PAGE  
2005-2006 Faculty Council – Meeting #20 – March 7, 2006 – Page 2

University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2005-2006 Meeting #20, Tuesday, March 7th, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Davis, Greever, Gunter, Hart, Hubbard, McCollough, McLaughlin, McMurtry, Munson, Parrish, Pine, Williams, Woolston (sitting in for Machlis w/o vote), Zemetra

Absent: Exon, Machlis, McDaniel, Young

Observers: two

A quorum being present, Chair Robert Zemetra called the meeting to order at 3:31 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Greever) to approve the minutes of February 28th as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair reminded council that budget hearings for the FY07 university budget were taking place this week. There had been an all-day session on Monday and there would be a second all-day session on Wednesday. These sessions had, at least as one goal, the goal of connecting budget proposals from the university’s various units with the newly adopted strategic plan.

The chair also reminded council members that elections for positions that would be vacated at the end of this year needed to be held. The secretary noted that there would be two openings in the College of Agricultural and Life Sciences (those being vacated by Robert Zemetra and Jerry Exon), one in Engineering (that of Jeffrey Young), one in CLASS (that of Sally Machlis), and a new one to be created for Art and Architecture.

Provost’s Report: The provost also talked of the budget hearings, remarking that they would result in a closer alignment of budgets and the strategic plan and that there had already been good cross-talk between the deans and the vice presidents. This latter observation was emphasized by Dean Parrish who noted that the deans often get a chance to talk among themselves but were not often in a situation where they could compare ideas with the vice presidents. The provost also noted that the University Budget and Finance Committee was a part of these hearings bringing the faculty voice to the table. Perhaps in next year’s round the various student governments would also be involved.

The provost announced that Professor James Fazio had been appointed to the faculty ombuds position and would be starting in a couple of weeks. The provost had been impressed with the strength of the pool for this position.

FC-06-027: 1565 “Academic Ranks and Responsibilities”—Interdisciplinary Activity: Professor Greg Möller, chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, reintroduced this proposal to insert specific language concerning interdisciplinary activity into this section. It came to council as a seconded motion from Faculty Affairs. Discussion centered on how one might define “interdisciplinary” and related words such as “multidisciplinary” or “transdisciplinary.” More particularly, did work with a colleague in a different discipline within one’s own department count as “interdisciplinary”? It was pointed out that the original impetus for including this language came from the perception that department heads and deans had sometimes put barriers in the way of interdisciplinary activity between faculty in different units. After some discussion it was moved and seconded (McLaughlin, Crowley) to amend the proposal so that 1565 A-5 would read, “Faculty are encouraged when feasible to cross unit boundaries to engage in interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary, transdisciplinary, and cooperative activities.” The motion to amend carried unanimously. In the discussion it was pointed out that interdisciplinary students needed the support of interdisciplinary faculty. It was further suggested that instead of incorporating the elaborate list of activities just adopted for 1565 A-5, that a cross-reference to 1565 A-5 be added to 3520 H-1 and 3520 I-2. The suggestion was adopted by consensus. The main motion, thus amended, carried unanimously.

FC-06-026: 1565 “Academic Ranks and Responsibilities”—Teaching Load and Scholarship: Chair Zemetra suggested that for efficiency of discussion, which is intended to provide additional feedback to the Faculty Affairs Committee, would be furthered by dividing the discussion into two parts, teaching load and scholarship respectively and that the discussion would begin with teaching load.

That discussion started off with the observation that the fourth of the options Faculty Affairs had offered as suggestions was a compromise between doing nothing to attempting to define teaching loads and micromanaging colleges and departments. There was concern expressed that any kind of definition of teaching load on the university’s part might play into the hands of external authorities who felt that all university faculty did do or should do was teach. However, it was also suggested that defining teaching loads ourselves might pre-empt the imposition of less suitable definitions by those external authorities.

In response to the concern that the “12-credit teaching load” might be interpreted as solely a teaching load and that other faculty responsibilities would be added on top of that, Professor Beard suggested that Faculty Affairs substitute: 

“Across the university, a faculty position that is 100% teaching would be composed of 12 credit hours of instruction per semester. A normal position description will involve fewer than 12 credit hours of teaching with the balance of the position being composed of scholarship/research, advising, administration, and other fractional components.”

In the place of:

“Across the university, a full-time (100%) teaching load is usually 12 credit hours of instruction with fractional appointments as fractions thereof.”

His suggestion was met by general satisfaction. However, other concerns were raised about how one might weight various kinds of teaching assignments (by size of class, kind of assignments, lecture vs. lab vs. studio, travel commitments involved, etc.), how one should factor in nine-month vs. twelve-month appointments, and, in the case of the College of Agricultural and Life Sciences, the various different funds individual faculty were paid from.

Concerns such as these led the council to consider option 3 as perhaps a good compromise since it allowed for considerable flexibility of definition in individual cases, but a flexibility coupled with the requirement of justification for individual variations. It was suggested that the annual job description, being an agreement between faculty member and supervisor, was not the place for these justifications. Others pointed out that the annual job descriptions were also part of the tenure and promotion packets and it was in evaluating faculty for tenure and promotion that the current wide variety in teaching load definitions became an issue. It was further suggested that some of the variety in individual definitions of teaching load was market-driven and thus outside of the university’s ability to easily manage.

When asked for his opinion, the provost said that, in his view, there was not a proper balance of teaching load definitions across the university. In the case of the College of Letters, Arts, and Social Sciences there were teaching loads much greater than the norm in other colleges and the lesser teaching loads in other colleges did not always result in a greater output of scholarship. 
Professor Möller noted as the discussion wound down that defining a full-time teaching load as 12 credits was a protection for faculty members against “cruel and unusual teaching loads” that were in excess of twelve credits per semester.

In a straw vote council members were asked to choose between forwarding option 3, option 4, or both options to the general faculty for further comment. The overwhelming favorite was to forward both options.

Turning to the matter of defining scholarship, various members reiterated their opinion and the opinion of many (though not all) of their constituents that Faculty Affairs had done an excellent job in its revisions. There were several suggestions for mostly minor clarifications. The most significant suggestion was the notion that Faculty Affairs add to 1565 A-2 a sentence to the effect that, “Active participation in the assessment of learning outcomes at the course, program, and university levels is expected of all faculty.” Other suggestions were that “dissemination of syllabi to students’ be deleted from the list of examples of the scholarship of teaching and that the reference to “environmental quality and sustainability” be deleted from 1565 A-3-e as being too discipline-specific.

It was noted by more than one councilor that the references to teaching asked for “effectiveness” while references to research asked for “passion” and that, in general, both the current Handbook language and the proposed changes suggested a higher value on and a greater concern with research as opposed to teaching. Though, on the other hand, the proposed new language definitely had better statements on advising and service. Finally, the provost suggested that the phraseology of the new strategic plan be incorporated where appropriate in this section of the Handbook.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Williams) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:10 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council

