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January 18, 2005

Representative Faculty Senate Discussion Group

Present:

Cheryl Stolle; David Frantz; Ron Bingaman; Mike Foos; Walter Scott; Francis Peacock; Peggy Branstrator; Lora Baldwin; Sherry Rankin, Facilitator; Markus Pomper, Note taker

What would be the problems and/or advantages of moving to a representative senate?

It was agreed that under the current model many faculty members choose not to participate in faculty governance. This is particularly evident in observing the number of people who come to senate meetings unprepared, or who simply do not show up. It was further feared that the input of faculty to important decisions would further be reduced. Members of the discussion group agreed that if a representative senate were created, all faculty members should retain the right to attend in meetings and participate in the discussion. It was further noted that membership in standing committees may be independent of membership of the senate. Since the influence of a committee member on the creation of a document far exceeds the influence of a single member of the senate over the same committee, participation of all faculty on important issues could be guaranteed. 

One member of the group suggested that the quorum could simply be redefined as meaning “those members present”. It was noted that such a change would be permissible, but might have unintended consequences of attendance. Some members of the discussion group suspected that moving to a representative senate would increase the number of people who opt out of participating altogether, leaving additional work to be completed by fewer members. It was noted that participation in faculty governance is not adequately tied to the reward structure. One member suggested that this issue could be addressed if merit considerations were to be tied to participation; this however would need the support of the individual division chairs and the VCAA. Further, the low monetary rewards for merit increases make it unlikely that this type of reward structure would have any impact at all. It was agreed, however, that faculty’s expectations of participation in governance should be more clearly defined and enforced. Members suggested that an elected (or possibly self-elected) body would actually increase the motivation of those members that are willing to participate in faculty governance. 

An advantage of moving to a representative senate would be that faculty governance issues could be more efficiently resolved if it were carried out by persons who are internally motivated to complete the work, and not by those who see it as an undue burden. 

The growth of IU East from a small campus with one building and 40 faculty members to its current size might be compared to the transition the transition of a small family business (in which each member is responsible for all activities) to one where individual members have more clearly defined, separate tasks. It was noted, however, that this separation might have an unwanted impact on the interpersonal climate on campus. There seemed to be consensus that there should be certain occasions when all faculty members should meet. 

How could a representative senate be structured? 

Representative senate on a trial period
It was suggested the concept of a representative senate could be tested on a 2-3 year trial period. There appeared to be consensus that such a trial period would be a good idea. The suggested amendment to the constitution could have a sunset provision with clear explanations of which rules will take effect when the sunset expires. 
Suggestions for restructuring the senate
Members of the committee agreed that we should not re-invent the wheel and should rather adapt other IU campus’s models for faculty representation. Most (if not all) of IU’s campus’s have a representative model. Further, UFC as parent organization could also serve as a model. Members agreed that the model should include members from all divisions, and all ranks of faculty. A model, in which each division nominates a fixed number of representatives, and several at-large members are selected though some other mechanism, was favored by most members of the committee. In any case, members strongly felt that every faculty member should have the right to participate in discussions of the representative senate. 

Committee Structure
It was noted that the committee structure should be considered together with the senate membership. A distinction could be made between judiciary committees (Board of Review, P&T) and the remaining legislative committees. Members of the discussion group agreed that committee members of standing committee exert considerable influence in faculty governance. Membership in committees should be independent on membership in the senate, except for the chair of the committee, who should always be a member of the senate. Members discussed how the chair of standing committee could be determined. Two models were suggested: Either the senate determines the chair, and the remaining members are elected through a different process; or all committee members are elected first, then the committee members elect a suitable chair (who must be willing to serve as a member of the senate as well). The role of the nominating committee in regards to suggesting slates for committees would have to be re-examined. 


Plan for action
Creation of an ad-hoc committee: While the faculty affairs committee is the natural choice to propose changes to the constitution, there is no consensus within the committee. Further the current workload of the committee is large. Therefore, it was recommended that an ad-hoc committee be created. This committee should present a concept of representative senate to FAC and to the faculty senate first. If the concept appears suitable, the same committee should draft an amendment to the constitution. David Frantz, Mike Foos and Lora Baldwin volunteered to be on the committee. Markus Pomper is considering. Lora volunteered to research the constitutions of other IU campuses. 

Discussion of Student Engagement

Brainstorming engaging activities
· Take advantage of time between Fall & Spring Semesters for inter-session activities

· 1-2 credit hrs

· Could be required, some number of times before graduating

· Stress engagement

· Target a particular perspective

· Offer intensive retreats, activities such as whitewater rafting

· Could be a freshman experience

· Include academic component, but never strictly classroom

· Something geared to a profession

· Service

· Faculty host foreign exchange students

· Afternoon sessions for events seem to be better attended than evening ones, by both faculty & students

· Student organizations good way for students to get involved

· Faculty help impact organization

· Maybe need better communication
Should some form of engagement be required?

All in group agreed in principle—need to work out the details.

Cultural passport idea—passport stamped at events; students need certain number of different types of events

Discussion has focused on engagement in terms of isolated activities; how do we bring it all together?

· To create common experiences, create learning communities

· Use cohorts during freshman & sophomore years—evening cohorts, afternoon cohorts, online cohorts 

· Could create Freshman Interest Groups (“FIGS”)

· Whatever we do, we need to realize that for most of our students, education is not their number one priority, or even number two.

Questions relating to workload, P & T

Reward structure ambiguous, faculty take safest route and focus on research. If we are going to up the ante on promoting student success can we simultaneously up the ante for scholarship? We need to make scholarship more broad-based to integrate with teaching—more effective, get more students involved (e.g., IUE research day last Fall). Idea of integrating teaching & research falls apart because our P & T documents suggest that publication is what is expected.

Faculty engagement in learning needs to parallel student engagement—there must be that link that involves students & a connection to learning. 

Discussion of Expectations for Faculty Work
Participants in the discussion: John Cowling, Kathleen Felton, Cathy Foos, David Fulton, Jean Harper, Edwina Helton, Joan Lafuze, Brandon McFadden, Laverne Nishihara, Joanne Passet, Robert Ramsey, Mort Seddighin, Suzi Shapiro, Beth Slattery

The group discussed three overlapping issues:

1) What are appropriate expectations for faculty presence on campus? This question was prompted by the recent memo sent to the faculty by Vice Chancellor Richards (attached).
2) How do our expectations for promotion & tenure (and merit reviews) fit with our focus on student success? Do we need to make any adjustments?

3) How can we structure our workload such that we maximize student success without placing an unreasonable burden on faculty (which, in itself, would jeopardize student success)?

1) Presence on campus
Vice Chancellor Richard’s memo was prompted by complaints (complaints that have been circulating for some time) to the effect that the number of faculty members who are frequently absent from campus puts a disproportionate burden on those faculty members who are regularly present. There are two main concerns regarding presence on campus. One is that there is a certain amount of work that comes up unexpectedly, including student advising (broadly construed), consultation with colleagues, etc. The other is that committee chairs have been finding it increasingly difficult to schedule meetings as more and more people regularly schedule one or more days a week when they will not be on campus. 
It was pointed out that the IU policy VC Richards referred to was designed to apply (primarily) to the Bloomington campus, where full-time faculty members rarely teach evenings or weekends or off-campus, whereas many of our full-time faculty members do. Expecting folks who teach until after 8 PM several days a week to be on campus Monday – Friday, 9 – 5 is unreasonable. It was suggested that perhaps we should develop a campus-specific policy that better reflects the realities of our schedules. An increasing number of faculty members are teaching on-line courses, and this is being encouraged. Some saw a contradiction in pushing on-line courses and on-campus presence simultaneously. It was pointed out, however, that Larry’s memo is more targeted to people who make a practice of only coming in at all a few days a week; he’s not really talking about someone staying home the occasional morning to finish grading papers, or writing one.
In the case of advising, the question was raised whether students should be dropping in for advising or making appointments. It was pointed out that not all students have faculty advisors yet. Perhaps division chairs should schedule a rotation that would ensure that someone in the division is available for drop-in advising at certain times. Our students tend to need a lot of attention; how do we draw the line between promoting student success and promoting a “Wal-Mart” attitude toward IU East—that service should be available 24/7? Instead, would students be better served in the long run if we expected them to take responsibility for making appointments with faculty?
2) Promotion, tenure, & merit

Recently we have put greater emphasis on scholarship in our expectations for tenure and promotion; the question was raised whether our focus on student success will negate this. It was pointed out that we are also raising our admissions standards, expecting to attract more community college graduates for baccalaureate completion (i.e., more upper-level students), in our first year of the new honors program, and hoping to be approved to offer graduate programs. In addition, our mission statement speaks of student success in terms of a “scholarly learning environment.” Placing greater emphasis on scholarship is consistent with each of these trends. 
3) Workload

The question that should drive everything we do is, “(How) does this promote student success?” We keep adding more tasks and activities, and the institutional action plan calls for us to add still more. What will we take away? How do we allow folks to play to their strengths? One possibility: use the annual review process & the 1-3 year plans to negotiate workload with division chair. This would require some amount of coordination among the chairs to make sure everything gets done. Another issue to consider is that we need to strike an appropriate balance between the amount of time spent on promoting the success of the students with whom one comes into direct contact (in class, advising, clubs, etc.), on the one hand, and time spent on building an institution that promotes student success across the board (committees like AAA, Curriculum, General Studies, Multicultural Affairs).
Attachment

All Full-time Faculty:

In response to a complaint, I have been asked to clarify my interpretation of the expectations of full-time faculty with respect to presence on campus, availability for meetings and consultations, and accessibility to students and colleagues. I dislike being put in a position where I have to do this; I would like to think that the expectations are obvious. IU policy, I think, is clear. As full-time employees of the university, faculty are expected to be present, available and accessible as necessary to do their jobs. In addition to teaching, office hours and advising, presence may be required for meetings, student consultations and drop-ins, campus events, and interaction with colleagues on educational, scholarly and community projects. When some people are present and others are not, the load of these latter activities tends to fall on those who are present, providing a disincentive for their continuing presence. This is quite unhealthy, particularly for a campus that has just made “student success” its number one mission.

As a guideline, faculty should, of course, be generally available for meetings, events and consultations a minimum of five days a week, unless special arrangements have been made with the division chair and VCAA. IU policy permits faculty to spend a maximum of one day per week on consulting activities, which may reduce presence and availability by one day during those weeks when such consulting requires travel. I do not believe that this consulting day is intended as a personal day (i.e., a day off); rather, consulting (even if paid) is regarded as an important part of a faculty member’s job in some disciplines for those who wish to do it. So, even for those who are on consulting assignments during a given week, a minimum presence of four days could still be expected. In other words, presence can be expected on more than simply the days when someone’s classes are scheduled. Of course, we all know that there are times when presence may be required six or seven days per week; that is the nature of professional work.

My ideal is to create a work environment where faculty, staff and students look forward each day to getting up, coming to campus, and working together on interesting projects. If there is something about our current environment that is preventing this from occurring, it is important for the division chairs and me to know about it. We cannot do anything about how far someone has to commute to the campus, but we may be able to do something about other issues.

My style and desire is to treat people as professionals, and I will continue to make that assumption. I would not have brought this to your attention at all without the level of concern that has been expressed about it by some current IUE faculty. I hope we can all recognize and respect individual circumstances and be flexible; of course, with flexibility comes added responsibility in order for “things” to work. 

If you think I have made an error in my interpretation of IU policy or if you have any questions, please let me know. Also, feel free to use the faculty listserve to which this email is addressed if you wish to comment to all. I suspect that this topic will be a part of the ongoing discussions of faculty work and student success at IU East. I encourage those discussions. I thank you for your attention to the more immediate and unimaginative matter. 

Larry Richards

Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

