Feb. 24th, 2010

Faculty Assembly Executive Council (FAEC) Meeting

Present: Eddie Saiff, Bob Becklen, Ira Spar, Iraida Lopez, Anita Stellenwerf, Jeremy Geller, Provost Beth Barnett
Secretary: Kristin Kenneavy

1. International Education

President Saiff began the discussion by stating that the vision for International Education (IE) should be one that is community-based. He distinguished the “management” side (practical decision-making) from the academic side (courses, content, and curriculum) and stated that the faculty need to understand the distinction between these sides, and that boundaries need to be clarified and fuzzy areas identified. 
Dr. Geller responded in agreement with the above statements and explained that Study Abroad and IE are often “neither fish nor fowl”, meaning that they occupy a unique space on most campuses; encompassing organizational, administrative, and academic elements. Curricular matters would include vetting courses (some from outside institutions). Administrative decisions include risk management, cost effectiveness, and measuring monetary loss (at times). 

There was some discussion of the current situation with foreign students coming here. In the past, Ramapo College had recruited (primarily) Bulgarian students with high SAT scores to become 4-year students here. Their tuition costs were almost entirely covered by Presidential Scholarships. Since the economic downturn, the scholarships have been diminished, meaning that such students will need to come up with $10k of their own money, leading many to leave Ramapo. Only 1 of 9 such students is still here.  Across all countries, there are about 87 foreign students at Ramapo; 60 to 70 of which are on campus.  The others are in post-graduate training. In order to increase the presence of foreign students, Ramapo may need to recruit for other countries, or possibly start an English as a Second Language (ESL) program as a recruitment tool (which could also be used to attract foreign high school students). 

Provost Barnett reviewed her vision for IE (see last week’s minutes). She again emphasized that we are working with limited resources and that we may not be able to cover all geographic regions.  The vision is to be student-centered and developmental in nature. Ideally, students would learn what it means to be a global citizen in domestic coursework, deepen their experiences by studying broad first for a short stay, then a longer stay (immersion). The goal is to have students spend at least one semester off-campus (either through study abroad or through a co-op).  There is a need to agree on priorities, but that the implementation portion of the above was largely in place. Finally, it was noted that the President would now be given the final say on the approval of collaboration and agreements between institutions. 
In response, Dr. Geller noted that many aspects of IE structure and authority remain ambiguous at this point. 
Also, in response, an FAEC representative asked whether the President’s approval was largely symbolic and asserted that faculty should actually to the evaluation. The Provost responded that the President doesn’t actually evaluate programs but signs off on collaborations approved through the current process. 

Discussion continued regarding how and why a particular region might be selected for a study abroad program. Dr. Geller stated a number of criteria. To what degree does the relationship bring back benefits to our curriculum?  Will the relationship survive the individual faculty member? In addition to there would also be “management” side criteria, such as safety and cost effectiveness.  

· As an example, Dr. Geller outlined a proposal for a study abroad program in Addis Ababa (Ethiopia) from faculty members in the Africana Studies program.  
· A faculty member does have a pre-existing relationship with a university there, but the program would be expected to continue even if that individual left (it is a convening group project, not an individual project). 
· Courses will be offered both abroad and here at Ramapo. 
· An MOU (Memorandum of Understanding) was developed that described the expected relationship, infrastructural support, and financial support for students. 

· Learning goals were articulated. 

In response, there was some discussion of whether the above is truly independent of and sustainable without the faculty member with the pre-existing relationship to Ethiopia, to which Dr. Geller responded that there was a plan in place to develop and integrate the relationship across multiple faculty in the Africana Studies major.  He also noted that the process of program proposal approval could be improved.  Institutional programs could brought before the Roukema Center Committee, but that committee is not yet fully populated (missing representatives from SSHS and ASB). 

An FAEC representative asked for an elaboration on the difference between vision and operationalization, and whether there is really any way to disentangle the two. The Provost responded that vision is often aspirational and that it needs to align with the mission of International Education. 

A discussion ensued regarding the past International Education Committee (that may or may not have been a pillar committee; there was disagreement) and its work. This work included proposal evaluation guidelines, a mission statement for IE, and student learning objectives.  Dr. Geller stated that the mission and objectives document was excellent and that little needed to be adjusted. The FAEC representative noted that this document had been approved by Faculty Assembly. 
Next, a plan for moving forward was discussed. Provost Barnett stated that she had asked the deans to create a plan, in conjunction with Dr. Geller. In service to this, the deans have stated that they need an inventory of what is currently going on at the unit level related to IE.  The Provost also stated that she might like to bring in an expert on IE to advise, possibly through an in-service. The need for a plan was stressed because, without it, it is very difficult for the Provost to request funding to support IE-related activities. 
Dr. Geller stated that the Roukema Center is fully and capably staffed and that the three IE-related committees were either already working or almost ready to work (2 are populated, one will be shortly).  He went on to say that what is needed is a venue in which the expertise on campus (Roukema Center staff and faculty) can meet in an atmosphere of mutual respect and collaboration. 
An FAEC representative stated that an opportunity to develop IE had been squandered in the past (20 years ago) and that faculty-based proposals originating from the Roukema Center Committees (and/or the deans) and pursued at the unit level were the best course of action. 

The Provost reiterated how an in-service model could provide time for both intra- and inter-unit discussion of this issue. The Roukema Center Committees could potentially come up with in-service goals. 

Returning to the sustainability issue, alternative spring break program compensation was raised by an FAEC representative. It was noted that in both domestic and foreign Spring Break programs, faculty sacrifice their time but get little in return. The programs are subsidized for students and are therefore popular. It was asked whether there is any way to create incentives to recruit more faculty members to these programs?  The Provost answered that this would need to be answered holistically. AFT would need to look at this issue and make sure it is equitable. If a plan were to be created, it might include some criteria for program compensation that are regularly reviewed. 
Dr. Geller noted that he still had more items that he would like to discuss with the FAEC and it was greed that Dr. Geller could come back next week (March 3rd) subject to his availability. 
It was stated that the Governance Committee should be advised to give some guidance in the by-laws regarding how the FAEC should go about creating sub-committees. 

Minutes from the FAEC meeting on Feb. 17th were approved. 
