that the regulation of tuition should not be removed from legislative control--a rather obvious sop to the Speaker of the Assembly. In the past two decades, the legislature has resisted a rational tuition policy tied to the cost of living, but has imposed large increases in off-election years.

Most probably the real reason for opposition is that with the additional revenue, campuses will be able to hire Management confidential personnel who will not be members of the  union-even though PHEEIA states that any hires will be subject to union protection.

Though UUP has strenuously objected to the provision in PHEEIA to facilitate public-private partnerships on SUNY campuses on the grounds that it depletes campus budgets, Stony Brook has benefitted greatly from such public/private partnership.  In the last five years, these arrangements have generated more than$101 million and have funded more than 900 graduate students. 0ther units may not have fared as well, but they are the only ones cited by UUP to demonstrate the undesirability of such arrangements.

In short, UUP's anti-PHEEIA campaign used scare tactics reinforced by half truths and dishonest speculation of what might happen or how many union jobs might be lost if the legislation passed. The successful campaign, reinforced by a pietistic concern for students, may have achieved their objective this year but it has polarized the teaching faculty and has distanced them from the professional staff. It is clear that at Stony Brook, the union's position has little support among the teaching faculty and the revenue shortfall, combined with an expected mid-year cut will fall heavily on the professional staff.

Certainly the elimination of programs at SUNY Albany should be a wakeup call for UUP to reach a reasonable accommodation with the Chancellor and the University Faculty Senate.

Highlights of the Fall 2010 Plenary Meeting of the University Faculty Senate at Alfred State College

Action items of the Standing Committees

[The following are some of the action plans of the senate’s committees for the current academic year.]

Diversity and Cultural Competence Committee

Phillip Ortiz, Chair

Empire State College

· The committee will be collecting data on the status of diversity curricula across SUNY,  and expects to have a final report on this by the end of the Spring 2011 semester.

· The committee is working with the Office of Diversity and Educational Excellence and the University Undergraduate Academic Programs and Policies Committee to plan a STEM conference for Fall 2011 that will be similar to the highly successful one held during Fall 2009.

· The committee will begin work on mechanisms to collect and highlight the accomplishments and contributions of SUNY’s diverse employees (administrators, faculty, professionals, civil service employees, etc.) and students.

Ethics and Institutional Integrity Committee

Sara Grethlein, Chair

Upstate Medical University

· The committee will follow up on its survey of campuses to compile a database of information related to existing activities in ethics to facilitate collaboration among SUNY campuses.

· The committee will build on the interest identified in a seminar it held last year on Ethics and Technology in the Classroom to initiate a newsletter, likely in early Spring 2011 on challenging situations and responses from multiple perspectives including legal, technological, and academic.

· The committee is planning a conference entitled “Yours, Mine and Ours—Ownership in Academia” to explore issues related to ownership of curriculum, educational materials and research.

Governance Committee

Dennis Shower, Chair

Geneseo

· The committee will identify materials and/or processes that would help campuses to demonstrate compliance with Middle States governance standard.  It will also explore the development of an assessment tool for campus governance.

· The committee will add materials and/or sections to the CGL Guide produced last year, and to identify and create relevant web-based resources for governance on the University Faculty Senate website.

· The committee will identify and make available existing tools for evaluating administrators and share information about systems for such evaluations as well as possibly developing new ones.

Graduate and Research Committee

Edward Feldman, Chair

Stony Brook

· The committee is preparing a graduate research symposium, “Research the Matters:  An Exposition of Graduate Research in SUNY and CUNY” for March 8, 2011 in the New York State Legislative Office Building.  It will highlight graduate research in the sciences, humanities and the arts to demonstrate the productivity of research emanating from public higher education in New York State.

· The committee is also developing a workshop on sustainability that will bring together researchers and scholars within SUNY to facilitate collaborative research within SUNY in this critical area.


Student Life Committee

Raymond Krisciunas, Chair

Canton

· The committee is working with the Faculty Council of Community Colleges to prepare the third edition of “SUNY Campus Traditions,” which will be in electronic form.

· The committee will assess how international SUNY is and how it contributes to global citizenship by examining existing programs and initiatives, challenges and obstacles to implementation, and successful practices and programs.

· The committee will investigate the existence and status of “honor codes” within SUNY

· The committee will investigate how students are currently using electronic “social networks” and what role campuses can play in educating students to do so that result in positive outcomes.

· The committee will investigate ways of facilitating student engagement in the broad issue of sustainability that is part of SUNY’s strategic plan.

Undergraduate Academic Programs and Policies Committee

Joy Hendrick, Chair

Cortland

· The committee will complete the revisions for the widely used Guide for the Evaluation of Undergraduate Academic Programs, align it with the current SUNY assessment requirements and make it a more useful resource to assist campuses with their program reviews.

· The committee has applied for a National Science Foundation grant to institutionalize its highly successful “Undergraduate Research Poster Session” last year in the New York State Legislative Office Building and to serve as a basis for an integrated approach to expand undergraduate research across SUNY.

· The committee will review current practices and policies across SUNY on undergraduates assisting faculty in providing instructional support to other undergraduates, and to establish guidelines, if necessary.

· The committee will continue to examine how campuses are adjusting their General Education programs based on the revised SUNY policy.

University Operations Committee

Ronald Sarner, Chair

SUNYIT

· The committee will continue its efforts to get adequate information on the rate that is charged for fringe benefits for personnel funded from IFR accounts.
·  The committee will complete its report on a “Longitudinal Faculty Profile” and the development of an interactive database.

· The committee will examine the measures that campuses have taken to deal with the recent budget shortfalls.

· The committee will continue working on a “Resource and Financial Profile,” a longitudinal report comparing faculty size and expenditures.

· The committee is developing a “white paper” on campus policies regarding classroom use of laptops, notebook computers, smart phones, and similar technologies.

· The committee will develop a report on the extent to which administrators override promotion, tenure, and reappointment recommendations that are made by personnel committees.  It will also examine the continued availability of sabbatical leaves.

· The committee is examining the number of on-line offerings and enrollment over time.

· The committee is compiling a report on salaries for senior campus administrators by sector and over time.

University Program and Awards Committee

Janet Nepkie, Chair

Oneonta

· The committee will develop a proposal for a “Faculty Scholar Exchange Program” to submit to System Administration.

· The committee is seeking additional funds for the “Conversations in the Discipline Program.”

· The committee is reviewing the basis for excluding clinical and adjunct faculty from the various Chancellor’s Awards programs.

· The committee is establishing a pilot project to study the relationships that may exist between the eligibility criteria for the various Chancellor’s Awards and Distinguished Professorships compared to local campus criteria for promotion, retention and tenure.

· The committee will explore concerns about the exclusion of entrepreneurial activities as a criterion for the Distinguished Service Professorship.

Resolutions approved

Resolution on the Suspension of Programs at the University at Albany

Whereas the core mission of a comprehensive University Center is to deliver an education and to do research of national and international repute

Whereas one of the six big ideas of the SUNY strategic plan (“The Power of SUNY”) is “SUNY and the World” which emphasizes SUNY’s global mission

Whereas the motto of the University at Albany is “The World Within Reach”

Whereas the administration of the University at Albany has suspended admission to the following academic programs: Classics, French, Italian, Russian, and Theatre

Whereas these academic programs are part of the core mission of a comprehensive University Center

Be it resolved that the actions of the administration at the University at Albany compromise the core mission of that University Center and compromise the ability of SUNY to fulfill its global mission as articulated by “The Power of SUNY” strategic plan.

Resolution 156‐02‐1

Passed, October 23, 2010

Resolution on Consultation with Governance

Whereas SUNY campuses are facing extraordinary financial pressures, and

Whereas campuses may be forced to consider program consolidation, suspension or elimination, and


Whereas the procedures for reaching such decisions have not always involved appropriate consultation with existing governance, and 


Whereas SUNY has clear policies for establishing and revising programs, and the impact of program consolidation, suspension or elimination is as significant to a campus as the establishment of programs, 

Therefore, be it resolved that the University Faculty Senate urges System Administration to ensure that campus administrations and existing governance bodies employ formal procedures for consultation before reaching any decisions regarding program consolidation, suspension or elimination.

Resolution 156‐01‐1

Passed, October 21, 2010

In the spotlight

The University Operations Committee

Ronald Sarner, Chair

SUNYIT

The University Operations Committee of the University Faculty Senate is sometimes thought of as the research arm of the Senate, engaged in activities typically housed in a campus institutional research office.  Many of its projects are “data driven” spanning the three functional areas that are within the committee's charge.  Domains for the Operations Committee include planning and budgeting, library and information resources, and personnel.  Within those areas, the committee selects projects designed to present timely and needed information and to make policy recommendations as appropriate.

The committee's work goes beyond being just academically interesting by serving as a resource to campus governance bodies.  It periodically produces a Budget Handbook that “describes the structure and budgeting procedures” of the university and the campuses.  This publication is particularly useful to faculty and staff on campus planning, budgeting, and resource allocation committees.  It is descriptive in the sense that it depicts the somewhat arcane terminology and process of budgeting.  It is prescriptive in the sense that it identifies best practices to ensure that budget planning and budget execution is a collaborative exercise.  The Budget Handbook, like other publications identified in this article, is available on the UFS website  www.suny.edu/facultysenate  .

The committee has been interested in the size and gender distribution of faculty over an extended period of time.  The most recent manifestation has been the recent release of A Longitudinal Faculty Profile by Gender 1980-2008.  The report presents campus level data by grouped ranks (junior and senior ranks) and gender for most state-operated campuses across an extended period of time.  A quick perusal of the report and its associated charts and tables provides an outline of the contraction and later expansion of faculty size and fairly dramatic increases in the number and percentage of women in the professoriate.  This report provides annual data for recent years, and data at five year intervals prior to 2000.  Earlier reports in this series provide access to annual data going back to 1980.

A recent report, Trends in Library Acquisitions 2000-2008, contains over two hundred pages of charts and tables providing  campus by campus descriptions of acquisition and circulation trends.  The study (done by Ron Foster from SUNYIT and Werner Sbaschnik from Old Westbury) highlights the increasing use of electronic resources and – on many campuses – the decline in paper acquisitions.  For faculty it is interesting to note how usage on one's own campus compares with other campuses in the same sector, or with campuses in other sectors.  It is also a resource that colleagues should find useful when engaged in assessment activities both for the process of drafting a Middle States report or for disciplinary accreditation.

Last year the committee investigated time-to-degree completion for baccalaureate programs.  This led to a report (done by Charles Fenner from Canton) depicting degree completion rates by campus and by sector.  Degree completion rates were highest at the doctoral campuses, followed by the comprehensive colleges, and then the technology sector. 

Work by the Operations Committee has had an important impact in several major policy areas.  A white paper entitled Strategic Energy Issues (crafted by Maureen Dolan from Old Westbury) called attention to sustainability issues and led to the creation of a SUNY-wide Energy Task Force that ultimately produced a series of recommendations including a major reduction in energy usage, a cap and subsequent decrease in green house gas emissions, and a dramatic increase in the use of renewable energy.

In the budget arena, early work by the Operations Committee (and its then chair, Professor Ram Chugh from Potsdam) led to the creation of a task force that produced  the 2003 report entitled Task Force on Rational Fiscal Policy:  Pathway to Excellence.  It is this group, chaired by Professor Chugh, that first vetted the notion of regular, predictable increases in tuition as opposed to the dramatic and episodic tuition adjustments that have characterized our history.  While not yet enacted, this proposal has recently received serious legislative consideration, and its adoption in some recognizable form, is likely within the next few years.  It is not a stretch to say that the concept of “rational tuition” is one that originated in the activities of the Operations Committee. 

The distribution of instructional workload by status (full-time vs. part-time faculty) is another important area that has received attention by the committee.  A 1994 report that examined both the state-operated campuses and the community colleges noted the high reliance on part-time faculty, particularly at the community colleges.  Once again, campus-by-campus profiles were produced.  This is an area that is ripe for a re-examination, particularly in light of major decreases in state support, and is likely to receive the committee's attention next academic year.

This year the committee has a number of significant projects underway.  The longitudinal faculty profile will be fleshed out to include data on the health science centers (missing from the original report), and to provide annual campus-by-campus data that does not group academic ranks into two categories – junior and senior ranks.  Additionally the committee will explore placing the data in a web-accessible format that permits data aggregation in multiple ad hoc ways – for example to determine the number of male full professors by year at campuses in Western New York.

The committee plans on overlaying the existing full-time faculty data from the longitudinal profile with enrollment and spending data.  The result will be a report depicting trends in student-to-faculty ratios and per-student expenditures in both actual and constant dollars.  This study should present a fairly precise picture of the effects of changes in state support and tuition changes over time.

Together with the local governance leaders, the Operations Committee is planning a survey of the campuses to collect information on the extent to which consultation is occurring on the campuses as decisions are being made with respect to closing budget gaps.  Collaterally, the committee will be collecting both qualitative and quantitative information on the effects of budget cuts.  We are hopeful that preserving the history of how the current crisis has been handled will be instructive to faculty groups in future years, just as we find ourselves asking how campuses handled the lean budget years of the late 1970s and what can we learn from those experiences.  There is no central, well recorded history of decision-making in that era – an omission we hope not to repeat.

The committee is also examining campus policies with respect to the use of mobile computing devices in the classroom.  The thought here is not only of laptop or netbook computers, but of tablet devices, smartphones, and who knows what else.  Committee member Trish Ralph from Brockport is designing a questionnaire to ascertain what policies exist on the campuses.  Are campus-wide policies the norm, or is appropriate use a matter for each instructor to determine?  The issue is one that demands attention as the power of smartphones increases.  

Yet another area of interest for the committee is to try to ascertain the extent to which senior campus administrators are rejecting recommendations from promotion and tenure committees.  Have the rates of overrides of committee recommendations changed in recent years?  If they have, in what direction (more positive recommendations overturned or more negative recommendations overturned)?  Are qualified faculty being denied renewal or tenure as a means of coping with budget shortfalls?  These are very interesting and somewhat volatile questions.  In a procedural sense this exposes a dilemma that the committee often faces.  The committee has historically been very good at identifying questions and issues that are worthy of investigation.  It is less successful at actually procuring the data that is needed for appropriate analysis. Sometimes projects hit a dead-end because the needed data is not available.   In the instant case, personnel renewals, is it clear where to go on each of the campuses to get the data we need?  Even if the keeper of the data is properly identified, can we actually get it?  Our work depends upon good will; while we could theoretically resort to FOIL to obtain the needed data, such an action would almost assuredly come at a cost to working relationships.

Please take a few moments to look at the University Faculty Senate website.  In particular, take a look at the “Publications” link that provides access to numerous reports from the Operations Committee and the other UFS committees.  While on the UFS website also navigate over to the Operations Committee page and peruse its most recent reports; they represent important work, and important contributions to SUNY by the dedicated faculty and staff, our colleagues, who have served and continue to serve on this committee.

The LEVIN Institute

The State University of New York 
New York in the World
Garrick Utley

President, The Levin Institute

Shortly after I took on the task of building SUNY’s Levin Institute in New York City, I had the opportunity to attend a Plenary Meeting of the University Faculty Senate to discuss the purpose and vision of the Institute. That was in 2004. As we head into 2011, it is a good time for an update on where we are, and where we are headed at Levin. Many faculty members across SUNY may not yet be fully aware of our role within SUNY and the potential benefits for SUNY faculty and students. The world we live and work in today has changed dramatically since Levin was launched. We have been working hard to be responsive and relevant to the challenges all of us in New York State face in the global economy.  

Since The Levin Institute does not fit a traditional university model, I thought it would useful to respond to some FAQs, those frequently asked questions that prompt, I hope, clear answers. 

What are we?

We are an Institute located within the Office of Global Affairs in System Administration. We exist to serve SUNY campuses and New York in general. 

Where are we?
We are located at the SUNY Global Center at 116 East 55th Street in New York City. This is a 40 thousand square foot complex in the heart of Manhattan. You can see the Center’s facility at our web site, www.levininstitute.org. 

What is our mission?  

We are about “New York in the World”. Specifically, our Mission Statement is:

To support New York’s economic and social vitality through innovative and competitive responses to the challenges of today’s global economy.

How do we do this? 

The Institute has developed and delivers learning programs, conducts research and organizes public engagement projects. Several of these are in collaboration with SUNY campuses and faculty. Others are designed to meet some of the immediate challenges of the current economic environment in New York State and City. They include: 

New York in the World: The Project. This a is statewide research and public engagement project to assess the benefits of, costs of, and the needed response to the impact of the global economy on New York State and City. Our focus on New York derives from the proposition that in this era of globalization no state in the nation has benefited more AND suffered more than New York. While New York City has grown and prospered over recent decades from financial services, foreign investment, immigration as well as being the home of many global businesses, much of the rest of the state has suffered from the combined impact of the post-industrial age and increased global competition. New York (State and City together) therefore offers a unique laboratory in which to study the impact of globalization in the United States. This also means that New York will be a critical forum for the debate, evolving public opinion, and the political decisions taken that will influence the nation’s continued commitment to an open international financial and economic system. At a time of intensifying competition from abroad, and a weakening economic and personal financial outlook for many Americans at home, the discussion, debate, and policy decisions concerning the impact of globalization need to be informed by authoritative, factual information. The project will provide a clear analytical base and a comprehensive description of the overall effects of the impact of globalization on New York State.  

The project is producing data-driven research, reports and recommendations that will be substantive and accessible to a broad public as well as to key stakeholders in the public and private sectors. In 2011 the project will include Town Hall and on-line meetings on and with SUNY campuses across the State as well as in New York City. We are interested in SUNY faculty participation in the project. We are working with a number of SUNY campuses and are engaging with SUNY students, who are among the most concerned about their future in New York State. The project has received important funding from the Carnegie Corporation of New York. 
Global Workforce Development: The Levin Institute, in partnership with SUNY Brockport and SUNY Cortland, is leading a SUNY multi-campus initiative to design and deliver ten “globalization modules” for undergraduate general education courses.  A second component will expand existing Chinese language offerings via a web-based learning system with potential for significantly increasing Chinese language education across New York State. The pilot programs are being launched in the 2010/2011 academic year on the Brockport and Cortland campuses. We hope that they will subsequently be rolled out to other campuses in the SUNY System. The Levin Institute’s globalization101.org web site supports the curriculum in this initiative. Funding is from the U.S. Department of Education Title VI.  

Globalization101.org: A widely recognized website and teaching aid, Globalization101.org (www.globalization101.org) offers information on global issues, teaching and learning tools, and interactive space on key issues of globalization. The website supports the curriculum and learning models of the Global Workforce Development project. A Google search of “globalization” usually places Globalization101.org in second position after the Wikipedia entry. Globalization101.org has significant potential for growth both within SUNY and outside the System. 

JumpStart: A continuing program designed and delivered by The Levin Institute. The purpose of JumpStart is to help train and transition talented professionals in New York City’s financial and media industries into work and careers in new emerging sectors of the economy. More than 200 New York professionals per year participate in the JumpStart program. 
FastTrac: A continuing program to help new entrepreneurs in New York City launch their businesses, and for small established entrepreneurs to expand their businesses. More than 700 New Yorkers participate in the FastTrac program each year. Funding for FastTrac and JumpStart comes from the City of New York. 
Innovate New York:

The Innovate New York project focuses on key sectors of New York City’s economy, and how they could and should be more innovative to maintain and strengthen the city’s position as a leading center in key economic sectors. In 2009-2010 Innovate New York addressed several key fields including Life Sciences, Media, Public Services, Entrepreneurship and Arts and Culture. In 2011 our focus is on Innovate New York: Media & Communications. The project builds on existing collaboration with the New York City Economic Development Corporation, The MediaNYC2020 initiative, the private sector, other institutions of higher education, and foundations and individuals committed to the City’s future. Innovate New York: Media and Communications will include working groups, relevant research reports as well as public engagement events with figures in new as well as established media and communications companies. Our funding comes from The Alfred P. Sloan Foundation.

Center for a Competitive Response to Globalization:


The Center designs and delivers professional learning programs to help individuals and businesses compete more effectively in the global economic environment. With funding from the U.S. Small Business Administration it is designed to disseminate and evaluate effective learning models throughout New York State in collaboration with SUNY campuses. 

Confucius Institute of Business: 

Levin is collaborating with the Chinese Hanban, the funder of over 600 Confucius Institutes worldwide, and with our academic partner in China, the Nanjing University of Finance and Economics (NUFE), to develop a new Confucius Institute located at The Levin Institute. This project is expected to launch in 2011. It will focus on Chinese language, culture, business, and economics for an audience predominantly composed of mid-career business persons.  

UN Global Compact: 

Through its Research Center on the Global Compact, Levin (as part of the Office of Global Affairs) will be leading an initiative to develop a framework for university adoption of the principles of the United Nations’ Global Compact project with the private sector. This activity will involve a series of global teleconferences and meetings in which SUNY will play a leading role. It is anticipated that this will initiate an ongoing engagement process with universities worldwide, as well as global corporations, which have made commitments to UNGC. 

Global Crossroads:

A global network of higher education and other collaborating institutions and individuals designed to address key issues of globalization and higher education. Our first Global Crossroad event linked students at the Levin Institute with students at the American University in Cairo and at Education City in Doha, Qatar. Future sessions will also link faculty and university leaders discussing issues of global higher education as well as other agendas. Levin is collaborating with the Chronicle of Higher Education in Global Crossroads.

At The Levin Institute we have built our programs on a collaborative basis, with partner that range from SUNY campuses to the New York City Mayor’s office. We are working to expand these collaborations, particularly in our New York in the World and Global Workforce development projects. The SUNY Global Center building in Manhattan is a wonderful facility for programs from campuses that wish to take advantage of the resources of New York City. Past programs with SUNY and non-SUNY campuses have ranged from a week to a full semester. The Information Technology and Audio-Visual capabilities in the building are another way of linking campuses to the Institute and the Global Center. 

Enclosed is a link to a brief video about The Levin Institute, along with additional information at our web sites. We look forward to welcoming SUNY faculty to the Institute and the SUNY Global Center, and to working with you on-line and on your campuses. I trust we share a common purpose as we face the issues (in our work and personal lives) of New York in the World. 

www.levininstitute.org
www.globalization101.org
Video link:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jm-59kKEi2E
Announcements

ProtectNY 

Steven L. Dubovsky, University at Buffalo

ProtectNY is an interdisciplinary consortium of researchers, educators and practitioners dedicated to the prevention and mitigation of natural and man-made disasters affecting New York State. The group's primary interest is in translating research into practices that will enhance the security of our citizens. Our members come from throughout the state, and we have well established national and international collaborations with our colleagues in similar fields. Our current work involves medical emergencies, resource management, transportation planning, identification of potential human and systemic threats, approaches to security of people and structures, and prevention and treatment of adverse reactions to extreme stress. Our affiliated journal is the Journal of Applied Security Research, edited by our former president, John Kostanoski of SUNY Farmingdale.
 
We extend an invitation to individuals and groups with an interest in improving responses to the growing number of threats that we face to join us at a planning session in early 2011. This meeting will enable us to coordinate our expanding efforts with others who are involved in similar activities. Anyone who is interested in learning more can contact me.
 
Steven L Dubovsky, M.D.
President, ProtectNY
  

Professor and Chair
Department of Psychiatry
University at Buffalo
dubovsky @buffalo.edu
Phone:  716.898.5940

