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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Kendall College of Arts & Science’s Task Force on Administrative Structure has examined the PPRC’s
proposed reorganization of our college from its current departmental structure to a divisional
administrative structure. The following report reflects roughly four months’ worth of research, analysis,
and collaboration.
The Task Force has unanimously and unambiguously concluded that our college shall retain a disciplinebased, departmental structure. We therefore reject a divisional administrative structure. This
conclusion, which we expound upon in detail throughout this report, is based upon the following
findings:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The proposed move to divisions was not thoroughly researched or justified.
The proposed move to divisions may have resulted in part from inappropriate bias.
No peer or aspirant institutions have substituted divisions for departments in a manner
comparable to the PPRC’s recommendations.
The proposed move to divisions would provide little or no cost savings.
A survey of A&S faculty reveals near-unanimous opposition to a divisional structure. Most
notably, such a transformation would harm faculty morale and discourage faculty from taking
leadership roles.
The proposed move to divisions would infringe upon academic freedom, distort prevailing
incentives for attaining promotion and tenure, and, in doing so, harm student learning.
The proposed move to divisions would adversely affect the college’s high retention rates.

These findings lead us to one conclusion: Our department-based, discipline-oriented administrative
structure is the gold standard of the best colleges and universities. It should not be altered based upon
recommendations that had not been thoroughly vetted by the college’s faculty or its elected
representatives.
These conclusions support the following recommendations:
•
•
•

•

We recommend maintaining discipline-based academic departments.
Some departments may merge together voluntarily if there is a sound curricular rationale.
We recommend that the administration support and invest in faculty initiatives that nurture
genuine interdisciplinarity such as team teaching, cross-listing courses, double-majors, dualdegrees, interdisciplinary majors, student-faculty research projects, etc.
The administration should provide incentives to instructors and departments to cross-list
courses where a sound curricular rationale exists for doing so.
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Final Report – Task Force on the Administrative Structure for the Kendall College of Arts and Sciences
Recommendations for Divisional Administrative Structure
Task Force Members -- Daniel Arthurs, Diane Beals (chair), Scott Carter, Jeffrey Drouin, Matthew D.
Hindman, Kristen Oertel, and David Tingey
Task Force Members -- Daniel Arthurs, Diane Beals (chair), Scott Carter, Jeffrey Drouin, Matthew D.
Hindman, Kristen Oertel, and David Tingey
Background
The True Commitment (TC) plan, presented to the university on April 11, 2019, called for collapsing all
departments in the Kendall College of Arts and Sciences into three divisions: Humanities, Social Sciences,
and Arts. In the full report, “The Academic Strategy for The University of Tulsa,” all A&S departments
received a notation in their individual reports that read:
This department should be combined with other departments to consolidate administrative
responsibilities. In addition, a larger department that included related disciplines would allow
for greater flexibility in utilizing faculty resources. This flexibility would allow for the new unit to
target courses with stronger enrollments at all levels and increased generation of SCH [student
credit hours] per FTE [full-time equivalent instructor].
In other words, the Plan called for divisions in order to (1) streamline administrative duties, (2) allow for
greater flexibility in utilizing faculty, and (3) increase enrollments and class sizes.
On April 15, the faculty of Kendall College of Arts and Sciences voted 89-4 in favor of a resolution not to
implement the True Commitment plan announced on April 11. A chief complaint among many faculty
members was the recommendation to move to a divisional structure. When the faculty asked if we
could appeal TC’s recommendations, we were informed emphatically that there would be no appeals.
However, within days, the administration offered ways we could shape the details of the plan. In good
faith, many faculty members attempted to work on various pieces of TC in hopes of revising particularly
egregious parts of the plan, such as the shift away from departments to divisions. The College of Arts
and Sciences department chairs called for a task force to examine the feasibility of a divisional
administrative structure for the college. The Provost and President endorsed the chairs’ plans along with
its charge in June 2019:
The Task Force will investigate proposed administrative restructuring of the college, discussing
rationales and possible structures and their effects; it will request clarification from the
architects of the True Commitment Plan about the purposes and financial implications of the
proposed restructuring; it will seek information about similar restructurings in other universities
and how they have worked; it will make recommendations on these matters to the faculty, the
Dean, and the Provost.
Further, the chairs arranged for a democratic election of the task force: “Before August 15th, each A&S
department chair will conduct a democratic nomination process to come up with one nominee for the
Task Force. On 15 August, we will hold a college-wide Harvey election for a seven-person Task Force that
will conduct a series of open meetings, coming up with a report that is due on 6 January.”
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Seven faculty members were elected by their peers. The task force convened on September 4 for the
first time and has been working since then, meeting almost weekly. This was a task force of Arts and
Sciences faculty; the rationale and charge were set by department chairs; and the task force members
studied an issue that would, if implemented, profoundly alter our academic programs.
The administration, particularly the President and Provost, appeared willing to consider a “rollback” on
the divisions plan, as they articulated on several occasions. But throughout the fall we heard mixed
messages from the administration that a move to divisions was off the table, then back on, then back off
again. We sought a firm answer from the Provost as to whether the Task Force was really needed, and
on September 26, Diane Beals (chair of Task Force) and Jeffrey Drouin met with Provost Levit seeking
clarity.
At that meeting, the Provost informed us that she expects the college to come up with a divisional
structure that will save $440,000 from the budget. This included reducing the 15 Arts and Sciences
departments to 12, dropping department chairs’ stipends and course releases entirely, and replacing the
chairs with three divisional heads who would do all the work of the chairs (apparently with stipends of
$7500 and no course releases). This recommendation also called for cutting two full-time departmental
assistants. The Provost wanted more “interdisciplinarity” among subject areas, by which, she said, from
the student’s perspective, it would be easier to change majors and have their old courses count in their
new major.
In this report, we outline a number of directions and approaches we took to examine and evaluate the
feasibility of a divisional administrative structure. We present our findings and make recommendations
accordingly.
Investigations and findings
Studying division structure in other universities
First, we sought clarification from PPRC 2018-19 members as to their research and rationale for
eliminating departments and shifting to three divisions. All regular PPRC members were asked via email
to respond to a series of questions intended to identify the sources of the idea for a divisional structure.
Five members of the PPRC responded. It is clear from those responses that there was no investigation of
other universities with a divisional structure. One member pointed to University of California – Santa
Cruz as having moved to divisions, yet this turned out not to be the case; UC Santa Cruz has divisions
that function as our colleges do. The university still has discipline-oriented departments. Another
member suggested some interesting examples of two or three combined departments. However, no
examples of the wholesale restructuring of a college into divisions were reported.
Therefore, this task force investigated administrative restructuring at several other universities by
studying their websites and contacting faculty at these institutions. One member of the PPRC provided
documents from the consulting firm EAB which encourages university administrators to eliminate
departments and shift to divisions. We looked at EAB’s website and discovered that it lists eight
universities that have either moved to divisions or are considering doing so (See Table 1). Only one
school—the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)—can be considered an aspirant university. The
remaining schools cannot be considered peers or aspirant institutions, which prevents productive
comparisons. For example, Berea College, a peer academically and in terms of its endowment size,
provides free tuition to all of its students. Nonetheless, we pursued information from MIT and Southern
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Illinois University – Carbondale (SIU), along with three other schools that could be considered relative
peers who either moved to divisions, were suggested by others to have done so, or have combined
academic departments.
Table 1. Endowments, enrollments, and medial ACT score ranges for EAB comparison universities
SIU Carbondale (IL)
Hiram College (OH)
Central Michigan University
Albany State (GA)
MIT (MA)
Berea College (KY)
Arizona State (AZ)
Plymouth State (NH)

$142M
$73M
$156M
$1.8M
$13.4B
$1.2B
$665M
$27.1M

14,554
1,255
26,968
6,371
11,376
1,661
71,946
5,059

19-25
19-25
20-25
17-20
33-35
22-27
22-28
18-23

MIT – Grad rate 91%, ACT 33-35, Cost $65,478, Enrollment 4500
History and English were merged into a “Department of the Humanities” in 1954, with programs in
philosophy, music, anthropology, and foreign languages being added to the “department” in the 1960s
and 70s. Then, “In 1982 the six sections—Anthropology/Archaeology, Foreign Languages and
Literatures, History, Literature, Music, and Writing—in the Department of Humanities became more
autonomous, with their own section chairs and increased responsibility for curriculum, appointment,
and budgetary affairs” (MIT website).
One department chair said, “We remain independent today. History, for example, has its own budget,
runs searches independently of other units and conducts tenure and promotion reviews for its faculty,
and has exclusive control over the curriculum. As [Department] Head I oversee the budget and our office
staff. Undergraduates can major, minor, or concentrate (3 classes) in History.”
One can still major in philosophy, for example, and “theatre arts,” along with literature and political
science, which are all separate departments with separate department “heads,” as they’re called, who
function like our chairs do.
https://libraries.mit.edu/mithistory/research/schools-and-departments/school-of-humanities-arts-andsocial-sciences/department-of-humanities/
SIU-Carbondale – Grad rate 44%, ACT 19-25, Cost $27, 708, Enrollment 12,000
Although SIU is a larger state school of a lower caliber than TU, EAB claimed they had moved to
divisions and thus we considered them worth examining. SIU has 11 graduate and undergraduate
colleges and dozens of majors: 27 majors in the College of Liberal Arts (including philosophy and theater
that lead to a BA, BS, BFA, or BM) and 20 academic departments. According to the website, “The courses
of study outlined by the departments determine the degree awarded.” The university includes a
program called “University Studies” which offers a self-designed major:
[College of Liberal Arts] CoLA undergraduates can choose to build their own Bachelor of Arts
(B.A.) or Bachelor of Sciences (B.S.) degrees using the University Studies Program. This degree
tool offers a passage to receiving a real, tangible, liberal arts degree from Southern Illinois
University Carbondale without a formal, declared major. The University Studies program is the
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way to build a custom bachelor's degree based on the needs and interests of a particular
student. It is a broadly based degree that not only allows, but requires, diversification.
Perhaps this self-designed, interdisciplinary major is what EAB considers a “division,” but it appears from
the website that disciplinary and interdisciplinary departments continue to exist (for example, each of
the academic departments listed a department “chair” on their website).
UC-Santa Cruz – Grad rate 77 %, ACT 25-30, Cost $35,408 in-state, Enrollment 17,000
While UC-Santa Cruz is also a state school and larger than TU, their mission and structure are similar to
ours: “UC Santa Cruz is a public university like no other in California, combining the intimacy of a small,
liberal arts college with the depth and rigor of a major research university” (UCSC website).
UCSC consists of four Divisions and one School: Divisions of (1) Arts, (2) Humanities, (3) Physical and
Biological Sciences, (4) Social Sciences and the Baskin School of Engineering. However, their “divisions”
function like our colleges do. They have 59 UG majors and 40 graduate programs and have distinct
undergraduate departments with their own department chairs.
One department chair wrote, “I convene a Merits [Tenure] and Promotion committee, oversee our
curriculum, department staff, etc. So, we are a stand-alone department, though we take part in
divisional meetings with other chairs (approximately once a month).” So, it appears that they continue
to have departments even if a number of their degrees entail interdisciplinary work, like the “History of
Consciousness” major that combines philosophy, history, and religion.
Elon University – Grad rate 81%, ACT 25-29; Cost $49,256, Enrollment 6,000
In the course of our research several faculty members learned of Elon’s recent success in retention and
graduation rates, which stimulated curiosity about the school and its academic programs. The Mission
of Elon’s College of Arts and Sciences mirrors that of TU: “Inspired by intellectual curiosity, passion, and
integrity, we champion disciplinary knowledge and interdisciplinary applications to reflect upon, respond
to, and offer solutions to critical problems in a complex and changing world” (emphasis added).
Elon’s College of Arts and Sciences consists of 20 departments which offer 40 different majors. They still
have disciplinary departments, although a few are combined. Political Science, for example, is merged
with something called “Policy Studies” (which TU does not offer) and History is merged with Geography
(which TU also doesn’t offer) and Art History. Sociology and Anthropology are also merged. English
houses Creative Writing, Professional Writing and Rhetoric, and Literature (3 separate majors);
Performing Arts houses Acting, Arts Administration, Dance, Dance Science, Dance Performance and
Choreography, Drama and Theatre Studies, Theatrical Design and Technology (7 majors). Incidentally,
their Performing Arts department is ranked number 6 in the nation.
Their Arts and Science department faculties are substantially larger than TU’s, while their undergraduate
enrollment is roughly a third larger:
English – 25 full time faculty/11 lecturers and adjunct professors
History/Geography – 19 full time faculty
Political Science/Policy Studies – 15 full time
Philosophy – 8 full time
Religion – 9 full time
Sociology/Anthropology – 12 full time
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Some departments, such as Political Science and Philosophy, share an administrative assistant among 23
faculty, similar to the way in which History and Political Science share an administrative assistant at TU.
Elon does not have divisions; its College of Arts and Sciences is thriving, and the administration supports
it with faculty lines, as many of the departments have hired in the past 5-10 years.
Goucher College – Grad rate 64%, ACT optional, Cost $59,416, Enrollment 1460 UG/700 Grad
One school that has moved from departments to divisions in recent years is Goucher College. Goucher
was recently ranked 11th in the country by US New and World Report for “most innovative” college, and
their vision is to “Become the model for accessible transformational education that integrates curricular
and co-curricular learning to deliver graduates who can solve complex problems together with people
who are not like themselves.” Their endowment is roughly $240 million for a student population of just
over 2000 students.
Goucher moved to divisions, which they call “centers,” during AY 2015-16 after a mandate from its
Provost that was motivated by budgetary concerns. The Provost cited cost savings similar to those
proposed in TC—fewer chairs’ stipends and course releases—and administrative efficiencies as two
goals that could be attained by moving to divisions. In practice, these predicted cost savings were not
realized, according to one center’s assistant director, because Center Directors received larger stipends
and course releases, essentially shifting the costs from multiple department chairs to a handful of
Center Directors. The number of direct reports to the Provost did decrease, as did the direct reports to
the various deans. This administrative structure thus creates a barrier between faculty and the Dean,
which complicates the ability to make important academic decisions such as hiring, promotion, and
curriculum changes.
Faculty response to the move to Centers was initially mixed but is now firmly against the structure. One
faculty member acknowledged that for some professors in the Humanities Center, the move to divisions
was “not a big deal” in their daily professional lives, especially those faculty who sought out
interdisciplinary collegiality. Most faculty, however, resisted the move to divisions. The program
coordinator for one center claimed that many of Goucher’s best new faculty have left the college due to
the shift to divisions.
Finally, and perhaps most troubling, while Goucher’s application numbers have gone up since the move
to divisions, their first-to-second-year retention rates have declined from approximately 85% to 75%.
One professor noted that the students don’t seem to understand the Centers or their function, perhaps
a reason for the decline in retention rates. Without departments, students lack that deep connection to
a particular set of faculty and peers.
Conclusion: Based on our research into other universities, the PPRC’s rationale for moving to divisions
was not grounded in empirical case studies of peer and aspirant institutions. Further, the one peer
institution that appears to have moved to divisions suffered a decline in its retention rate, precisely
the opposite outcome from the one we hope to achieve.
PPRC bias against Arts and Sciences
As stated above, we asked PPRC 2018-19 to respond to questions clarifying the source and background
for the divisions plan. One PPRC member from outside of our college responded with a diatribe against
the College of Arts & Sciences, claiming that “Virtually none of the departments in A&S provides quality
7

undergraduate education at its current scale.” She/he also claimed that A&S faculty on the whole
reported less research productivity than faculty in the other colleges except for Law and suggested that
the college’s research numbers were inflated. Using his/her disagreement with a single department,
she/he impugned the entire college as being unsustainable. This hostility suggests to us that, from the
beginning, Arts and Sciences was a target for deep reductions because of what may be a fundamental
misunderstanding of what constitutes research, good teaching, and a strong curriculum within the
liberal arts and sciences.
The member’s comments focused specifically on the Philosophy and Religion Department, whose majors
were eliminated under Total Commitment:
As an example, let’s consider the academic field that I know best, philosophy. Although the
philosophy department (like virtually every other department in A&S) does not track the
placement of its students in graduate programs, I would be very surprised if any TU students
who majored in philosophy could be admitted to a first-rate Ph.D. program in philosophy. This is
not a function of the intelligence or skill of TU undergrads, which (in my experience) is stellar.
Rather, it is the function of the limited course offerings (and complete lack of offerings in, for
example, in most of the core sub-fields such as logic, epistemology, philosophy of language) that
the department provides. Instead, professors in the department appear to teach narrow, lowenrollment courses that are tailored to the academic interests of faculty rather than the best
interests of students. In short, the philosophy department is set up to reduce the burden on
faculty at the expense of students. (There are many philosophy departments in the country that
have two or three faculty. Virtually none of these departments offers the kind of self-indulgent
and haphazard course offerings that the TU philosophy department offers.)
What’s true of philosophy is also true of virtually every other department in A&S. The decisionmaking of these departments (in course offerings, teaching loads, hiring decisions, promotion
decisions, and a host of other areas) is parochial, is reluctant to innovate, and is not oriented to
serve the best interests of students or the university. A&S faculty, on the whole, reported less
research productivity than faculty in every other college at the university except for the College
of Law, and there is good reason to think that even these meager numbers were substantially
inflated. The low enrollments but high number of faculty in A&S courses also provide A&S
faculty with incentives to resist changes, since these changes might also have the effect of
increasing the teaching loads of A&S faculty.
The claim that A&S departments do not track alumni graduate school placement or employment is
factually incorrect. For example, one can easily access this information on TU’s career center website.
Further, the respondent clearly lacks the disciplinary expertise to judge whether A&S course offerings
are “parochial” or “indulgent,” since many of our offerings are in fact innovative and forward-looking.
Conclusion: The recommendation for a move to a divisional structure appears to have been based on
inappropriate bias against and misunderstanding of the Arts and Sciences college.
The individual department assessments in the PPRC report are rife with errors
While the Provost and the Deans’ Council has argued that there were no substantial errors in the PPRC
report, department chairs in A&S have reported significant flaws in the data and analysis. The following
examples are by no means an exhaustive list:
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•
•
•
•
•

•

In the Anthropology Department, the salary of the Museum Studies program director was included
in the instructional costs, but Museum Studies students were not included in the count, artificially
inflating the SCH.
History was noted as having 9 full-time faculty members at one point during the years under review,
but at no time point did the department employ more than 8 full-time lines.
In Theatre (and perhaps other departments), work study student wages were charged as an
instructional item.
Some department chairs (e.g., Language and Literature. Philosophy and Religion) reported that
students double majoring were not included in their counts of majors and graduates. Whether a
student’s major is a first or second is arbitrary. This prevents a fair comparison across departments.
Endowed professorships were included in the department budgets. This inflates the cost of each
student credit hour (SCH) because endowed chair salaries are significantly higher and carry a lower
teaching load than other faculty. For example, the inclusion of salary and benefits of endowed
professorships in budget reports caused the departments of Philosophy and Religion, History, and
English to appear expensive. In effect, departments with endowed chairs were unfairly assessed.
The PPRC reports on several A&S departments erroneously stated that some did not conduct
program reviews. The PPRC seemed unaware that the Office of Continuous Improvement holds this
important information, which had been duly submitted by all of these departments. This is a
significant oversight that made it appear that A&S departments were not performing any selfassessments or cooperating with the assessment process, when in fact they were. For example:
o English Language and Literature: "It was difficult to assess English's contribution to TU's ILO
1 because the PPRC did not have access to any program review documents or PLO Annual
Assessment reports." This is contradicted by the report’s observation that the
"...department's PLOs indicate alignment with TU's ILO 2 and 3, but not ILO 4 and 5."
o Film Studies: "...PLOs should be explicitly linked to ILOs with documented assessment."
o Language and Literature: "...needs to document all PLOs for all its programs and assess them
going forward. They should also document how they are meeting the university's ILOs."
o Music: "clear links between PLOs and ILOs need to be documented."
o Philosophy and Religion: "The department did not provide PLOs in the documentation
reviewed by the committee."
o Education: "No program reviews or annual reports were available to determine how the
programs are meeting ILOs."

Conclusion: The recommendation to move to divisions was based on factually incorrect assessment
data.
Faculty survey
As part of our Task Force’s investigation into the proposed administrative restructuring of our college,
we surveyed faculty using 12 closed-ended and 2 open-ended questions. The survey, conducted via
Qualtrics, was fully anonymous with controls in place to prevent non-A&S faculty from taking it and to
prevent ballot stuffing. It launched via email to college faculty on Tuesday, November 19, 2019 and
closed on Friday, November 22, 2019. The full survey results are included with this report. Exactly 100
A&S faculty members completed the survey—a response rate that exceeds 80%. Each individual
question received between 94 and 96 responses. (See Appendix A for results.)
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The results of the survey are unambiguous, providing clear justification for the faculty’s rejection of a
divisional structure. While A&S faculty hold a range of views regarding issues of “interdisciplinarity,” the
faculty overwhelmingly reject the proposed move to divisions. Most directly, about 84% of those who
responded to the claim, “Our college should move to a divisional rather than departmental structure,”
either somewhat or strongly disagreed. (Of those, the vast majority strongly disagreed.) By contrast,
only ten respondents (10%) somewhat or strongly agreed with the statement, with only three of them
strongly agreeing—the least common response for this item.
Approximately 90% of respondents either somewhat or strongly agreed that such a move to divisions
would harm faculty morale. (Again, the vast majority of respondents strongly agreed.)
A&S faculty overwhelmingly express trepidation about having departmental or divisional chairs from
disciplines other than their own. About 80% of respondents view it as important to share a discipline
with their chair, and an even greater share (83%) foresee increased difficulty with respect to tenure and
promotion if they do not share a discipline with their chair. As one faculty member put it, a shift to
divisions could “remove the chairs as advocates for their own faculty.”
Importantly, these results indicate that our college would have a very difficult time finding departmental
“leads” or “chairs” under such a structure. Currently, chairs receive some measure of compensation for
the work that they do. This compensation, of course, comes in the form of course releases and salary
bonuses. More than 80% of respondents would not willingly serve in these roles without proper
compensation. Thus, the move to divisions may have the unintended (or possibly intended)
consequence of thinning out the leadership pool among the faculty.
The open-ended questions clarify reasons for the faculty’s overwhelming rejection of the move to
divisions. We encourage readers of this report to peruse the various faculty responses. Commonly cited
problems are fears of faculty attrition, the rushed and haphazard nature of the acceptance of the PPRC’s
report, and the lack of intellectual justification or strong precedent for divisions.
When asked about the perceived benefits of a shift to divisions, the most common answer was “None.”
Among the handful of faculty members who express positivity toward a shift to divisions, the reasons
tend to focus on interdisciplinarity and improved administrative efficiency for smaller departments. One
member states that “there may be **some** potential for increased interdisciplinarity through a
divisional structure” but that there are “other and better mechanisms for making that happen,” since a
potential shift to divisions within A&S “does not encourage cross-college interdisciplinarity,” which
would be helpful for attracting research grants. Another states that we should not incur a “loss of
departmental identity” but that “[a] division WOULD be a benefit if it were an umbrella over a collection
of departments—who still retained their departmental identity and chairs.” Another respondent is open
to the idea but states, “I don’t think departments would have to completely be dissolved.” Some
colleagues see in a shift to divisions a potential benefit in clarifying the lines of communication regarding
course offerings in different disciplines—i.e. so that required courses do not overlap in the schedule—
and in garnering a small amount of administrative cost savings through the elimination of chairs’
stipends and removal or transferal of administrative assistants.
When asked about the perceived drawbacks of a shift to divisions, faculty reservations center on the
correlation between departmental and disciplinary integrity. Both are necessary in order to achieve
meaningful interdisciplinary teaching and research. Faculty also claim the necessity of shared expertise
by the chair in tenure and promotion, foresee problems with discipline-specific accreditation, and fear
10

the further erosion of faculty morale that would result from the imposition of divisions. One sentence
that is representative of the consensus on interdisciplinarity states correctly that “[i]nterdisciplinary
work must begin from a space where disciplines are clear and distinct, and given strong institutional
support.” Regarding administrative service, another response claims that “only an experienced member
of our area would be able to effectively administrate [our program]” while another worries about “a
shift in evaluative practices toward evaluation of faculty progress by people less conversant with the
fields,” which are two very common refrains throughout nearly all of the responses to this question. Or,
put simply, “departments matter for substantive disciplinary expertise, and are significant for tenure
and promotion.” Many faculty members foresee difficulty with discipline-specific accreditation; for
instance, the “[]loss of disciplinary identity” could lead to “increased opportunity for mismanagement
under discipline-specific regulatory requirements (e.g., program accreditation).” Other drawbacks
include the “[r]emoval of departmental support,” a “dilution of curricular rigor” that will “actually
undermine interdisciplinary efforts,” which would lead to “difficulty in attracting quality faculty,” and a
consensus that divisions would “jeopardize academic freedom” and “harm teaching and learning.”
Divisions do not seem to offer logistical efficiency, as one respondent “[has] a hard time imagining how
this works when a number of departments are not co-located.” And another recognizes that “some
fields of study and professional activity require discrete disciplinary training”—hardly a service to be
jettisoned when our students and their success come first.
Conclusion: Our survey provided a useful instrument for at least two reasons. First, it shows that
faculty across the college unmistakably reject the proposed move to divisions. Second, this survey
shows that support for “interdisciplinarity” does not map neatly onto a proposed move to divisions,
and further that interdisciplinarity is misunderstood in the True Commitment documents. If our
college would like to increase interdisciplinarity or provide students with more cross-listed course
offerings, it should find another means of doing so.
Divisional Restructuring Cost Analysis
The Provost has directed the Task Force to find around $440,000 that can be eliminated from the A&S
College budget. She has argued that this is what will be saved by moving from a departmental structure
to a divisional structure. Our own calculations indicate she has overestimated the savings (based on
faulty assumptions) and underestimated the new costs it will take for a divisional structure. So far in our
investigation, we see no financial advantage to divisions. In fact, divisions could potentially cost more
than departments. The Arts and Sciences Dean has acknowledged to department chairs that, under a
division structure, a department head or lead will still need to play an administrative role with regard to
hiring, reviewing, promotion, etc. The only way divisions save money is by not paying these department
heads, leads, or chairs for their administrative work and by not paying the division heads. In fact, the
plan is not to compensate department heads, leads or chairs in any way (saving $7500 times fifteen
chairs) and to pay the three division heads $7500 each. That is a savings of $90,000. In addition, neither
department heads, leads, chairs, nor division heads would receive a course reduction. As we show
elsewhere in this report, there is very little support for uncompensated administrative work for faculty.
Provost’s proposal to reduce A&S administrative budget through restructuring
drop all department chair stipends ($7500 x 15 chairs) = $112,500*
add three division head stipends ($7500 x 3 heads) = ($22,500)
drop all course releases for chairs (.20 FTE x 15 chairs) = $300,000**
release 2 departmental assistants ($40,000 x 2) = $80,000***
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Total reduction: $470,000 (provost’s proposal)
* False assumption: department chair stipends are too high. In 2018-19 chair stipends in A&S
were raised from $3000 to $7500 due to the heavy increase in their administrative
responsibilities. Chair stipends at TU had remained stagnant for many years. Department chairs
continue to have significant and time-consuming administrative responsibilities. $7500 appears
to be on the low end of the scale for chair stipends paid by peer institutions.
**False assumption: 1 course release is worth 1/5 of a faculty member. A full-time tenure-line
appointment assumes 40% of time spent teaching, 40% of time spent on scholarship, and 20%
of time spent on service. Therefore, one course release is equivalent to .08 FTE, not .20.
Therefore, eliminating 15 course releases saves only 1.2 FTE ($120,000, not $300,000).
***False assumption: fewer departments will require less administrative support. The need for
support will not disappear because the administrative structure changes.
Conclusion: Savings would be significantly less than the Provost has estimated. The Provost has
overestimated the savings by at least $180,000 and likely much more because of the faulty
assumptions listed above and throughout this document.
Division head workload
We examined the job description of department chairs in order to assess the ability of a division head to
assume their duties. The document “Henry Kendall College of Arts and Sciences Academic Unit Chair
Responsibilities” includes the following tasks:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Coordination of departmental recruiting of prospective students
Coordination of advising and mentoring of current undergraduate and graduate students
Oversight and ownership of the academic unit budget including reallocation decisions
Oversight of annual program assessment, program review, continuous improvement processes as
defined for the department (including any accreditation processes) and the timely submission of
each prior to the due date
Work with faculty in the academic unit to develop the course offerings for each semester
Serve as the primary spokesperson for the academic unit
Provide oversight of the academic unit’s web presence
Coordinate hiring of resident faculty, non-resident faculty and direct report staff including
verification of qualifications
Oversee evaluation processes of faculty and staff including annual reviews, contract renewals,
tenure-track reviews, post-tenure reviews and other reviews as dictated by the university
Provide leadership for all aspects of the academic unit
And, other duties as assigned by the Dean of the college

For this extra duty, the chair or director receives a stipend each year (currently $7500) and at least one
course release. The Provost’s suggested plan calls for dropping all stipends and course releases for chairs
and shifting their duties to division heads. From the generic list above, we see that some of these
administrative duties are common to all department chairs. However, most of the duties above are
specialized according to discipline; it is hard to imagine how a head of four to six different disciplinary
groups in one division could recruit prospective students in a precise enough manner to connect the
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prospect to the right faculty member(s), to assign students to advisors based on the student’s interest
and the faculty member’s expertise, or to provide proper input for websites without a leader from each
discipline providing the specific knowledge and support needed to carry out these duties effectively and
efficiently. The faculty survey results indicate that only nine responding faculty members would have
any interest in performing such duties without compensation for their time.
The generic list above also fails to capture the complexity of the job of chair or director. For example, in
the schools of Music and Language and Literature, the directors oversee numerous faculty members,
many of whom are contract faculty. This requires a significant time commitment in order to review each
contract member every other year, resulting in the need for additional course release time. In addition,
the director of Language and Literature oversees and advises a much higher number of students who
study abroad than other departments do. The director coordinates course approvals before study
abroad as well as the multiple changes to the planned study abroad curriculum once students are at the
foreign university. These are difficult and time-consuming tasks that require expertise. The departments
of Education and Psychology require outside accreditation, a major load far beyond the normal chair
responsibilities. Departments with graduate programs require more attention to a broader range of
courses, students, and faculty issues. To shift all duties from chairs to division heads would make the
division heads duties so weighty as to require them to be released from all teaching so that they can
meet their job requirements let alone maintain an active research program of their own. That would
erase much of the cost savings accrued through the elimination of chair stipends.
Conclusion: The shift to divisions would shift chair duties to three division heads, reducing the need
for chair stipends and course releases. However, such a shift would require creating a new layer of
administration that would obviate those savings, and would leave disciplines, departments and
faculty without a chair in their field to explain and advocate for them in student advising, faculty
hiring, promotion, recruiting, curriculum, and other areas.
Issues of academic freedom, tenure, and interdisciplinarity
A shift from departments to divisions infringes upon the academic freedom and responsibility of faculty
(what to teach and when) and is likely to increase the attrition of tenured and tenure-track faculty. Such
attrition will result in an increasing number of courses taught by faculty who are not experts in the
content area, thereby diminishing instructional rigor and injuring disciplinary integrity and
interdisciplinary innovation alike.
The faculty’s academic reputation is in large part the foundation of the university’s reputation. A
weakened faculty leads to a weaker university. Under a divisions regime, tenure, promotion, and merit
raises are granted based not on contributions to an instructor’s academic field and discipline, but on
how well an instructor serves the division’s and university’s goals. This breaks down the allegiance to the
academic discipline and to external peers, disincentivizing faculty from working toward a national or
international reputation in their disciplines, leading to a cheapened, lower-quality experience for
students. Students will not pay top dollar for a lower-quality experience from a lower-ranked (faculty
reputation) university. For the same price or better, students will choose a university that attracts the
best faculty and thus garners a strong reputation for academic excellence.
This breakdown leads to attrition of faculty. If a tenured professor retires, will she be replaced by
another tenure-track professor in the same discipline? Under such a regime that eschews
departments—and thus disciplines—courses are taught by remaining faculty, regardless of the field of
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specialty. If faculty are replaced, they are replaced by contract faculty. Deans, provosts, and boards are
incentivized not to replace faculty in specific disciplines, but to work toward saving money through
attrition. They are incentivized to use the remaining faculty to teach whatever courses are needed
instead of hiring new faculty, regardless of the specialties and disciplines of those remaining faculty. This
is a death spiral for the university.
The attrition of faculty due to the weakening of reputation in a division would harm disciplinary integrity
and interdisciplinary innovation at the same time. Interdisciplinary work requires the mutual interaction
of distinct disciplines. We argue strongly in favor of interdisciplinarity, including double majors, dual
degrees, cross-listed courses and team-teaching. However, we disapprove of adisciplinarity, the lack of
disciplinary knowledge and depth in a discipline that must be the starting point of any real
interdisciplinarity. Strong, vibrant departments that teach and advocate for the discipline are required
for real interdisciplinarity. Departments house disciplines and faculty experts in a specific field who
teach, advocate for, and defend that discipline to students, donors, and administrators.
The College of Arts and Sciences already boasts a strong record of interdisciplinary work, as reflected in
questions #1-3 of the A&S Faculty Survey (see Appendix A). We research and publish together across
departments and colleges. We team teach across disciplines. We cross-list numerous courses (see
Appendix B). Many of our courses provide interdisciplinary content and approaches. We participate in
reviews of faculty members outside of our own departments. We recommend tenure and promotion by
a college-wide, interdisciplinary committee.
Divisions and the associated adisciplinarity prevent students from engaging meaningfully in deep
thinking and disciplinary knowledge. Majors are a deep dive into a discipline. Without the disciplinary
knowledge of a major taught by experts in the discipline who are held accountable by their disciplinary
peers outside a given university, students do not gain the opportunity to find solutions to critical
problems in an ever-changing and complex world. The degree, centered on and designed around a
major and that major’s discipline, compels students to discipline themselves, to stick to a rigorous
curriculum for at least 27 credit hours in the same field, with each course becoming increasingly
complex and difficult. If students are allowed to take a course here or there in any field that counts
toward the degree, they never get the experience of higher-level learning, the deep thinking that comes
only in the courses that build on the first- and second-year courses. They are robbed of the
opportunities for complex learning, not to mention the knowledge and skills that come only with the
senior-level coursework in small classes in close proximity to a faculty expert in the discipline.
The faculty, experts in their field who are held accountable by their external disciplinary peers, must
control the curriculum and majors. We do not oppose rigorous student-designed majors; in fact, we
recommend greater flexibility for such majors.
Conclusion: A divisional structure will, over time, erode the rigor and depth of students’ education,
weaken academic disciplines and majors, and harm the university’s reputation.
Summary of Conclusions
The College of Arts & Science’s Task Force on Administrative Structure has examined the proposed
reorganization of our college from its current discipline-based, departmental structure to one made up
of multi-disciplinary or adisciplinary divisions. This report outlined the detailed research, analysis, and
collaboration undertaken by the Task Force.
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The proposed move to divisions, which resulted from recommendations made by the Provost’s Program
Review Committee (PPRC), was not thoroughly researched or justified.
1. The proposed move to divisions may have resulted in part from inappropriate bias and
misunderstanding by at least one member of the PPRC.
2. No peer or aspirant institutions have substituted divisions for departments. In fact, colleges and
universities that have moved to divisions are of much lower status than the University of Tulsa,
and moreover were not successful in achieving the intended goals. Our assessment reveals that
a move to divisions would signal institutional weakness and even panic.
3. There would be little or no cost savings by moving to divisions in the short term, and such a
move would add another layer of administration in an already top-heavy institution. The only
cost savings would be achieved through faculty attrition.
4. A survey of A&S faculty reveals near-unanimous opposition to a divisional structure on a
number of grounds. A move to divisions would severely harm faculty morale and would cause a
large number of faculty to decline leadership positions within the college. We strongly
encourage our university’s leaders to read the results of our faculty survey in full, including the
open-ended responses.
5. A move to divisions would harm academic freedom and distort prevailing incentives for
attaining promotion and tenure. By shifting faculty accountability from a discipline to a multidisciplinary or adisciplinary division, our university would eschew the time-honored standards
by which scholars conduct research and earn their scholarly reputations (and those of the
universities they serve). All of this would converge to harm student learning.
6. Without discipline-based departments, we expect retention to suffer because students would
lack a deep connection to a particular set of faculty and peers.
All of the points above lead to one conclusion: Our department-based, discipline-oriented administrative
structure is the gold standard of the best colleges and universities. It should not be altered based upon
recommendations that have not been thoroughly vetted by the college’s faculty or its elected
representatives.
Interdisciplinarity is already valued and practiced by the faculty of the College of Arts and Sciences. This
Task Force believes that we best provide a vibrant and vigorous education for our students through
maintaining strong disciplinary integrity, while still working together across disciplines and across
centers in our teaching, scholarship, and service.
Recommendations
This task force recommends against the shift to divisions based on the findings of our investigation as
articulated above. Our final recommendations are as follows:
1. We recommend maintaining the integrity of discipline-based academic departments and
rejecting a shift to divisions.
2. Those departments who wish to merge on their own volition may do so if they believe there is a
sound curricular rationale for it.
3. Since the A&S faculty survey indicated an interest in increasing the opportunities for
interdisciplinary teaching and research, we recommend that the administration support and
invest in faculty initiatives that nurture genuine interdisciplinarity. Examples include but are not
limited to team teaching, cross-listing courses, double-majors, dual-degrees, interdisciplinary
majors, and student-faculty research projects.
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4. Instructors and departments should be incentivized to cross-list courses in ways that do not
harm disciplines or pit departments against each other in the search for class enrollments or
numbers of students in a given major.
Our college has demonstrated the highest rates of retention on our campus. Our recommendations are
rooted in a desire to build upon our college’s successes in these efforts to date. The cuts to our college
in the PPRC’s proposal to shift to divisions would undermine these accomplishments. Thriving
universities invest in tenure-track faculty and instruction to ensure student success.
Respectfully submitted,
Task Force on the Administrative Structure for the College of Arts and Sciences:
Daniel Arthurs (School of Music)
Diane Beals (Department of Education)
Scott Carter (Department of Economics)
Jeffrey Drouin (Department of English Language and Literature)
Matthew D. Hindman (Department of Political Science)
Kristen Oertel (Department of History)
David Tingey (School of Language and Literature)
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Appendix A
Faculty Survey Results
Home college:
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Appendix B
Arts and Sciences Cross-listed Courses

Anthropology
Art
Art History
Arts Management
Chinese
Communication
Comparative Lit
Economics
Education
English
Film Studies
French
German
Greek
History
Journalism Studies
Language
Latin
Media Studies
Music
Philosophy
Political Science
Portuguese
Psychology
Religion
Russian
Sociology
Spanish
Speech
Theatre
Women's Studies

SU 2017

FA 2017

SP 2018

SU 2018

FA 2018

SP 2019

0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
SU 2017

2
6
3
0
0
1
2
0
0
6
6
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
3
2
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
34
FA 2017

4
0
6
1
2
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
2
1
3
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
30
4
SP 2018 SU 2018

3
6
3
0
0
3
1
0
0
4
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
1
0
1
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
32
FA 2018

2
0
8
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7
0
6
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
32
2
SP 2019 SU 2019
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SU 2019

