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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING

4/05/10

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Wurtz called the meeting to order at 3:25 P.M.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the 3/22/10 meeting by Senator Hotek; second by Senator Neuhaus.  Motion passed.

CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION

No press present.

COMMENTS FROM PROVOST GIBSON

Provost Gibson reserved her comments for later.

COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, JESSE SWAN

Faculty Chair Swan had no comments.

COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, SUSAN WURTZ

Chair Wurtz had no comments.

NEW BUSINESS

Chair Wurtz noted that the only business before the Senate today is review of the current draft of UNI’s Strategic Plan.  (www.uni.edu/strategicplan)

Charlotte C. Wells, Chair, Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee was present, representing that committee, as were members of the UNI Strategic Plan Committee.

Provost Gibson also thanked the Strategic Plan Committee, Dr. Wells and the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee for their work.  She stated that the Strategic Plan Committee has been working since October on the Strategic Plan and a lot of time has been spent hearing the comments from faculty, staff and students across campus, and incorporating those ideas into the plan.  

Due to the limited amount of time, Provost Gibson proposed spending 15 – 20 minutes looking at the Vision, Mission and Values Statements.  She would then like to move to the comments in italics on this draft first as those are the comments by the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee.  If there is additional time the Senate can move on to other comments.

Motion to receive the draft of the UNI Strategic Plan by Senator Hotek; second by Senate Devlin.  Motion passed.

Discussion followed.

The Vision Statement was reviewed and discussed.  

The Mission Statement was reviewed and discussed.

UNI Values was reviewed and discussed.

Specific elements of the plan were reviewed and discussed.

Motion to extend the meeting by 15 minutes by Senator Breitbach; second by Senator Schumacher Douglas.  Motion passed.

ADJOURNMENT

DRAFT FOR SENATOR’S REVIEW

MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING

4/05/10

1681
PRESENT:  Maria Basom, Karen Breitbach, Gregory Bruess, Michele Devlin, Phil East, Jeffrey Funderburk, Gloria Gibson, Doug Hotek, Julie Lowell, Pierre-Damien Mvuyekure, Chris Neuhaus, Michael Roth, Donna Schumacher-Douglas, Jerry Smith, Jerry Soneson, Jesse Swan, Katherine Van Wormer, Susan Wurtz 

Absent:  Megan Balong, Phil Patton, Chuck Quirk

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Wurtz called the meeting to order at 3:25 P.M.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the 3/22/10 meeting by Senator Hotek; second by Senator Neuhaus.  Motion passed.

CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION

No press present.

COMMENTS FROM PROVOST GIBSON

Provost Gibson reserved her comments for later.

COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, JESSE SWAN

Faculty Chair Swan had no comments.

COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, SUSAN WURTZ

Chair Wurtz had no comments.

NEW BUSINESS

Chair Wurtz noted that the only business before the Senate today is review of the current draft of UNI’s Strategic Plan. (www.uni.edu/strategicplan)

Charlotte C. Wells, Chair, Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee was present, representing that committee, as were members of the UNI Strategic Plan Committee.

Chair Wurtz thanked the members of the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee and the members of the UNI Strategic Plan Committee for their work and time that they all put into it.

Provost Gibson also thanked the Strategic Plan Committee, Dr. Wells and the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee for their work.  She stated that the Strategic Plan Committee has been working since October on the Strategic Plan.  Two town-hall meetings were held, feedback from faculty was collected on the website, and a lot of time was been spent hearing the comments from faculty, staff and students across campus, and incorporating those ideas into the plan.  

Due to the limited amount of time here today, Provost Gibson proposed spending 15 – 20 minutes looking at the Vision, Mission and Values Statements.  There were no comments from the Faculty Senate Planning Committee on those statements but she would like hear from senators if they have comments.  She would then like to move to the comments in italics on this draft first as those are the comments by the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee.  If there is additional time the Senate can move on to other comments.

Motion to receive the draft of the UNI Strategic Plan by Senator Hotek; second by Senate Devlin.  Motion passed.

Senator Devlin asked for clarification as to what exactly our role is as a university senate in terms of processing this plan.  Is the Faculty Senate an advisory committee only?  She’s been getting mixed messages from many people and that needs to be clarified.

Provost Gibson replied that yes, the Senate is acting in an advisory capacity.  She did asked for clarification from university counsel on this and the constitution of the faculty states, “…that the faculty has the right to be adequately informed about and participate jointly with the related components of the university in the determination of policy touching all phases of university operations.  The faculty may formulate and recommend policies to the president of the university on all subjects of university concern.  The faculty shall play a central role in all decisions regarding the educational policy and curriculum…”.  She also looked at the last Strategic Plan when it came to the Faculty Senate and that was also advisory.  From what is documented and what has happened previously it has been an advisory capacity.

Senator Devlin thanked the Provost for that clarification.

Senator Smith noted that, if in the role as an advisor, if we would just discuss, as has happened at many other venues, but wondered if it makes sense if we felt strongly about particular issues to vote on them as suggested, either as amendments, revisions, whatever.  There can be talk on many different sides but if the senate votes on particular things it makes a stronger statement about what it thinks is good, bad, or indifferent in the plan.  Should we be considering that kind of action on our part?

Chair Wurtz replied that it’s certainly within Robert’s Rules of Order that a senator can make a motion, and another senator can choose to second it, and so such action can be expressed as the will of the senate through that process.

Faculty Chair Swan stated that it depends upon what it is.  If it’s to approve something that is suppose to go through Calendaring and then Docketing so that the whole faculty understands a major issue is going to be discussed and decided upon, it’s fine.  For procedural issues, that would be when motions would be made, to understand how to proceed on any given issue.  Anything of major importance to the faculty is supposed to follow the constitution and bylaws, which outline very clearly and plainly the Calendaring and Docketing system that the faculty expects us to use.

The Vision Statement was reviewed and discussed.  

Senator Soneson noted that he’s sympathetic with the comments by the subcommittee to the Faculty Senate and others who are asking for clarity in language and structure.  Definitions are very important in documents like this and he would very much like to see definitions put in place.  

With respect to the Vision Statement, Senator Soneson stated, “The University of Northern Iowa will be known as a catalyst for innovation…”.  His concern is whether that is specific enough.  There are a lot of things that are catalyst for innovation, including armies, and he hopes we’re different than that.  “Catalyst” is a fine word but instead of “innovation” he suggested getting the word “education” in there somewhere.  What we are really about is, hopefully, educating the Iowan population.  We’re helping educate them so that we will have educated citizens so they can take responsibility.  

Senator Lowell remarked that she liked Senator Soneson’s comment.  She really does not like the term “innovation” being there up front; to her it’s just a buzzword.  She doesn’t believe it means much and actually thinks that if we want to be unusual as a public university we shouldn’t be focusing so much on new things.  Some new things are good but if we could say as our vision that we’re going to turn out students who can truly read complicated material with comprehension, and can write and think logically, we would be doing something much more different than this buzzword “innovation.”  Reading, writing, thinking is pretty traditional stuff, which to her would be really different.

Senator East commented on the same phrase, noting that he believes it should be deleted because it doesn’t fit with the rest of what’s being said.  The construction of the sentence is very strange and possibly not even grammatical, and he’s embarrassed by it a little bit.  He would recommend just omitting that and saying “The University of Northern Iowa will be known for preparing students for success…”

Senator Devlin suggested adding “…catalyst for innovative education…”  She’s comfortable with the word innovation.

The Mission Statement was reviewed and discussed.

Senator Van Wormer noted there was disagreement over “…contribute to a productive society.”  In the groups she’s been meeting some people wanted to say, “…contributing to productive social change.”  She would like to suggest a compromise with “…engage in critical inquiry and creative thought and contribute to a sustainable society.”

Senator Hotek asked someone from the Strategic Planning Committee to define “…transformative learning experiences…” for the senate.

Kurt Meredith, International Programs, Strategic Plan Committee member, responded that the basic root for “transformative learning” comes from Dewey and his idea of transformational education, speaking about the idea of both active and reflective or receptive paths of education as a duality of learning.  The committee also talk about students engaging in that process in order to be changed somehow to become different than when they came in.  In general, that is what that speaks to.

Senator Soneson noted that that was a very helpful comment.  He believes that that would be an example of a place where we would really need a clear definition in the document.  However, it could be made even sharper.

Senator Schumacher Douglas noted concern that in both the Vision and Mission statements it does not appear that ethics are mentioned.  Although it’s mentioned in the UNI Values, she would like to think that that is something that is highly valued in our academic community and it would be mentioned somewhere sooner.

Senator East suggested that the Mission Statement needs to be something that last longer than five years, longer than the Strategic Plan.  It seems like every Strategic Plan we get comes up with a new mission statement and he believes it’s our job to teach students well to do something.  One could define a mission statement that says that we want to teach students well in general learning and understanding their education, and in major programs to do what could last a lifetime. 

Senator Smith noted that he tends not to get too excited about the wording of these things because he feels they tend to be written at a very high level and a lot of it is wordsmithing.  He asked the Strategic Plan Committee if they, in developing the Vision, Mission and Values intend to effect any change in what we’re doing now?  Was that conscious in their minds that they wanted to shift the direction of this university or recognize a shift that they feel has occurred or should occur, or is this basically coming up with different, maybe nicer, words than in what we had in the past?  Was the intent to create a change in direction for the university?

Francis Degnin, Philosophy and World Religions, Strategic Plan Committee member, responded that part of the commission was to be bold.  Some of the things that they’re trying to shift are to a more global way of thinking, global education, educating global citizens in a disciplinary work.  Also focusing on what we think our strengths are and what’s needed to serve the community.  There was lots and lots of discussion around those kinds of issues.  One of the big things that he’s still somewhat confused about was that in most versions of the mission statement they tried to identify us as a public liberal arts university.  That disappeared in the last version and was moved way down into the goals, which might address some of the concerns people have.  In terms of identifying who and what we are, and what we want to focus on for the future, the biggest thing was what will take us into this century, not just in a disciplinary but a global world.

Senator Smith responded that in talking about shifting towards things and de-emphasizing certain things, what does he anticipate or propose to de-emphasize, what are we shifting away from?

Dr. Degnin replied that he will let someone else with more experience answer that but noted that was part of the fact that we have a many small majors and small graduate programs, and things like that can take a lot of resources or some things may be done better by other Regents universities.  We don’t necessarily have to duplicate their efforts.

Provost Gibson stated one of the things the Strategic Plan Committee discussed is that we as a university have to be very focused given our financial situation and other issues.  We cannot be all things to all people.  As a part of this process in setting forth the Strategic Plan, we are saying these are our priorities for the next five years.  Just as there will be processes put in place for identifying signature programs, what do we mean by that, a definition, a process?  They will also be looking at where we need to de-emphasize, where we perhaps need to continue looking at the Academic Program Assessment (APA) and looking at programs that are not strong.  Criteria for what is meant by strong programs will also be needed.  The main point is that we have to be focused over the next five year.  Some things will be elevated, some things will be maintained, and some things may end up going away.

UNI Values was reviewed and discussed.

Senator Soneson noted that he’s very sympathetic with the comment that one thing that is missing is academic freedom.  It seems to him that a lot of the other values are in jeopardy unless the value of academic freedom is asserted, recognized and affirmed.  

Specific elements of the plan were reviewed and discussed.

Senator East stated that he had a general comment.  He noted that when he looks at this Strategic Plan he sees seven goals, twenty objectives, and eighty-six sub-objectives.  He doesn’t think that allows anyone to focus on anything or to make decisions in any kind of reasonable manner and he strongly suggests giving this back to the committee or throw about eighty of the sub-objectives away and choose a small number which may have a couple of parts but is something that can truly be focused on as administrator planners and those that make decisions.  The university needs to decide some things as far as where it wants to focus its emphasis for a while.  We need to decide if we want teacher education to be strong and if it needs improvement, and if it should be a focus of university activity for a while.  We also need to decide that about interdisciplinary study, and certainly need to decide to do something about the existing programs.  His understanding of a strategic plan is that it is something that is focused on for about five years.  At the end of five years you decide if we’ve made it or we didn’t and we should quit doing this, or if we made some progress and need to refine it.  This does not allow that to happen in his view, and it’s not a good starting place for it either unless someone marks out lots and lots and lots and lots of things.

Provost Gibson thanked Senator East and said that she also went through and counted all the goals, objectives and sub-objectives.  She agrees that there are too many.  She also went through looking at responsibility, who would be responsible for each item.  For some of them, she admitted she didn’t know.  She also went through and put dollar signs, not amounts, by each one that is a cost item.  She is very aware that there are many items and that the plan needs to be trimmed down.  For her, it’s easier, as it may be for the committee, to start broader and then to narrow, to get all of the ideas out and to then cut.  She did note that this is the second draft of the plan and they realize they have a ways to go.  They also have to assign a matrix and once they get there some other items will begin to fall by the wayside.  Some of the suggestions that the committee put forward were elements that they know are next steps for the plan.

Faculty Chair Swan noted that along with what Senator East was saying, several faculty have asked him to tell them, and he’s not been able to, how this strategic plan relates to our current plan, which is now coming to a close.  How did the committee assess the benefits, the success of the current strategic plan, it’s failure, how this proposed plan is building from the successes and challenges of the previous plan?  This would be a good time for the Provost and the Strategic Plan Committee to think about letting us know so it can be discussed and it might make people feel really good about this proposed plan.

Provost Gibson remarked that she was not here but it is her understanding that the previous Strategic Plan was not a total re-thinking of the plan five years ago.  It was based on the plan five years prior to that.  In essence, our current plan is really ten years old.  There are annual updates that Shashi Kaparthi, Institutional Research, provides.  The plan that we currently have is really ten years old.

Randy Pilkington, Business and Community Services, Strategic Plan Committee member, stated that the strategic plan five years ago was an update and was not as extensive.  They didn’t wipe the slate clean.  They looked at who do we serve, what do we do, what’s our service territory, and then getting into the trade-offs, saying enough to fully describe ourselves to something short enough that everyone can remember.  They did go through just to update the Strategic Plan last time, updating to the wording of the Mission and Vision statements, with the same core goals and objectives.  This time it was starting the process all over with a full environmental scan, doing a full swat analysis, very much more in depth and more open to the campus as far as input.  There was a lot that they sorted through to get it to this level.  They were asked to go through and combine and have taken about thirty percent out.  The committee realizes they have more work to do and have already started that process.

Dr. Kaparthi noted that this plan is a back to fundamentals/back to basics approach, an exhausted analysis of the environment that we’re operating in considering many factors that are changing outside.  What is it we’re good at, what are our strengths, weaknesses, what are the opportunities, what are the threats, and how can we internally adjust to meet the challenges that the environment is posing on us and accomplish our mission?  It’s a back to fundamentals approach that we have.  An annual report is done yearly on the old plan and it is on the Office of Institutional Research website.

Senator Devlin commented that as someone who has done strategic planning for many years the size of this plan is pretty consistent for the size of an organization like ours, a state university, with that level of complexity.  It’s not unusual to see a document this large with this many objectives and sub-objectives for this size of an organization.

Senator Smith stated that in some respects he would have liked to have seen a larger plan because he would have liked to have seen all the analysis and how we’re positioned in the educational environment, how are we going to compete or relate to community colleges and for-profit enterprises that are doing more on-line education.  He would have liked to see more of a sense of an institutional strategy and a plan that just consists of goals broken down, operationalized in more detail.  Those things are important but there are a lot of other things that also would be valuable to him as a faculty in getting the sense that this university has a real direction.  

The first goal, Senator Smith continued, to be a leading undergraduate public university, is the most important goal in this plan for him.  He was disappointed with some of the objectives and strategies underneath it in the sense that they’re not always very operational, such as “Encourage engagement in the life of the university community.”  He’d like to know how that is going to happen.  It becomes kind of empty talk, which concerns him.  He was really bothered by G1.O1.S6, which has to do with academic program review.  “Maintain periodic academic program assessment…”  The trouble is that’s just maintenance, what’s different?  It looked liked in one of the earlier versions there had been talk about beefing that up to have more of an assessment of program viability, similar to what was done in APA, and he would have liked to have seen that.  If you don’t have that, what’s the point of saying we’re going to continue doing what we’ve always been doing, which should go without saying.  

Senator Smith continued, noting that in thinking about being a leading undergraduate public university some of the things that strike him as being important aren’t addressed.  The Liberal Arts Core (LAC) Review Steering Committee just completed a survey of undergraduates and what they found, of both students and faculty, is that there’s huge variations in the grading practices and standards, as well as instructor effort, commitment, preparation and confidence, both in the LAC and elsewhere.  Why aren’t we proposing to assure that instructors who teach large sections are fully capable of doing that effectively?  Wouldn’t initiatives along those lines contribute much more to our goal of being a leading undergraduate public university?  It seems that a lot of important things aren’t addressed here, which is disappointing to him.  He would have liked to have seen talk about how we’re going to improve teaching on this campus.

Senator Funderburk commented that overall we’ve been fairly consistent through our doctrines of always trying to equally value teaching, research, and creative activity.  This document doesn’t mention the existence of creativity and starts substituting in it’s place grant writing.  He’s very supportive of grant writing but thinks creativity should come back in as an equal partner where appropriate.  The only time it is actually mentioned is in the basic outreach to Iowa citizens, which is kind of writing off a big chunk of what UNI does.  That is something that ought to be addressed and tightened up.

Senator Van Wormer stated that a previous draft of Goal 1 was to be a leading liberal arts institution, and she prefers that.  She would like to know the reason for the change.

Lisa Jepson, Economics, Strategic Plan Committee member, responded that the committee is conflicted, with advantages to defining a niche in the market place to distinguish our contributions visa Iowa and Iowa State versus the community colleges.  There was widespread concern that the wording of “undergraduate public liberal arts institution” omitted some of our excellent professional programs, and perhaps gave the impression that we wanted to emphasize the LAC to the exclusion of the content that is provided in the majors.  As a committee they are open to suggestions on this.  This is a point on which they don’t have a strong consensus because they have been receiving mixed feedback from colleagues, faculty, staff and administrators.

Senator Soneson read a statement by Susan Hill, Philosophy and World Religions in response to that change.  She says that she is saddened to see the reformulation that in this goal and writes “My understanding is that the change came about for two primary reasons.  First, that the public does not understand what “liberal arts” means, and two, that this is a time of economic crisis of where we need to focus on professional education and training.  I think it is a huge mistake to take the distinction of “Liberal Arts University” out of the description of who we are.  This is, indeed, the thing that makes UNI distinct among the three state universities.  We pride ourselves on educating well-rounded students, students who are not simply trained to do a job.  Taking this out removes our distinct identity.  If the public does not understand what a liberal arts education is, then it is our responsibility, through marketing, to educate them.  Over and over again, surveys are taken of businesses regarding what kind of students they want to hire.  And over and over again, they say they want students who have strong liberal arts backgrounds no matter what their major.  The AACU survey that recently came out is only the latest in slew of surveys that says having a strong liberal arts background is the most important thing we can do for our students.  We need to educate students and parents that whatever career a student chooses there are skills and knowledge that they need that will help them be flexible, creative and desirable employees.  Those skills and knowledge are found not only in majors but also in the liberal arts.  If we want to train students to be effective workers in a global environment, they need more critical thinking, writing, speaking, problem-solving, collaboration skills, not more specific training.  Fields of information, technology, methods of working are changing daily.  We need to be the institution that can say to students, ‘Come to UNI and get the preparation you need to be employees that employers want to hire.  We will give you depth and breadth in skill and knowledge that stems from a liberal arts education with a specific focus in a major.’  Please put “liberal arts institution” back in Goal 1.”

Senator East offered a suggestion on how to do this, by having a statement saying what UNI is about that includes everything and then have another statement that says, oh, by the way, for the next five years we’re going to focus our efforts in these particular things with respect to undergraduate education, which has been defined earlier to a broad liberal arts undergraduate education, or whatever.  With respect to that goal we’re going to focus on this particular aspect of it.  With respect to the overall goal of diversity, we’re going to focus doing “X”.  A strategic plan should not be something that says this is everything we do.  The goals for a strategic plan shouldn’t address everything we do.  We’re trying to focus our activity on a few things while we continue to do all the other things we normally do.

Chair Wurtz stated that the original intent had been for the Faculty Senate to look at the Faculty Senate’s Strategic Planning Committee’s recommendations and comments, section by section, which we have strayed from.  She redirected the Senate to Goal 1 and the Faculty Senate’s Strategic Planning Committee’s comments.  Clarification was made that the Faculty Senate’s Strategic Planning Committee’s comments are in italics.

Provost Gibson stated that because there is limited time, while not trying to discount those faculty comments, the Strategic Plan Committee will look at all comments and take each and every one of them seriously.  She wants the Faculty Senate’s Strategic Planning Committee to know that as well as the Faculty Senate.  The Strategic Plan Committee will go back and discuss all comments.  Some are issues that the committee has already addressed.  The first comments from the Faculty Senate’s Strategic Planning Committee’s are on page 5, G1.O2.S5 –Encourage and promote student research and creative scholarly activities and reward faculty who provide students such opportunities.

Chair Wurtz reminded the Senate that they do not have an obligation to fill time.  What we are here for is an opportunity to look at what our committee prepared for us and to provide input to the Strategic Plan Committee.  If going point by point through the draft is not a good use of our time we can do it differently.

Senator Soneson stated that in reading the comments it’s important to say that some of the possible rewrites are well said and he would urge the committee to consider them seriously.

Chair Wurtz directed the Senate to Goal 2, noting that we cannot just go by the comments from the Faculty Senate’s Strategic Planning Committee; we need to consider all the comments.

Senator Neuhaus, Strategic Plan Committee member, commented on student responsibility.  When this was first discussed, he noted, they were more interested in an active role from students, which came from comments at one of the town-hall meetings.  Students should be “responsible” which is a “loaded” word for some people.  Are we talking moral responsibility, legal responsibility?  That doesn’t make things quite as clear.  Originally the intent on that was students taking an active role in their own education, which is longer but he believes is what they were getting at.

Senator Smith agreed with many of the comments from the Strategic Plan Committee on Goal 2, particularly with the rationale for the emphasis on interdisciplinarity.  He asked for justification as to why this deserves all the heightened attention that it’s being given, what’s so valuable about interdisciplinarity per se?  Did they consider that and what’s the rationale?

Provost Gibson replied that this was another area of discussion for the committee and also an area where UNI’s Cabinet had discussion.  There have been suggestions that this goal could go under Goal 1.  She was the one being steadfast in wanting it to be Goal 2.  She feels very strongly about interdisciplinary collaboration, interdisciplinary study, which does not minimize our core disciplines because they contribute to interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary, cross-disciplinary study.  This goes back to “innovative”, which she will try to re-think since it’s not a word that all accept.  She’s looking for that creative element where we are crossing boundaries, and for her, that is interdisciplinary, cross-disciplinary, and multidisciplinary work.  She cannot argue that this goal could be under Goal 1 but she wants a special focus because she believes there are so many possibilities, not only collaborations that we have now but future collaborations.

Senator Smith stated that he could envision important interdisciplinary research and teaching but to him it’s important when it produces important knowledge, teaches important knowledge, does important stuff.  What he could also envision is a proliferation of interdisciplinary programs and courses that really get into trivial things, which is what concerns him.  If it’s emphasized so much it runs the risk of generating lots of not so important stuff.

Senator Funderburk noted that he should go out on a limb to support that as he came from an honors program where the entire core was interdisciplinary and he found it very strong.  He believes this statement is very good because it does say “Infuse an interdisciplinary approach into teaching, scholarship and engagement while continuing to support core disciplines.”  It merits being at that level because he’s seen it as a difficult issue to get interdisciplinary anything off the ground here, whether a single project or a larger program.

Senator Soneson added that he, too, supports the interdisciplinary approach, and would like to give justification for it.  There cannot be interdisciplinary work unless there are disciplines.  It’s not meant to be a substitute.  There are several reasons why interdisciplinary work is important.  First, our disciplines tend to focus on very narrow areas of knowledge.  Some people specialize in the broader view of things within a discipline but as we publish we tend to focus on smaller and smaller bits of knowledge, to push the frontier of knowledge, and so on.  We lose sight of the importance of that bit of knowledge in relationship to the rest of life.  The unfortunate consequence of that is that it’s hard for us to address significant and serious public issues because we don’t have the resources.  For example, the environmental crisis or the financial crisis.  The context for being able to address these kinds of very serious issues is to develop the ability to see connections across areas of knowledge, and see how those connections can influence and shape our own understanding within our own discipline.  We can bring our resources from our disciplines into the conversation but also learn a lot and bring that back to the disciplines.  It helps enrich our disciplines and secondly, it helps us address the more serious public issues in a better way.  Thirdly, it’s very helpful for students.  Students go from one class, Introduction to Psychology, to another class, Introduction to Sociology, to a third class, Introduction to Management.  The questions in their minds, if they’re thoughtful at all, is what does what I’m learning here have to do with what I’m learning there.  If we were to teach interdisciplinary courses together we could model for students how to think across disciplines, how to share knowledge and how to deepen it.  Understanding connections is very important.  It makes knowledge meaningful as well.

Senator Soneson continued, noting that he has done a lot of interdisciplinary work and has found that it is an extraordinarily rejuvenating thing for mid-career faculty.  People tend to get burned out doing the same thing again and again, and life becomes routine.  If they’re suddenly confronted with a new area of knowledge, which they need to become familiar with and understand, and bring into relationship with what they already know for the purpose of teaching or scholarship, it can be an extraordinarily rejuvenating experience.  He’s seen it happen and as a result can say he believes it’s very important for our institution that has a lot of mid-career faculty.

Senator Schumacher Douglas stated that she would also like to address this because in coming from the field of education, especially early childhood-elementary-middle level, this is a critical piece in their preparation of teachers.  They not only hope that they have specialization but also that generalist point of view and can make those cross-curricular connections.  By having a deeper understanding that Senator Soneson mentions we also get more innovative and creative problem solving.  Once you understand the problem thoroughly from multiple perspectives then we are looking at students to be more innovative in approaching the issues that are continually raised in education.

Senator Schumacher Douglas continued, noting that there are statements in this plan that sound like we want to move the LAC more into the disciplines.  And while education does that, especially the early childhood-elementary-middle level, we want to be responsive as a liberal arts institution that our needs in the disciplines might be changing and we need some of that responsiveness in the LAC.  We want the most important information that students can utilize in their discipline to be taught during those LAC courses.  Although we don’t want to be too restrictive we also have that knowledge of what it is that our students don’t come out with so that we can work with them.  It’s kind of a two way street, not only LAC courses up until the disciplines but the disciplines need to influence the LAC.

Senator Devlin also supports the focus on interdisciplinary emphasis areas worked into this plan for all of the reasons Senators Soneson and Schumacher Douglas just stated.  Fundamentally, life is interdisciplinary and if we’re planning on preparing our students for now and the future they need to be able to understand how all of these issues connect together.  Many other universities that are innovative and progressive are now doing hires based on interdisciplinary focus areas and clusters where they’re linking different disciplines together, which can be very helpful in a number of areas, especially the social sciences.  As a professor, she focuses a lot on external funding and community engagement, which are other emphasis areas here at UNI.  Interdisciplinary work is the norm, the expectation.

Vice Chair Mvuyekure noted that he also would like to be on the record in support of the interdisciplinary approach, even though he doesn’t have a mid-career crisis.  He would also like to remind everyone that it’s something that we’re already doing with the new Capstone offerings.  He always gets joy in helping students link African-American music, African-American films to African-American literature, and they get a joy out of that, and so does he.

Senator Lowell stated that interdisciplinary is great and to her it’s a given.  For some, their fields by nature are interdisciplinary.  She’s an anthropologist; what’s more interdisciplinary than that?  We do a lot of this in the humanities, in history, and we could do more of it.  She worries some with this objective that it almost implies that we’re going to pull away from support of more traditional focused disciplines and she doesn’t want us to do that.  It’s a misunderstanding; some of us are already interdisciplinary.

Chair Wurtz directed the Senate to Goal 3.

Senator Neuhaus stated that goal, provide excellent graduate education, this is coming up in all sorts of meetings on campus.  He’s part of the First Year Council and this is a big issue there.  One of the comments from the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee asks about staffing and teaching loads, how are we going to do all these wonderful things if our classes are larger.  That’s a huge issue.  The Strategic Plan Committee, while working on the plan, was told to not worry about money.  Now, as a Faculty Senator, he’s worried about money.  This will be a make or break on that, if we don’t have enough money we’re going to have big classes.  That’s a big problem for him.  He doesn’t know if we can do something about it on this piece of paper but that will make or break a whole lot of things in the next couple of years.  

Senator Smith added that one of the things that was brought out in the APA was that there are an awful lot of graduate programs.  One of the concerns is should we be more focused in our graduate programs and the ones that are adopted?  There is a sense in the plan of focusing on programs that had more of a practical bent and he would say that one of the kinds of programs that bothered some members on the APA were programs that basically prepared students to get Ph.D.s at other institutions.  He wonders if the planning committee had any sense of what kinds of graduate programs we should move towards, what kinds we should away from, is there a broad sense of strategic direction with graduate education on this campus?  To him, in looking at what we’ve got, it’s almost willy-nilly and the departments that got in line first got the resources to establish graduate programs.  Should we have a better sense of direction for where we have graduate programs and where we don’t?  What are the criteria for starting them, for keeping them, etc?  Was that issue addressed by the planning group?

Sue Joseph, Interim Dean, Graduate College, Professor, HPELS, replied that the question is addressed by G3.O1.S1, talking about signature graduate programs, as well as G3.O2 focusing on applied graduate programs that serve the public good rather than on preparing our students only for Ph.D. programs.  

In response to Senator Smith’s question if we are planning to shift away from those that prepare students for Ph.D. programs, she doesn’t believe that that’s necessarily the goal of the committee.  There are a lot of strong programs, which could be considered signature graduate programs.  English, Biology, Chemistry, focusing on the graduate programs in those areas will support the liberal arts at the undergraduate level because when we have graduate programs in those areas, they attract high quality faculty who are engaged in research and that will support the undergraduate programs as well.

Senator Roth commented on the graduate program focus, stating that he feels strongly that programs that prepare students for Ph.D.s and also focus on theory do serve the public good, it’s just a longer-term goal.  

Dr. Joseph replied that the committee agrees with that.

Senator Schumacher Douglas noted that there’s an issue that she doesn’t really see referred to and it’s the idea that our graduate programs aren’t just about people that are on this campus.  We also have extensive graduate education programs for people that are receiving them through the Iowa Communication Network (ICN) and will have on-line graduate programs in the future.  She doesn’t see any wording about the fact that our community may not be just those on campus but we have to think in those broader terms of how can we adapt what we do to allow those distance ed students to be a part of the community, whether it’s through more streaming, putting more things on-line for them.  Those students think they’re UNI Panthers, they think they’re a part of the community.  And those of us on campus don’t always take that into consideration, especially with workshops and sessions that we do, which could be held in ICN rooms or put on-line for those people who aren’t on campus.  Is that something that could be added?

Dr. Joseph referred to G3.O1.S2, “Develop graduate distance-education programs.”

Senator Schumacher Douglas remarked that she thinks of that as a bit different than things such as G3.O1.S4 “Promote an active and engaged graduate community.”  Sometimes we forget that that also included those distance ed students.  She would like that to be considered as we go through these things.

Dr. Joseph replied that the current Graduate Education Strategic Plan does consider that and they are ready to put on-line an on-line orientation for those distance students to try to make them feel more a part of the community as well.  They are currently trying to address that.  If they expect to have things done before this strategic plan goes into effect they wouldn’t necessarily include that in this strategic plan.  That is part of the Graduate Education Strategic Plan.

Senator East asked if the committee, in thinking about graduate programs, thought about doing something wonderful with our graduate programs in the next five years?  This feels a lot to him like, oh, we forgot to put anything about graduate education in this plan.  A strategic plan is things we’re going to focus on, while we still do the things that we always do.

Dr. Joseph responded that she hopes we still do the things that we always do, however, the parts that are new focus on those programs that are for the public good as well as those signature graduate programs, which is not something they’ve done before.

Senator East asked why should the Graduate Education Strategic Plan become the university’s strategic plan?  The Graduate College and every department should have a strategic plan and should be doing things to enhance themselves.  This is something we want the entire university to focus on and if the Strategic Plan Committee thinks that this is a handful of things that we ought to be focusing on, then great, otherwise it should not be part of the university’s plan.

Dr. Joseph replied that it’s true that this strategic plan should be what we’re focusing on.  The Strategic Plan Committee has been pretty vocal in supporting and including it in this Strategic Plan, as well as faculty comments.  

Senator Soneson stated that he doesn’t teach in the graduate program but he has had graduate students in class and also has friends who teach in graduate programs and hears them talk about their students.  In Goal 3, he wonders if there shouldn’t be an objective that would evaluate and consider eliminating programs that are not first rate, that aren’t able to draw first rate students?  

Provost Gibson responded that that’s part of the APA process but it’s also implied in Goal 3.  What we need are strong graduate programs.  Strong, signature graduate programs are programs that contribute to the public good.  We have to have an area of focus for our graduate programs.  The committee discussed whether graduate education belongs in the plan, and they decided that, yes, it did belong in the plan but we cannot continue to support weak programs.

In response to the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee’s comment to Goal 4, if we are to be a leading institution we have to have the best and the brightest faculty, which coincides with Goal 1.  This is not either/or; that resources will be poured into the College of Education to the determent of other colleges.  

The Senate moved on to discuss Goal 5.

Senator Funderburk suggested a wording change for G5.O2, “Increase the number of non-traditional and distance learners receiving a UNI education to assure accessibility”.  He would change it to “To assure accessibility in order to increase the numbers…” as opposed to increasing the numbers assures that it’s accessible.  

Senator Devlin argued that that phrase should remain relatively vague so that it does include all kinds of different populations that may be targeted such as immigrants or older students.

Senator Funderburk commented that what he’s suggesting is that we would be saying that we’re assuring accessibility to these people in order to increase those numbers, as opposed to increasing the numbers to assure that they’re accessible.

Senator Schumacher Douglas commented on a comment that addressed the concern about the lack of standards to ensure quality, noting that one of the things that we might consider with distance of education is the assessment of those instructors.  Those instructors from our university have typically been using a form from Continuing Education.  There should be a standardization both on and off campus, on-line and with distance ed with regard to the assessment.  The 2+2 program is required to have all instructors assessed using the UNI instrument so there is consistency.  That is just in that program and it has caused issues in the past about comparing “apples and oranges” when you have two different kinds of teacher assessment issues.

Mary Herring, Interim Associate Dean, College of Education, updated the Senate on on-line education, noting that they have not created the policies around this issue of quality on-line education.  They do have an initiative through the Academic Technology Task Force to work with faculty on developing on-line courses.  As part of that they’ve joined a group called Quality Matters, which is used by over 400 universities, providing a process for assessing the quality of your on-line education.  This is the front end of the issue and what Senator Schumacher Douglas brought up is the back end and another issue that they’re clearly aware of.  They don’t have any policies for on-line because student evaluations technically can’t be given other than in a proctored setting.  There is no way for on-line students to participate in the official campus process.  However, the campus is moving in that direction with their policies.

Senator Soneson moved forward to G6.O3 because he doesn’t want it to be missed, “Create an entrepreneurial culture across campus that inspires students, faculty and staff”.  He noted that he’s not comfortable with “entrepreneurial culture”, as that’s really business and is all right in that situation.  He’s not sure we want to create a widespread entrepreneurial culture in the university as a whole.

Randy Pilkington replied that that’s a very valid question that the committee debated a lot.  In looking at the heading that it’s under, it’s more of a business structure.  Entrepreneurialship is so much more than business; it’s an approach, looking at the “how do you solve a problem,” the “think/do” type of approach.  He suggested an integrated entrepreneurialship along with one of the other objectives instead of “entrepreneurial culture” because they’re finding it is a deep concern across campus.  He doesn’t want to lose the whole entrepreneurialship approach but he understands the concern.

Motion to extend the meeting by 15 minutes by Senator Breitbach; second by Senator Schumacher Douglas.  Motion passed.

Senator Soneson stated that this would be another place where we would have to be very careful about defining our terms.  It would be okay to use entrepreneurial in a very broad sense of creative problem solving, as very few would object to that as it’s part of what we do in education.  If the term could be defined so that it’s meaningful in an educational context that would be fine.

Senator Devlin suggested a term that’s often used and gets to what Dr. Pilkington is talking about, “social entrepreneurialship” such as the different programs run on campus that are not for profit business operations.  There are ways to define terms and having a separate section for definitions would be helpful.

Chair Wurtz commented that there are often reactions to “business or management speak” and that you can’t run a university like a business, which is true.  However, the university is an organization and the principles of managing an organization are pretty much universal.

Senator Van Wormer recommended removing the term because it’s communicating business even if it has a broader meaning.  A term such as “managerial” could be used.

Senator Van Wormer also suggested using the term “innovated education” instead of “innovation” in the Vision Statement.

Senator Soneson noted, G6.O4, “Promote a broad range of arts and cultural engagement opportunities to Iowa Citizens.”  Several faculty members have commented to him as to how this doesn’t seem to include sciences.  He would imagine that cultural engagement would include sciences but if it would help clarify by cultural engagement, adding the words “arts, cultural and scientific engagement” or something along those lines would help clarify that.

Senator Smith offered as a general comment that he would feel better if there was more explicit discussion of the things that we are not going to do anymore, or going to do less of as a way of freeing up resources to do all these new things we’re proposing.  Given our financial situation that has to be an essential part of any strategic plan for this organization.  The traditional approach or outlines that we’ve used for strategic plans for this university don’t include that.  In this case, the committee should have deviated and said here’s where we see opportunities to free up resources that can be used to support all the new things that are being proposed.

Senator East noted he has a process suggestion in that in review of this draft things don’t necessarily go together.  He would encourage the committee to consider making sure that things do go together.  They might also consider a new goal to fully implement and finish with the APA process, which may allow them to move a number of things so they’re grouped with things that go together.  Additionally, he would encourage the committee to consider Senator Smith’s suggestion at the beginning that they vote on these things when the get done, grouping things together, very specific things, so that that’s only what is being talked about, rather than broad headings.  And take the top ones that they feel need to be in the plan rather than trying to appeal to everyone and do everything in one document.

Senator Roth commented that there were a couple of places in the document where “rigor” and “relevance” appears.  He’s familiar with those as educational terms but it would enrich the document to include “relevant” in the context, to whom or what.  “Rigor” is an absolute term but “relevant” is relative and a broader perspective would be helpful and enrich it.

Senator Devlin suggested changing the structuring of things, noting that Goal 1 talks about undergraduate education, Goal 2 is interdisciplinary focus, and Goal 3 is graduate education, which might flow better as Goal 2.  

Vice Chair Mvuyekure noted that Goal 7, Diversity did not receive any comments from the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee and he would like the Senate, knowing their work in the past to support diversity, to at least provide comments.

Senator Devlin stated that she was pleased to see the diversity focus as a goal.  It may be worth keeping “diversity” relatively vague as the way it’s written to be sure that it includes race, ethnicity, religion, class, gender and orientation, and any other type of category.  It might be better to keep it vague the way it is currently written to make it most inclusive.

Senator East added that vagueness if fine for goals but at some point you have to get specific to tell if you’ve reached your goal or objectives.  

Senator Devlin remarked that the goal itself will usually be vague and by the time you get to the sub goals, the action steps become measurable and very well defined.  At the broad goal level remaining vague is appropriate.

Provost Gibson asked Dr. Wells if the major areas of concern were covered, if the Senate gave justice to the Faculty Senate Strategic Planning Committee’s report.

Dr. Wells responded that she’s quite surprised by the fact that priority was given to comments from a relatively brief discussion.  The committee was instructed to provide input from the faculty at large, which they endeavored to do.  She feels the significant commentary by most of the strategic plan has not been discussed here today in terms of what the committee did; they thought their primary focus was to provide the senate with direct input from the faculty with whom they were in contact.  That has not been addressed.  As far as what they felt were concerns, those were discussed.

Provost Gibson assured Dr. Wells that the Strategic Plan Committee would discuss the other concerns that are listed in this draft at their meeting next week.  This is a draft.  There will be another draft.  The Board of Regents plans to approve their Strategic Plan in June.  We cannot approve our plan until their plan has been approved.  There is still time to get additional comments, to re-work with the comments that have been received.  She thanked everyone again and asked that faculty be rest assured that they will take the report and comments from faculty very seriously.

Chair Wurtz thanked everyone involved in this process, noting that there was a tremendous amount of time put into this and is certain that none of the comments will be lost as they are too deeply recorded in the system.

ADJOURNMENT

Motion by Senator Soneson to adjourn; second by Senator Devlin.  Motion passed.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

Dena Snowden

Faculty Senate Secretary

