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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #7, Tuesday, October 11th, 2005

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Exon, Gaffney, Greever, Gunter, Hubbard, McCollough, McLaughlin, Morgan, Munson, Parrish, Reid, Williams, Woolston, Young, Zemetra

Absent: Cooke, McMurtry
Observers: 3

Call to Order: A quorum being present, Faculty Council Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Morgan-Beard) to approve the minutes of October 4th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reported that he had seen the letter from the president concerning the teaching of evolution only in science classes before it had been released. He also reported that the president had chaired yesterday’s cabinet meeting and was looking very good indeed for someone who had had a heart attack three days before. One of the items discussed at the cabinet was the Christmas-New Year’s holiday schedule. He expected that a decision would be made soon as everyone knew that employees needed to be able to make plans. Also soon in its release would be a revised administrative organizational chart. He went on to note that the Board of Regents/State Board of Education will be meeting at Lewis Clark State College in Lewiston next Monday and possibly Tuesday. Items on their agenda of particular interest to this institution were the status of a possible College of Art and Architecture and the overall higher education budget. There was a need to find out when the traditional January meeting of faculty and other university representatives with legislators would occur. He hoped it would be scheduled for the day before classes start here rather than, as last year, on the first day of classes.

The chair reported that copies of the HERI survey report had been distributed to members of the cabinet. This national survey is taken every third year and, among other things, gauges faculty attitudes concerning various issues. It was interesting to see, he noted, that there was substantial overlap between areas of concern highlighted by the survey and those topics which had arisen in our own collection of faculty issues (e.g., salaries, the tenure and promotion process).

As noted in a press release, the university had announced the formation of search processes for the deanships of three colleges: CLASS, Education, and Business and Economics. The expectation is that these three positions will be filled by next summer. On a related matter he reported that candidates for the deanship of the College of Engineering would be coming to campus beginning next week. On the central administration level, the first candidate for the vice presidency for finance and administration would be on campus this Friday, October 21st. He would be interviewing with Faculty Council from 2:15-3:15 Friday afternoon. The second candidate would be on campus Tuesday October 25th and will tentatively interview with Faculty Council 3:15-3:45 prior to the regular council meeting.  
Closer to home he noted that Faculty Council had a newly appointed ASUI representative and introduced Jonathan Gaffney, a junior majoring in history and math.

Finally he noted that there was some confusion concerning the lecture on “Why Scientists Reject Intelligent Design” sponsored by Women in Science. The lecture will begin at 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, October 12th in the University Auditorium.

Provost’s Report: The provost seconded the chair’s observation on how well the president looked but was supposed to be pacing himself. He noted too that, besides the three deanships for which searches will be started on campus the center dean at Idaho Falls would also be stepping down and a search initiated for his replacement.

In response to a question the provost confirmed that the “tax” on y-accounts would be going away, perhaps retroactively back to the beginning of this fiscal year. The tax was being removed pursuant to a directive from the federal government. That meant that some $2 million of expected university revenue would not be forthcoming. Discussions of possible alternative sources of revenue were still on-going.

Vandal Innovation and Enterprise Works (VIEW): Professor Michele O’Neill of the College of Business and Economics provided background on the VIEW initiative at the university. She explained that the formation of this initiative was intended to address President White’s plan to promote entrepreneurship as part of the university’s culture. Though supported by all eight colleges, the program was not designed to be “top-down” but rather they were looking for individual administrators and faculty members who are interested in participating. 

They are looking how entrepreneurship can be incorporated in individual curricula. She emphasized that entrepreneurship was being very broadly defined here and that it was not restricted to those disciplines, say, business, with which it is usually associated. She instanced a workshop offered under VIEW’s auspices by a music professor that will be presenting business basics for performing artists. They will be offering other entrepreneurship learning opportunities focused on non-profit organizations.

VIEW, in its own entrepreneurial mode, is looking for donors and other funding sources to secure resources for offering incentives to faculty members to adapt their pedagogy and research toward more entrepreneurial and interdisciplinary ends.

Response to President White’s Letter on Evolution: Chair Zemetra reported that Research Council had, by majority vote, approved a resolution supporting President White’s public letter on evolution and that the Faculty Affairs Committee had decided not to issue any resolution. The question he had was how Faculty Council might wish to respond, if at all. The ensuing discussion could be best characterized as wide-ranging.

It was not clear to the council as a whole what the president’s letter was responding to. Those councilors who were simultaneously members of the president’s cabinet, and thus in a position to know more of the background, said that it was partly in response to journalists’ mischaracterization of a UI faculty member’s testimony in favor of intelligent design as evidence that intelligent design was taught at the University of Idaho. However, in their view that issue was only a part of what had prompted the president to speak out. Also important were the State Board of Education’s internal debate as to what kind of science should be taught in the public schools and, more largely, the national debate on that subject which had occasioned the testimony of the UI faculty member in Pennsylvania. The president felt the university should be exerting leadership in this discussion.

Some councilors seemed to be in agreement that the implied target of the president’s letter, namely, intelligent design, was not an appropriate subject to be taught in science courses. Faculty-approved curricula in the sciences (and in other areas as well) had taken full account of the evidence in deciding what should be taught. One council member from the sciences made a clear distinction between “teaching” (in the strong “inculcate” sense of the word) and “discussion.” While it was inappropriate, as the president had said, to teach non-evolutionary theories in the sciences (and elsewhere) because of the evidence for evolution, it would be perfectly appropriate to discuss any theory in a science class, just as it would be in classes outside the natural sciences.

There appeared to be universal agreement that the president’s statement had not been intended in any way to put constraints on academic freedom or free inquiry among either faculty or students. However, its brevity made it susceptible to misinterpretation in this way. In the end, while there was a substantial minority of council members who felt the best response to the president’s statement would be no statement at all from the council, the majority seemed to feel that it would be helpful to clarify, and thus support, the president’s statement by issuing a statement reiterating the university’s deeply held strong commitment to academic freedom and free inquiry. A council member pointed out that by issuing such a statement, those faculty throughout the university who felt the president’s memo placed limits on academic freedom and freedom of inquiry could be assured that such was not the case. To this end the chair appointed an ad hoc committee composed of councilors Young (chair), McCollough, and Parrish to draft a possible Faculty Council response along those lines, using perhaps as their basis the text the provost had profitably used his time during the debate to compose.

University Issues: Vice Chair McLaughlin explained the mechanism by which the rankings presented to council were calculated and the faculty secretary’s proposal for how these items might be initially dealt with. Chair Zemetra then led the council in a brief discussion of the proposed disposition of each of the thirteen items on this list. It was suggested that having April Preston from Human Resources come to council would help us understand the issues surrounding merit-based salary increases. Other issues producing considerable comment were the matters of student evaluation of teaching and diversity. The council was in very general agreement, however, with the proposed dispositions of these items and the rankings and their dispositions would be posted to the Faculty Council website.

Adjournment: There being no other business to come before council, it was moved and seconded (Beard-Williams) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

