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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2006-2007 Meeting #3, Tuesday, September 12, 2006

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker (w/o vote), Beard, Bechinski, Crowley, Greever, Guilfoyle, Gunter, Haarsager, Hart, Hubbard, Machlis, McCaffrey, McCollough, McDaniel, Munson, Odom, Schmiege, Williams

Absent: Guerrero, Hammel, McLaughlin

Observers: ten

A quorum being present, Vice Chair Crowley called the meeting to order at 3:35 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge. Chair McLaughlin was out of town on university business.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Greever, Machlis) to approve the minutes of the September 5th meeting with a minor editorial correction. The motion carried unanimously, the secretary, an English professor no less, shame-faced at having confused there/their/they’re.

Chair’s Report: The vice chair reminded council that the president would be attending next week’s council meeting to talk about plans for this academic year. He urged councilors to communicate any topics they would like the president to discuss to the faculty secretary so that they might be, in turn, communicated to the president before the meeting. In two weeks the vice president for finance and administration, Lloyd Mues, would be at council. The secretary noted that he would be talking about the budget and its structural imbalance between income and necessary, but not always made, expenditures and the newly envisioned budget-making process.

The vice chair also announced the need for most Faculty Council constituencies to nominate faculty from their colleges for the University Promotions Committee.

Provost’s Report: The provost reiterated the vice chair’s request for nominees for the University Promotions Committee. He noted that it required a good deal of work but he had been impressed with the open and frank discussions. Councilors who had been members of the committee commented on what an eye-opening experience it had been for them and how service on this committee had created a greater appreciation for what is being done across the breadth of the university. 

“Town Hall” on University-Level Learning Outcomes: Professors Michael O’Rourke and Rula Awwad-Rafferty provided background on the strategic plan’s goal one implementation team’s proposed university-level learning outcomes. They emphasized that these were still in the draft stage, though the product of much internal work and research as to what other institutions are doing, and that the group is seeking public comment, at this “town hall” session and in other venues, to revise and refine them. The outcomes, as proposed, attempt to be clear, measurable, attainable, and to ask questions of real value. They are driven by what a University of Idaho graduate, or other learner from University of Idaho programs, should be. If all goes according to plan, the adoption of these outcomes (or their revisions) would lead by April to the establishment of assessment metrics, both at the university level and at the program level.

Subsequent discussion centered in two areas: (1) learning outcome number 4 and (2) the degree to which all outcomes needed to be explicit about certain topics. Learning Outcome 4 reads, in its draft form, “Clarify purpose and perspective—Discern one’s life purpose and meaning through transformational experiences that foster an understanding of self, relationships, and global perspectives.” Several thought that expecting a student/learner to “discern ‘his/her’ life purpose and meaning” was more than a bit presumptuous. One suggestion was to truncate this learning outcome by leaving those words out. With regard to the second question, several councilors noted the lack of specific reference to “diversity” and “multidisciplinarity.” One could (and did) argue that these concepts were implicit in the draft outcomes and that it would be rhetorically better to avoid current buzz-words; others suggested, however, that not including such goals explicitly could be taken as a rejection of them. Also noted was any reference to the tools students will need with respect to these outcomes, such as information literacy. In a further argument that probably cuts both ways it was suggested that the language of the learning outcomes should not be directed to faculty members but rather directed to students and learners.

As one councilor summarized much of the conversation, having aspirational goals such as these is a good thing: it keeps our “eyes on the prize”; however the probably more difficult task will be to assess them though, in that councilor’s opinion, we are probably meeting most, if not all, of them already.

The provost brought the conversation to a close by praising the hard work and effort of this implementation team.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Beard, Machlis) to adjourn. The motion passed unanimously and with alacrity. The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams

Faculty Secretary


