February 8, 2010
To:

Faculty Senate

From:

Tom Cargill, Member of Ad Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty

Re:
Commitments on January 18, 2010 report submitted by Bill Wallace, Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty

Summary of Position
I support the recommendations of the Committee with respect to the research and clinical Rank 0 faculty.  I support some of the recommendations and observations of the Committee with respect to teaching Rank 0 faculty; however, the majority of recommendations for teaching Rank 0 faculty are not in the best long run interests of UNR.  In the following discussion reference to teaching Rank 0 faculty are for those on continuing funding unless otherwise indicated. 
The recommendations with respect to teaching Rank 0 faculty would essentially establish a new class of faculty primarily with teaching responsibilities; permit this new class to compete directly with tenured faculty for sabbatical/development and promotion funds (R22 and R21); and, confer “soft-tenure” on this class after six years of service (R17).  This is fundamentally inconsistent with the mission of UNR and unfair to tenured faculty who are required to meet higher standards of performance.  A unit of research and a unit of teaching are not substitutes and despite the reference to “excellence in teaching” (R21), there is simply no effective means to judge teaching and research on the same basis.  As a result, tenured faculty are subject to a higher standard and yet will be require to compete with teaching Rank 0 faculty for sabbatical/development and promotion funds.
The Report states the recommendations are for future Rank 0 faculty; however, this caveat is not reassuring for two reasons.  First, it is difficult to believe UNR has the will power or ability to limit the recommended benefits only to future hires.  Legal considerations and concerns about “fairness” will likely render the Report’s caveat meaningless over time.  Second, the Report does not explicitly state the recommendations will not apply to current teaching Rank 0 faculty; rather, this is only implied.  In my opinion, the omission of such a statement leaves a loop hole that will be exploited.
The Report also permits a lower-standard search (regional versus national) for contingent teaching Rank 0 faculty (R6); however, the Report does not address what happens if the position becomes a continuing funded position and is occupied.  Does this mean an individual hired under a lower search standard now becomes part of a faculty component hired under a higher standard? 

It is difficult to rationalize the Report’s recommendation an individual be limited to the number of years in a contingent position (R9 and R10).  Contingent positions are needed for flexibility and if an individual is performing adequately there should be no constraint on the number of years of service.  In my opinion, this recommendation is an effort to reduce reliance on contingent positions and inconsistent with funding realities.   

The remainder of the report consists of comments divided into six areas:  (1) Focus of the Report; (2) Research/Clinical Rank 0 Faculty; (4) UNR Degreed Faculty;  (4) Teaching Rank 0 Faculty; (5) Fiscal Implications Regarding Teaching Rank 0 Faculty; and (6), Recommendations.
Focus of the Report

The Committee was asked to review all Rank 0 faculty; however, the reality is that the Report is focused primarily on the teaching component of Rank 0 faculty.

The unbalanced focus is due to five factors; first, research and clinical faculty in many respects are self-supporting (fully or partially) either through grants or services provided; second, research and clinical faculty are directly related to the mission of the university in terms of research and medical services to the community; third, research and clinical faculty frequently possess terminal degrees; four, the promotion system appears to be based on standards that can be judged outside of UNR, at least in the case of research faculty; and five, a belief among the majority of Committee members Rank 0 faculty are not afforded the same “rights” as tenured faculty given their role in fulfilling the teaching function of the university.

It should be noted the report does not address the administrative component of Rank 0 faculty.  It appears some Rank 0 faculty are administrative or have significant administrative responsibilities.  
Research/Clinical Rank 0 Faculty

The existing institutional arrangements for research and clinical Rank 0 faculty are generally satisfactory.  First, they fulfill a specific mission not provided by tenured faculty; second, they are a source of funding for the university; and third, at least in the case of research faculty there are clear nationally accepted norms for judging performance.
The Report’s recommendations for standardizing appointment letters, emphasizing the need for search procedures, and rules against “transition” from Rank 0 status to tenured status are positive recommendations.
However, the recommended different designations of rank for research and clinical faculty (R4) are confusing and unnecessary.  The different titles blur the distinction between tenured faculty and research/clinical faculty.    
UNR Degreed Faculty 
There is serious issue that needs to be addressed in a far more transparent manner than presented in the Report. The Report (page 3, line 11 from the top) mentions that as a group, Rank 0 faculty possess UNR degrees (28 percent) to a greater degree than tenured faculty with UNR degrees (6 percent).
I am not sure of the source of the 6 percent number; however, the 28 percent number is obtained from a spread sheet prepared by Elliott Parker and provided to this writer November 18, 2009.  The information on source of degree was originally prepared at my request.  Table 1 presents the original spread sheet with some calculations at the end of the table.

A total of 367 faculty at Rank 0 are listed in Table 1; however, there is no information about degree and source of degree for 2 faculty; hence, the effective total for analysis is 365 faculty.  Using this as the denominator there in fact are 28 percent of the faculty with either a terminal or non-terminal degree from UNR.

This is a disturbing statistic and deserves far more attention than provided in the Report.  In fact, the 28 percent value understates the extend of the problem for teaching Rank 0 faculty.  
Table 2 presents statistics on Rank 0 faculty with a title of instructor or lecturer and omits much of the detailed information for each faculty member presented in Table 1.  Out of a total of 104 faculty, 41 or 39 percent have degrees from UNR.  Of the 41 faculty with UNR degrees, only 8 have a terminal degree.

Table 2 includes several faculty which appear to have administrative designations as well as instructor/lecturer designations.  Table 3 presents the same statistics with these removed from the list.  Out of a total of 95 faculty, 38 or 37 percent have degrees from UNR.  Of the 38 faculty with UNR degrees, only 7 have a terminal degree.     
These statistics are inconsistent with UNR’s aspirations and claims of high professional standards.  It suggests a lower hiring standard than for tenured faculty.  One Committee member referred to this as the outcome of a “complicated history”.  That is an understatement.

The Report is willing to permit lower hiring standards for teaching Rank 0 faculty in that contingent Rank 0(I) faculty can be hired with only a regional search (R6).  This will bias the hiring toward UNR degreed applicants.
The Report recommends a terminal degree is required for advancement beyond Rank 0 (II); that is, promotion to Instructional Associate or Instructional Professor (R4 and R19).  This will provide an incentive for non-terminal degree teaching Rank 0 faculty to secure a terminal degree from UNR.  This would be the only practical way to obtain a terminal degree while employed as a teaching Rank 0 faculty member.  
Teaching Rank 0 Faculty

All permanent faculty at UNR should have a strong commitment to research and teaching.  It is only through research and professional interaction that one is a good teacher.  Institutionalizing teaching Rank 0 faculty and permitting them to compete with tenured faculty but at lower standards will damage UNR in the long run.  The foundation of the university is on those who are actively generating knowledge (research).  A teaching only type education is already offered at the community college system.

The Report recommends teaching Rank 0 faculty be responsible for research at 10 percent of their effort (R15).  However, this is superficial at best and at worse, will institutionalize a lower standard research requirement compared to tenured faculty.
First, many teaching Rank 0 faculty do not possess sufficient training to do research that has become the standard for tenured faculty because only 39 of the 104 faculty or 38 percent possess terminal degrees.

Second, it is simply not true teaching can be evaluated by the same standards as research.  This is especially true for actual teaching performance and even generally true for teaching oriented research.  There are some teaching research outlets (Journal of Economic Education or the History Teacher); however, these frequently fall below what most areas would regard as national/international recognized research outlets.  The focus on teaching will be biased toward regionalism and highly subjective opinions about excellence in teaching.
Third, any research requirement will end up being a formality because claims will be make that nationally/internationally recognized research cannot be expected given the heavier teaching load of teacher Rank 0 faculty.

In fact, the claim teaching Rank 0 faculty have a significantly heavier load than tenured faculty is not that obvious.  It is true, teaching Rank 0 faculty teach a larger number of courses; however, Rank 0 faculty do not (or should not in most cases with non-terminal degrees) teach upper division or graduate courses.  These types of courses require much more preparation and time and tend to change content over time more than lower division classes.  In addition, tenured faculty tend to teach a larger variety of courses and conduct student projects to a far greater degree than Rank 0 teaching faculty. 

The recommendations of the Report amount to a “soft tenure” for teaching faculty by permitting faculty after six years to anticipate reappointment (R17).  Despite caveats to the recommendation, it reduces the flexibility of the university to deal with program changes, etc in the coming decade which at best, will be challenging in terms of funding.

Fiscal Implications Regarding Teaching Rank 0 Faculty
The recommendation teaching Rank 0 faculty be eligible for promotion (R4) and sabbatical/development grants (R22) reduces  funding available to the tenured faculty at UNR on which its future is dependent.  It is unrealistic to believe that state funding will increase to support this new entitlement.  Tenured faculty (research/teaching) will now be required to compete against teaching faculty for promotion and sabbatical/development funds.  They already compete against teaching Rank 0 faculty for merit, which has made the evaluation process more difficult in many departments.

Recommendations  
1. The administration should consider the causes and implications of such a large percentage of UNR degreed faculty in the Rank 0 category.  The problem appears to be the most serious in the case of teaching Rank 0 faculty but is also nontrivial in the research and clinical Rank 0 faculty.
2. There should be procedures in place to limit the number of UNR degreed faculty in any future hires.

3. The Rank 0 classification should only apply to research, clinical and teaching faculty with any administrative positions (50 percent or greater) placed under a separate category.  Mixing administrators with faculty is confusing and should be ended at UNR.

4. Teaching Rank 0 faculty should not be eligible for promotion beyond annual merit increases.

5. Teaching Rank 0 faculty should not be eligible for sabbatical/development grants.

6. Any position filled with a less than national search should be with the condition that in the event the position becomes subject to continuing funding, a national search for the position will be conducted.  
7. No commitment of continued employment of any type should be provided to teaching Rank 0 faculty.  Continued employment should be contingent on satisfactory performance judged by annual evaluation and only in special cases, should a three-year commitment be offered.
8. Teaching Rank 0 faculty should not be combined with tenured faculty in the annual merit evaluation process.  Since they provide a homogenous function (teaching), they should be evaluated across departments at the college level.

9. Teaching Rank 0 faculty positions should be frozen and not permitted to increase above current levels.

10. Teaching Rank 0 faculty positions should be transitioned into tenure track positions over time in most cases.  There should be a Rank 0 lecturer and visiting professor/scholar classification for those special circumstances that can justify such a designation.  Individuals in these positions should be not eligible for promotion and/or sabbatical/development grants.

11. In the case of contingent teaching Rank 0 faculty, there should be no constraint on the number of contracts given a specific individual. 
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