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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Minutes

2007-2008 Meeting #16, Tuesday, January 29th, 2008

Present: Adams (w/o vote), Baker, Crowley (chair), Fritz, Guilfoyle, Machlis, McCaffrey, McCollough,  Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Rowland, Schmeckpepper, Schmiege, Sullivan, Ch. Williams, Ci. Williams, Wilson. Liaisons: Stauffer (Boise), Crepeau (Idaho Falls) [present in Moscow]

Absent: Griff, Hubbard, Ripplinger, Rush; Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene)

Observers: 11

A quorum being present, the chair called the meeting to order at 3:33 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Sullivan, Murphy) to accept the minutes of the January 22nd meeting as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair passed on a message from the vice president for finance and administration urging administrators to be sensitive to the needs of employees to leave early in times of inclement weather. In response to a question he (seconded by the provost) said that any such early departures or late arrivals would be considered a form of flex time rather than put down as vacation or personal leave.

He apologized for last week’s confusion concerning whether council was actually to vote on the new indirect-cost assessment policy. Approval of that policy was the Research Council’s prerogative. However, on this matter or any other, if council had an opinion, it should feel free to offer it in the form of a resolution. Professor Oman noted that he and Professor Schmeckpepper were working on a possible resolution on this topic to offer at our next meeting.

He noted that in view of the possibly weakening economic climate and thus the possibility of weakening tax revenues, there was talk in the legislature of reducing the governor’s proposed 5% increase in CEC to 3%. This had not happened yet and might not happen at all, but he thought people should be aware of the discussion.

Provost’s Report: The provost took the opportunity to answer last week’s question as to whether the proposed increase in CEC included benefits or not. He was able to report decisively that, “we don’t know yet.” Another concern raised in last week’s meeting was the range of advertising that the public forums for the candidates for the vice president for research had gotten. The schedule had been announced in the Register and had been given to the deans to be passed down through the regular college channels. The subsequent discussion suggested that for high-level administrative appointments, the schedule be sent by e-mail to all faculty—even at the cost of its being considered spam by some.

Discussion of Yardley Report: The chair introduced the discussion by saying that he had no preconceived notion of where this conversation might take us but that it was important that the council air the various issues that the report raised. 
The provost provided some background for the report, noting that the process of review had begun some one and a half years ago. Both the Provost and Margrit von Braun dean of the College of Graduate Studies (present by phone link), pointed out that it was important for there to be an external party to examine, without prejudice, the entirety of the university’s programs. The provost also mentioned that the President, in his interview with the Yardley group, requested them to perform a frank and honest review. There has been a lot of change in our programs and in the national research agenda in the past five to twenty years. It was a “biting report” but it was not intended to disparage the faculty but rather intended to act as a catalyst.

Margrit von Braun noted that the past few years graduate enrollments had fallen some 20%; we need to reverse that trend. In too many areas we do not have a critical mass. We need to focus on key areas and stop trying to do everything. One of the noteworthy conclusions of the Yardley report was that they could not discern what our key areas of emphasis were because our research effort was so diffuse.

The ensuing discussion was predictably wide-ranging, but reducible to a relatively few recurrent themes.

How accurate is the report? There is very little mention of cooperative research with WSU or of the work of our own institutes. The report was commissioned to focus on graduate programs so, indeed, understated research efforts housed in institutes or conducted with WSU.

What are we to make of the suggestion that we concentrate on professional master’s degrees, de-emphasize academic master’s degrees and concentrate on putting academic students directly into PhD programs? The ability to make such a shift, and its desirability, will depend on the discipline. But, at least in certain areas, what we’re spending to support master’s candidates might be better utilized to support PhD candidates.

What is the appropriate relationship between undergraduate teaching and graduate research programs? While the Yardley report urged areas of research emphasis to shift undergraduate teaching to graduate students and adjuncts (a position reiterated in Mr. Ditchkofsky’s oral summary to Faculty Council in December), there was general agreement that we were of necessity a residential campus and could not afford, even if we thought it desirable (and no one seemed to) to slight undergraduate education in any discipline. Some suggested that the contributions some research-intensive departments made to Core Discovery had cost research productivity because the originally promised reimbursement for those efforts had not occurred.
Where do we go from here? If we value graduate education and want to improve it, how do we go about doing so? Several participants in the discussion urged a speedy resolution to this question, pointing out that the swift evolution of what might be called the national research agenda did not allow us the luxury of long debate and discussion: we had to act decisively. There have been past reviews of our programs, yet no decisive action has been taken.  Thus the university has fallen further behind in the research arena. There seemed to be general agreement that redirecting research and creating focus areas (and “rebalancing our portfolio”) would require substantial reallocation of resources (figures mentioned ranged from 5% to 20% of program budgets). Considerable doubt was expressed that shifts of this magnitude could be accomplished at the faculty level: the decisions must ultimately be made centrally but with appropriate faculty input. The provost noted that the new vice president for research should be a great help in identifying focus areas. He also noted that already he could see shifts in culture on campus toward cooperative, interdisciplinary research and he wanted whatever happened about redirection not to interfere with this ongoing tendency. He did hope that the Yardley report would (continue to) be “a kick in the pants.”

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Miller, Wilson) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams, 

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
