Nov. 4th, 2009

Faculty Assembly Executive Council (FAEC) Meeting

Present: Eddie Saiff, Elaine Risch, Anita Stellenwerf, Iraida Lopez, Bob Becklen, Jim Morley, Marta Bautis, Rob Mentore, Aaron Rampersadsing – Honors Student, Jeremy Geller – Director of the Roukema Center
Secretary: Kristin Kenneavy

1. “Prof Swap” Proposal
A. This proposal originates in an honors colloquium in which students and faculty discussed the LAPS (Liberal Arts and Professional Studies) document and the book “The Last Professor”. Honors students wanted to come up with ideas that would promote the liberal arts culture at Ramapo because many students don’t know what it is. 
B. Professor Swap Day: Professors would switch and teach a different subject but relate it to their own field. For example, a philosophy teacher might design a class about the philosophy of math; a psychology professor could teach biology but relate it to cognitive functioning in the human brain.
C. Some units (AIS, CA) take this approach in their first-year seminars with good results.  
D. Logistics

1. Need to start organizing now in order to be ready for spring semester; faculty members will need to be able to build this into syllabi. 

2. Participation should be voluntary and professors should not be “forced” to do this in situations where the cross-disciplinary aspect doesn’t “make sense”. 

3. Could do it over a week, rather than for one day. 

4. Students could help make “matches” for the swap; will need a sign-up sheet.
5. Should propose this at the next Faculty Assembly meeting on Nov. 18th and email the faculty to make them aware of this proposal.

2. International Education Committee Proposal
A. Current Committee Work

1. Should the work of the “new committees” continue although this issue has not been resolved within the faculty assembly? 
2. Everyone agrees that there is a problem. It might be a good idea to pause and consult rather than pushing ahead as if nothing were happening. However, the programs have work to do. 

3. The new committees have been meeting and were given a package of proposals to evaluate; new study abroad courses. Some faculty members serving on these committees are confused regarding what they should be doing given the “process problems” with this issue to date. 
4. AIS has not elected any representatives.  The AIS rep to the International Education committee (Iraida Lopez) is serving on the Study Abroad committee on an interim basis.  The AIS resolution is not as concerned with whether representatives are elected or appointed (AIS routinely elects reps), but with the process by which the new committees came about. 

5. The original International Education Committee operated under the office of the Provost, but faculty members were not asked whether this was how they would have liked the committee set up. 

6. In the future, these committees would be more powerful and legitimate if the representatives were elected by the units. Committee composition varies across the college – some are appointed while some are elected. Since International Education is a curricular matter, the committees should be answerable to the Faculty Assembly and the units through elected representation. Ideally, the Faculty Assembly would have input into the design and selection of the International Education committees. 
B. Power and Position

1. What is the scope of authority for the position of Director of the Roukema Center? 
2. FAEC representatives disagreed regarding whether Jeremy Geller believed he was able to decide some matters unilaterally without faculty input (e.g. cancelling the International Education Honors Society), or whether he had cooperated with the original International Education Committee, hence receiving and acting upon faculty members’ input (e.g. revising the new committee structure proposal). 
3. Another course of disagreement is the source of power for the Director of the Roukema Center – is the position backed up by the Provost, the Faculty Assembly, or both? 

4. Are the International Education Committees there to answer to the Director of the Center or to advise him/her? 

5. Two aspects of International Education: (1) Operations (2) Curriculum. The faculty clearly have purview over curricular matters. Do we have a say in the “day to day” operations? Where is the dividing line between the two? 

6. There is a process outlined for proposed study abroad programs. There are forms that faculty members need to fill out and the content must be approved by ARC. 
7. The process by which Study Abroad proposals are created and approved should be transparent in order to avoid corruption and a situation in which faculty members are making “side deals”. Does the proposed committee structure enhance the possibility of transparency or amplify a lack of transparency? 

C. Next Steps for FAEC/Questions
1. There continued to be disagreement among FAEC members regarding whether Jeremy Geller should talk with the FAEC or whether he should speak directly to the Faculty Assembly [see next section – Jeremy Geller attends the FAEC meeting]. 

2. FAEC members also discussed the nature of the role of FAEC in the governance process; i.e. whether FAEC should sort out issues prior to Faculty Assembly discussions or whether the FAEC should just determine what should be included for discussion in Faculty Assembly and allow all interested faculty to address a given issue. 

3. Feedback from SSHS was that the FAEC should attempt to clear up some aspects of this issue prior to asking Jeremy Geller to address the Faculty Assembly, but that ultimately the Faculty Assembly needed to have a say because this is a curricular matter. 

4. The FAEC agrees with AIS that the process by which the new International Education committees came about was flawed, but is it necessary to start from square one or is it possible to mend this situation?

5. FAEC would like to talk to Provost Beth Barnett regarding this matter – will ask her to join next week’s meeting. 

6. The electronic version of the International Education Committee proposal document has been obtained. Distribute it? 

7. How does the AIS resolution factor into this? 
8. Can situations such as these be prevented in the future? 

9. Are three committees really necessary? Can we switch from dean appointment of representatives to unit-elected representatives? Can clarification of the scope of the Director of the Roukema Center’s power be clarified? 

10. Jeremy Geller should still be asked to speak to the Faculty Assembly meeting on Nov. 18th. 

3. Discussion with Jeremy Geller, Director of the Roukema Center 
(Please note: the exchanges below are a good approximation of what was said but should not be understood as “verbatim” dialog.)

Q: The process by which the proposal for new International Education committees has not been good from the perspective of many faculty members. What happened? 

A(JG): There was no clear process for creating advisory committees. No guidelines were in place. 

Q: Why does International Education need three committees? Could this number be reduced? A(JG): Last year there was one committee, but the members of that committee did not want to select students to receive Study Abroad scholarships. Study Abroad programs take up a lot of time, but advice is actually needed on other topics as well. The Roukema Center needs a conduit for faculty opinion. How do we collaborate with other constituencies on campus (e.g. Cahill, DAC)? We also need help with international student recruitment from a faculty perspective so that we can work on it with enrollment management.  The existing committee was being overwhelmed by the detailed work around Study Abroad and it was thought that multiple committees would help distribute this work more evenly. 
Q: What does the Director of Study Abroad (Ben Levy) do? What is the difference between what Roukema Center staff members do and what the International Education Committee does?  
A(JG): The Director of Study Abroad is involved with the day to day operations. This includes recruitment, paperwork, gathering information from program providers (other schools and countries), acting as an intermediary with financial aid. In contrast, the committee deliberated on whether or not proposed study abroad programs were brought on board. The committee recommends faculty proposals to ARC or doesn’t recommend, or asks for more polish. 

Q: What is the process by which proposed Study Abroad programs are selected? 

A(JG): There is a process for proposing study abroad programs (although it is a loose protocol). The proposal first goes to the International Education committee, then to the convening group, then to the dean, then to ARC. The form is now codified so that the content should also have a “process”. 
Q: In what ways have you reached out the Faculty Assembly in order to anchor the vision for International Education? Where does the authority come from; the Faculty Assembly or the Provost’s Office?  
A(JG): I have only spoken before the Faculty Assembly once. It was a prospective talk about the future of the Roukema Center. I haven’t been back; I haven’t asked to come back nor have I been asked. Is it really a friendly venue? Hopefully it is. 
Q: Perhaps the characterization of the committees as being “super and sub” is improper since one is not appointed by the other. Could this structure work with just two committees? 
A(JG): The committee proposal document actually says representatives should be “selected” so the units could choose representatives either through election or through the deans. If faculty members would prefer “election” that is fine. We could also switch to a two-committee structure. 

Q: There is agreement that the faculty owns the curriculum, but study abroad is both curricular and logistical. Are these issues separate or intertwined? 
A(JG): They are both. Study abroad is a mature field. Codes of practice and ethics are in place. A quality assurance body (Forum on Education Abroad) exits and Study Abroad professionals bring a lot of information and best practices to a college. In terms of operations, there are issues related to student safety, among other things. In terms of the curriculum, Study Abroad is in a strange place on every campus.  It exists in between student services and the regular curriculum. Students are supposed to have educational experiences, not vacations. However, proposals are also evaluated by myself and Ben Levy along the lines of “can this be done”? Is this affordable? Is it safe? Etc…

Q: In your conversations about this committee proposal with the provost – was consulting with the faculty considered? 
A(JG): Discussions on this topic started at the end of the contract year (May, 2009). We wanted to have something in place by the beginning of the next academic year. Felt resistance by the committee that wasn’t articulated and I didn’t know how to deal with this resistance. The study abroad “manual” addressed operational matters of conducting programs but applies only to faculty-led short term programs (global seminars). The manual was useful but had some flaws and some aspects were obsolete by the time it was handed over (like insurance policies that are now in the process of being replaced).  The proposal process for faculty programs was distributed to all faculty members at the end of summer 2009. The decision of whether something is a vacation or a serious academic endeavor is decided by the faculty – that part is almost entirely a faculty process. 

Q: Why did the committee proposal document go to the deans prior to taking it to the original 

International Education Committee?

A(JG): The document  went to the deans on Sept 15th, 2009. We wanted to get feedback from a cohort that has the ear of the faculty and presumably can gauge what is consistent with how faculty members might feel. The International Education committee received the doc on Oct. 9th, and on Oct. 20th the committee had input on the document in a meeting. 

Q: Were faculty appointed to the committees prior to the document being circulated to the existing IE committee? 
A(JG): The International Education Committee didn’t want to review the document electronically and therefore a meeting was held and comments from the committee were incorporated – it was constructive. Feedback from the deans was slow in coming. I wanted feedback from both groups, both the deans and the International Education Committee. 
Q: Faculty members feel bypassed in this process. Could you (Jeremy Geller) speak at the next FA meeting so that everyone feels included? J
A(JG): I am willing to appear at the Nov. 18th Faculty Assembly and will keep in touch by phone and email. 
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