FOCUS GROUP REPORT

Executive Summary

Focus groups were conducted with three faculty groups and one group of department heads to learn more about the campus climate for scholarship. All of the participants participate regularly in scholarly activities, and they generally believe that the campus climate is not conducive to scholarship. Lack of time in which to conduct scholarship was listed as a major problem by faculty—not only because of their heavy teaching load, but because of their heavy service load. Lack of financial support for scholarship was mentioned in particular in relation to sabbaticals, graduate students to assist with lab work, and funding in general. Faculty who are active as scholars feel isolated from their colleagues, and some kind of cross-disciplinary events should be held so that they can interact with their scholarly colleagues. Support for scholarship in terms of grants management and library resources are considered problematic.
Methodology

During March 2008, five focus groups were conducted to gather information on the campus climate for scholarship as part of the work of the AQIP Committee on Enhancing the Campus Climate for Scholarship. Assistant professors, associate professors, full professors, department heads, and undergraduates were interviewed in separate groups. A meeting was scheduled for graduate students, but no one came to it, and, when the meeting was rescheduled, no one came to it. It was agreed that the report would have to be written without the input from graduate students.
Invitations to the focus groups were issued to all of the faculty (both AAUP and NMUFA), all undergraduates, all graduate students, and all department heads. The participants came from a wide range of programs, and so came to the discussion having done different types of scholarship. They all agreed to the following definition of scholarship for the purposes of the discussion: “Scholarship includes creative works, research and any other activities that incorporate a disciplined inquiry process.”  The participants were assured confidentiality, so no names will be used in this report, and many witty and pithy comments have been paraphrased for the same reason. The participants were forthcoming in answer to the questions, and their candor is greatly appreciated.

The questioning scripts are attached to this report. The sessions were taped, and a notetaker was present at each session. 

The scholarship
The participants had performed a wide range of scholarly activities, including publishing papers, getting grants, conducting laboratory and library research, presenting at conferences, and working with undergraduates on their research. The full professors and department heads described the evolution of their scholarship over the years, agreeing that such an evolution is natural. The assistant and associate professors were more focused on the precise subject areas that they work in. 

The motives for scholarship varied less than one might expect from group to group. All three faculty groups and the department heads agreed that being a scholar or researcher was part of being a professional in their fields, but was also an important part of their own identity. Words like “passion,” “excitement,” and “fun” were also used to describe motives for scholarship, although one full professor expressed hesitation in using the word “fun” for fear of not having the work taken seriously. Personal rewards were mentioned, although monetary awards came up at least once. One associate professor explained that research is the reason that scholars choose their fields of study. Another associate professor said that research was simply part of being a scientist and scholar. The assistant professors admitted that “hoop jumping” comprised part of their motivation at this stage of their careers, describing the process of getting articles published.
All three faculty groups agreed that another reason for their research was to be role models for their students. Several faculty made a point of saying that they involved their students in their scholarship whenever possible. All agreed that research and scholarship make them better teachers, although the assistant professors pointed out that being a better teacher should not be the only reason to do scholarship and research, and that the subject of scholarship might not relate directly to the subject of one’s teaching.
NMU’s climate for scholarship
For the most part, the faculty and the department heads found that NMU’s climate was not particularly conducive to scholarship. The full professors found the climate more conducive than the assistant and associate professors, but admitted that there wasn’t a great deal of support, and expressed concern for some of their junior colleagues trying to do scholarship now. The assistant and associate professors expressed a great deal of frustration at the impediments to scholarship on the campus. The full professors mentioned the same impediments, but were less frustrated, although sympathetic to the newer faculty trying to negotiate them. The primary impediments mentioned were the lack of time and monetary support for scholarship, the lack of motivation provided by the evaluation, promotion, and tenure processes, the grants administration process, the inadequate library support, and the lack of a culture that would promote scholarship on this campus. 
The department heads said that they did what they could to make it possible for their faculty to perform scholarship, but agreed that they only had so much to work with.

Work load

One associate professor summed up the problem succinctly: faculty do not have enough time or resources to produce large amounts of research and scholarship. The teaching load was mentioned in all of the faculty groups as an impediment. One participant pointed out that some appointments are for twelve months and do not have teaching as the primary responsibility. People in such appointments are expected to be at work for eight hours per day, five days a week, and are often in positions that include constant interruptions. Such positions don’t give these faculty any more flexibility than their colleagues teaching twelve-hour loads. People in all groups remarked on the comparison of NMU’s course load to that of other colleges and universities, noting that research production tends to be higher at institutions where the course load is lighter. The assistant and associate professors also commented on class sizes and their impact on workload. 
The assistant professors commented on the difficulty in balancing their work load when they are constantly developing new courses and new material for previously-taught courses. Some felt that these new preparations were not valued appropriately. The scientists participating also remarked on the problems inherent in giving credit for teaching course labs. Computing actual loads is problematic, according to many of the faculty. A full load in the sciences might look very different from a full load in the humanities, in part because of labs. The idea of working from contact hours rather than credit hours should be examined, according to the associate and full professors.

Another problem related to load is that apparently many professors are teaching overloads; some are teaching as many as twenty-eight credits in a year, according to a full professor. One full professor actually received an NSF grant, but never really reduced his teaching load while spending many night-time hours on his grant-funded research.

One full professor said that there was little incentive for conducting research and scholarship if one were a full professor teaching a twelve-credit load. The full professors also raised the idea of a two-tier faculty: one tier would be research and scholarship-oriented and teach less than the teaching-oriented faculty. The full professors agreed that such a system might work, if the details and levels could be worked out properly. 

The faculty groups agreed that, in order to do quality research and scholarship, they must have blocks of time when they can immerse themselves in a project and get work done. Lack of time in good-sized blocks impedes scholarship, and some faculty felt that administrators did not properly understand that.
Service responsibilities

Service was discussed in both the full professor and assistant professor groups. The assistant professors are finding their service obligations to be somewhat overwhelming, even though it was acknowledged that some service obligations can have a relationship to scholarship or might lead to scholarship. They feel over-committed in terms of service obligations. Interestingly, the full professors concurred with their perception of their service load. The full professors expressed dismay at the number of assistant professors who were taking on heavy service loads, some even chairing committees in their first year of employment at NMU. The full professors suggested that part of this problem was that full professors were not taking on the responsibility for these leadership positions, and conjectured that the assistant professors were wondering why the full professors weren’t taking on some of this work. The full professors pointed out that full professors rarely chair Senate committees, even though they should be involved because of their clout and knowledge of institutional history. The full professors believed that people should do service to the university, but that they seem to require some kind of “carrot” to motivate them to do it. However, one full professor did acknowledge that choosing his service areas more carefully allowed him to pursue his scholarship. They acknowledged that some assistant professors were eager to gain experience in professional service, but thought that it was unfortunate that many assistant professors were taking on a heavy service load early in their careers because research and scholarship get sacrificed when time gets short. They expressed concern that many young professors were letting their scholarly careers get diverted by service obligations. 

The assistant professors, however, perceive that NMU has a culture of service, as opposed to a culture of scholarship, and wish that they felt more comfortable limiting their service so that they could be more productive in terms of research.

Support for research and scholarship projects

All three faculty groups lamented the lack of release time for research and scholarship. The full professors were concerned that assistant professors would fall out of the habit of pursuing their research and scholarship without the time and support to pursue it. They recalled a previous Art and Sciences dean’s giving of release time to new faculty with the promise that they would write grants in their first year here, and give them the opportunity to establish their research before taking on a full teaching load. They allowed that there is release time available, but a faculty member can’t just ask for it—the faculty member must first go to their department head, then the dean, then the provost, to prove that the project is worthwhile. One associate professor described the process to get a significant amount of release time as “a fight,” and lamented that the amount of time spent justifying small amounts of release is “reprehensible.”
The full professors said that some people have undercut the principle of release time by taking the release time and then teaching an overload. They agreed that this practice should not be allowed; if one is given release time to do scholarship, no overload should be taken. The full professors also agreed that, if release time is granted, the recipient should be responsible for getting the proposed work done.

The assistant professors thought that their scholarship would benefit greatly from release time during their early years of teaching, and added that there could be more flexibility in the granting of release time; for example, release time could be given for new course preparations or for developing a better sabbatical proposal.

The full professors suggested that one way to get release time would be to get a grant that would buy out time and allow the hiring of an adjunct to teach, but the assistant professors expressed concern that their desire for release time might be interpreted as support for the hiring of more adjunct faculty.
While the assistant professors felt generally positive about the amount of money they were given for professional development, all three faculty groups felt that NMU’s support for research and scholarship was lacking. The assistant professors said that start-up funds for scholarship would be helpful to them as they start their careers, and added that other support on campus, in the form of a some kind of statistical resource center (a place where a faculty member could get expert advice on statistics), as well as software support for statistics and bibliographic management, would be appreciated.
The associate professors expressed concerns about scholarly expectations being raised without a comparable increase in support. A person hired in the sciences now is expected to write more grants in order to attain tenure than a person hired a few years ago, despite having no more support in terms of time or other assistance than their senior colleagues did. One associate professor pointed out that suspending or eliminating graduate programs has a negative effect on the ability of a faculty member to perform the research outlined in a successful grant; a grant written with the assumption of graduate assistants will be difficult to execute if there are no longer graduate students to assist. The department heads also discussed this problem of a lack of graduate students to do the work that faculty had planned to have them do.
Complaints were also made about the changes in the sabbatical program. Although more sabbaticals are being awarded, the dollar amount devoted to them hasn’t changed, and shorter sabbaticals or those that give less release from teaching can often hamstring research and scholarship. Again, the need for good-sized blocks of time for such projects was emphasized. The faculty grants program has not kept pace with inflation, yet the costs of research and scholarship (equipment, shipping, student stipends) have increased.

All three faculty groups expressed concern about space. According to the full professors, lab space has been historically a problem, and, even with new buildings, departments must be vigilant against attempts to use the space for other purposes. Concerns were expressed about people working alone in the science complex, so there is now a student monitor system in effect in the evenings, which costs a good deal of money and is not particularly efficient. There are plans for monitor systems that will cost $52000.
Library
All three faculty groups commented on the need for greater library support for research and scholarship. The full professors remembered when the library budget was cut under a previous administration that was surprised when the College of Arts & Sciences objected. They praised Joanna Mitchell’s efforts to bring electronic journal subscriptions to campus, but said that it is difficult for the library to dig itself out of the hole that the previous budget cut had left. One associate professor said that the discussion of Ph.D. programs was a concern, since the library couldn’t support master’s programs on its budget, and said that the building “sucks.” This person said that if the climate for scholarship is to be enhanced, the library must be enhanced.

The assistant professors were also concerned about the library support for their work. Some of them had come from states with strong statewide library consortia, and were accustomed to being able to get materials from other libraries in the state in a timely manner if their library didn’t own them. They also complained about the delivery time for InterLibrary Loan. They also would like better communication with the library and their departments about the need for books, as well as for electronic and print journal subscriptions.

Grants administration

Grants were mentioned by all three faculty groups, and all agreed that grants could be a valuable support for scholarship. However, there were many complaints about grants administration on campus, and about the infrastructure to support grant-funded research. 
Faculty who have received grants said that they were expected to administer them, and found this to be a burden on their time. Although one associate professor said that having control over expenditures was nice, help was required on other things. The associate professors were particularly concerned about these issues, and mentioned the time-consuming nature of accounting for grants, dealing with Concur, figuring student wages and taxes, worrying about credit cards clearing. It was suggested that these tasks should be part of the university’s overhead for the grants. More than one faculty member complained about a time lag between the beginning date of the grant and their reception of grant funds; grant-funded work has been delayed for months because the university did not release the funds to the grant recipient in a timely manner. Full professors remembered incidents of matches on grants being fouled up. Both full professors and associate professors had had to have long meetings on subjects that were completely irrelevant to the grant, because the university was not prepared to deal with federal regulations about handicapped accessibility and bird flu.
Getting the university to cover the tasks for which it is being paid overhead expenses has also proved to be a problem; concern was expressed that the university was seeing grants as a means of getting more income rather than as a means of supporting research and scholarship.

The full professors said that their experiences in the university’s grant administration were actually a disincentive to apply. One full professor said that he simply quit applying for grants through the university and began to apply through local agencies because the grants administration process at NMU was such a burden and the university’s overhead costs were so high. The assistant professors were also concerned about NMU’s management of grant money, but they also were concerned the ratio between the time needed to write a successful grant the amount of money that it would actually provide to support their research.

The faculty were aware that attention is being paid to the problem of grants administration support—that there is a manager for grants and that a new person has been hired. The full professors suggested that graduate students could be hired to take some of the management problems, which would be a useful skill for them to have for their own careers. The consensus was that the grants administration process here is poor, but improving.
Student research
Faculty were asked about their work with students in their research and the barriers to their working with undergraduates on scholarship. Concerns were expressed by the full professors and associate professors about the lack of support for graduate students, which also results in a lack of support for faculty research. Cutting graduate programs has resulted in professors teaching graduate courses as overload assignments for students finishing these programs. Both groups suggested increasing the number of graduate student stipends. 

Doing research without graduate assistants is difficult, and, although Freshman Fellows can be used for some work, they are not as prepared to help as graduate students, and often get treated as dogs bodies, doing the scut work. Using undergraduates to assist can be good, said the full professors, as they are grateful for the opportunity, but not all of them turn out be as helpful as one could hope. Those who are good benefit greatly, not only in terms of improved prospects for graduate study, but for improved employment prospects. Knowing how these processes work can be very useful on the job.
All three faculty groups and the department heads group said that it was important to them that their students be aware of their research and understand the importance of their scholarship. The necessity of being role models for their students in this area was one of the motives for doing scholarship. One full professor said that students would see him working on his research on nights and weekends and has had students come back from graduate school to tell him that his discipline helped prepare them for the work they are doing now. All four groups emphasized the importance of letting students know that they are not only here to teach, but to do scholarship, and to let their students know what that scholarship is.

All three faculty groups believed that working with undergraduates on scholarly projects was one of primary ways to get undergraduates to understand how scholarship works. The full professors saw that there is more emphasis on working with undergraduate students on scholarship. Both the associate and assistant professors were convinced that undergraduate students will be unable to “get” research unless they have the opportunity to do it with a faculty mentor.
However, there are serious impediments to the faculty’s ability to mentor undergraduates. One full professor said that a lot would depend on the need to get the research done in a timely manner, since undergraduates need to be able to make mistakes in order to learn from them; working with undergraduates will slow the process of a scholarly project. If getting publications done in time for tenure or promotion is a consideration, working with undergraduates could be problematic. The associate and full professors said that finding the time to do scholarship with undergraduates is very difficult, in part because of their teaching load. Science faculty who have to spend more time in labs because of the lack of graduate students will have a great deal less time that could be spent with students. 
Student schedules are also an impediment to undergraduate involvement with research. Many classes have only one section and meshing the student’s schedule with the faculty’s schedule is difficult. Students might also be less motivated to find the time to do research when they are not paid for their efforts. The assistant professors praised the Freshman Fellows program, which, of course, is limited to freshmen.

The associate professors suggested that grant money could be used to hire postdoctoral fellows to teach lab sections, thus creating time for professors to work with undergraduates. Writing student scholarships into grants might also do a great deal for undergraduates on this campus.

Some of the full professors admitted that they were not as creative as they should be in including undergraduate students in their research, but all agreed that they should make clear in their classes where ideas come from and make a conscious effort to share their research experiences and their excitement about them with others. One professor questioned whether students would be doing research or scholarship, and thought that it was important to define the terms.

The full professors agreed that scholarship should be emphasized, not only because it will give students valuable skills, but because it will make them better citizens, understanding the statistics that are presented to them by politicians and media, and understanding why they are voting as they do.

Others point out that many of the students are perhaps here for reasons other than intellectual inquiry; our admissions are not highly selective, and we need to do more to attract students who will be interested in doing research. Large class sizes, especially when many of the students see no reason to be taking a course outside the major, don’t understand why they should be expected to complete assignments, and argue about whether or not they should have to learn course content take time and energy. Of greater concern in building a scholarly climate is the lack of support for those instructors who try to maintain high standards and the lack of support for disciplines from other faculty. One full professor found the fact that there was no debate in Academic Senate about the descriptions of what particular grades mean to be indicative of a lack of interest in academic standards.
The faculty and department head consensus was that most undergraduates do not understand a research culture or the value of scholarship and don’t realize that the faculty do more than teach. Students who had worked with them on research projects showed an understanding of these things. The faculty also added that it is difficult to make students aware of scholarship when scholarship is not occurring across the curriculum. In this environment, it is easy to treat students as box checkers rather than learners. A concern mentioned by the assistant professors and full professors was the lack of selectivity in the admissions process, which results in a student body with a wide range of abilities.

The full professors also expressed concern that much of the pressure to reduce standards comes from other faculty and administrators, not from the students. The inconsistency shown by faculty reducing requirements for some majors and putting pressure on faculty who have high expectations hardly models a scholarly environment for students.

Culture
The culture of NMU is not particularly conducive to scholarship. All the faculty groups and the department heads group expressed concern about the atmosphere in which they were expected to do scholarship. Several problems were mentioned, including the lack of appreciation for research and the perceived isolation of people who were pursuing scholarship.

While the full professors said that they didn’t feel dissuaded from doing their scholarship, they didn’t feel that they were supported for it, either. They commented on a lack of appreciation for their scholarly efforts, and, while some appreciated the independence that a lack of support could give one, others would prefer some support or at least encouragement. They expressed concern about people trying to work in new disciplines or trying to advance their research areas, however.
The full professors agreed that their own motivations were essentially intrinsic, and that it was necessary to be independent of the motivation of acknowledgement and recognition. Although they claimed that meeting their own expectations was most important, they found that seeing others getting praised when you are doing a great deal of work is a disincentive to continue. It was suggested that people who do better are actually treated worse, and that if one head is higher than the others, we cut it off. 
One concern of the full professors was the fact that so many incentives are negative and focus on punishing people for not producing rather than rewarding them. People do need to be allowed to try and fail without a huge penalty.

The associate professors, on the other hand, felt that they had received mixed messages from the administration, and one associate professor suggested that the administration’s past opposition to research made him feel punished for doing it. It was suggested that part of the problem with the administration attempting to promote research now was that the deans were not scholars and therefore don’t understand the best ways to promote scholarship. The associate professors felt that the rewards for faculty research were nominal. Cindy Prosen’s office was mentioned for being somewhat helpful, but still the overall support for scholarship is perceived to be lacking.

The assistant professors said that there was little support for research, and characterized any support as being more talk than action. They were concerned that the university was thinking of research as something that would be good because it would bring in money, and they believed that the administration should be conscious of and supportive of research in all areas, not just those in particular areas of interest with high numbers of majors. They believe that research is an added value, no matter what field it is in or whether it is directly applicable to a particular field of study. They were concerned about how difficult it is to conduct research here because there is no supportive infrastructure. They felt that they needed support in terms of leadership, but the change seems to be expected of new faculty.

 Part of the problem is the false dichotomy that the faculty groups believe has been set up between research and teaching. According to the full professors, a previous university president believed that research was bad for teaching. Some claimed that the university had chosen to emphasize teaching over research in order to get more money from the state. 

The full professors could remember the history of the emphasis on teaching over research. One president thought that research was damaging to teaching, and the emphasis (and the time commitment) shifted to teaching as opposed to research. The associate professors perceived this change, and some are in programs that used to have graduate programs and thus graduate students who could assist with research. The associate professors felt that they were at an institution whose emphasis is shifting from teaching to research, but the result is more pressure to produce without an increase in resources to assist them. They had encountered the mindset that said that doing research meant that they were neglecting their students, and were distressed because they believe that their research and teaching (and student learning) are closely related and mutually supportive of each other. The assistant professors said that the culture of NMU values teaching over research, and one of them had heard that the increase in teaching load and the emphasis on teaching had been developed in order to get more money from the state budget. 
The NMU faculty community is not supportive of research, either. The full professors expressed concern that so many new professors had no interest in research and scholarship, and thought that, hard though it is to judge scholarly potential from interviews, the background and track record of candidates must be considered. They also decried the number of full professors who claimed that they had no time to do scholarship, claiming that these people were serving as models for newer faculty, and that perhaps that was why so many newer faculty were not as productive as scholars as one could hope.
The assistant professors expressed concern that there were too few models of scholarly productivity among the senior faculty, and expressed dismay at the absence of mentoring in this area by the tenured faculty. They said that they had no sense of an intellectual cohort, and faulted faculty orientation for not covering scholarship and not giving them any sense of that cohort.
The associate professors were also concerned about the impact of those faculty who were less productive scholars, pointing out that, if Northern faculty were not well-published in the best journals, it could hurt the chances of other faculty to get grants. It was suggested that NMU try to hire established scholars at a higher rank. Concern was expressed that those assistant professors who cared about research and scholarship would not stay at NMU.

The associate professors were concerned that, although the deans encourage faculty to do scholarship and research, the deans themselves are not necessarily strong scholars and don’t really understand how to help those who desire to be strong scholars. One person even went so far as to suggest that the deans should all be replaced with deans more experienced in research and more understanding of the needs of researchers.  One concern about the deans was that different fields require different things in order to do research successfully; for example, if a faculty member is trying to run a laboratory process, the needs for time and support would be rather different from those of a humanities scholar or a social scientist who is conducting survey research.

The department heads also expressed concern that deans were hired who did not have strong scholarly backgrounds, and they are not likely to do much to promote scholarship more than it has been. 

Both the full professors and associate professors raised the question of the practicality of doing research with a heavy teaching and service load and still having time for a personal life. The full professors admitted that they were able to do the research they had done because they were single or had supportive spouses. The associate professors were more assertive in stating their right to time to devote to outside interests and their families.

All three groups expressed concern about the sense of isolation that they felt from other faculty conducting research or doing other forms of scholarship. The full professors pointed out that it is difficult for research to thrive in a vacuum, and the experiences of the other faculty groups seemed to bear this out. The assistant professors felt especially isolated, pointing out that there wasn’t even another university close by whose faculty they could work with or interact with. They also expressed a need to be assessed and reassured by higher-ranking faculty in terms of their research. The department heads agreed that there needed to be cross-disciplinary interactions among faculty to promote a culture of research.
All three faculty groups thought that it would be necessary to have some kind of regular event that would allow people to gather to discuss scholarly ideas. All three faculty groups pointed out that attendance at presentations by internal or external speakers were not well-attended, and seldom attracted audiences outside the speaker’s own discipline. One associate professor said that scientists did attend the social science presentations, but that the social scientists did not attend the scientists’ presentations. 

When asked if they thought that having a themed lecture series with speakers from a variety of disciplines would be a good idea, all three faculty groups liked the idea, but expressed concern about how poorly-attended current events were. The full professors in particular were concerned about scheduling, since Fridays are the days with the fewest classes scheduled, but are also the days when the fewest people are on campus. Even brown bags and colloquia tend to be scheduled over one another or at times when people are unable to go. The assistant professors admitted that they didn’t feel that they had the time to attend presentations that were outside their fields. 
In the full professor group, one person mentioned that Hope College has a regular lecture series scheduled in the middle of the day in the middle of the week. This time is always reserved for this lecture; no classes are scheduled during this period, even though students may not be required to attend. This idea had great appeal; one person suggested that an hour be reserved some time between 10 and 2 on a weekday other than Friday, since both students and faculty would already be on campus, unlike Fridays or evenings, when a person might have to come in when they otherwise would not. One person pointed out that trying this kind of scheduling would greatly inconvenience the sciences, because of their labs. They agreed that such scheduling would take a serious commitment from the campus, and would probably result in more classes being scheduled on Fridays. The assistant professors agreed that scheduling such a series would be problematic as things are now.
The assistant professors liked the idea of a theme-based lecture series, provided that it was scheduled at a time that would make it convenient to attend. They expressed concern that there was no budget to support seminars where faculty could present their new research.

Both the associate and assistant professors mentioned Sigma Xi, a scientific research society on campus. The associate professors thought that perhaps this group could begin by inviting non-scientists to the Peter White Luncheon speaker.  The assistant professors thought that this group could provide solutions to some of the problems on campus, but their charge is limited.

All three groups were concerned that there aren’t many opportunities for faculty to get together and share their research and scholarship across disciplines. The associate professors in particular emphasized the need for such meetings to be a social opportunity, where faculty could get together, share their scholarship and then have a reception (with alcohol but no administrators) afterward. They suggested a Friday afternoon for such an event.
All three faculty groups agreed that scholarly presentations could present opportunities to bring faculty together as scholars and prevent the feeling of being isolated by their scholarship. It is important that faculty recognize that they are a part of a community of scholars.
Union/Contract/Bylaws

One concern that all faculty had was ways that people are or are not rewarded or encouraged to do scholarship and research. Concerns about the unsupportive culture for scholarship led to discussions as to why the culture is the way it is.

While the assistant and associate professors accepted the definition of scholarship given at the beginning of the group discussion, the full professors spent some time debating what exactly should count as scholarship, as did the department heads. Some full professors believe that scholarship requires a product, that some people have misinterpreted Boyer by saying that the scholarship of teaching has only the teaching as a product. Boyer actually says that there should be a product, something tangible that assesses the teaching scholarship. Scholarship of teaching requires the gathering of data and examination of the effect on student learning. Other full professors disagreed, saying that being a scholar does not necessarily result in a product. Some service can be considered scholarly. They were also quick to point out that not all products are publications, that presentations are also scholarly products. The assistant professors also expressed concern about a definition of scholarship that didn’t include some kind of product. The assistant professors were also concerned about research being something that is merely cited, rather than what practitioners in the field actually do. 
The full professors and department heads also said that there is a certain amount of disagreement across campus about what should be included under the categories of service, research, scholarship, and teaching, especially with the umbrella term “professional development.” The distinctions don’t seem real. Some service activities are actually important to professional development, yet, as one full professor explained, it is difficult to explain how such service activities have informed teaching. One person suggested that many activities that are classified as scholarship should really fall under the heading of professional service; chairing a conference and writing book reviews were given as examples. Only disciplined inquiry should be counted as research.

The real problem is people trying to use the Master Agreement to do the bare minimum required to achieve tenure and promotion. Such “contract accounting” frustrates the best scholars and rewards the mediocre.
Part of the problem is the wide range of standards for professional development shown in the departmental bylaws. Under the current system, the departmental bylaws are the standard that faculty are judged by in the FRC, and, if a faculty member has met the minimum standards in the departmental bylaws, the decision will be a positive one, even if that department’s bylaws are not very stringent. The full professors expressed concern about the impact that such a system might have on new faculty; the assistant professors said that the contract and bylaws needed clarification and that they needed more structure. They find it confusing that something considered valid in one department is not considered valid in another, and vice versa.

The assistant professors also said that the annual evaluation process is too lengthy and time-consuming; they would prefer to spend this time producing scholarly work, since a new scholar has only a limited time to become established.

The full professors were also concerned that some faculty were working to make their department’s bylaws even less demanding, asking that requirements for publication be removed. 
All three faculty groups as well as the department heads questioned the union’s support for scholarship on campus. The full professors were most vocal in this statement, although some department heads rivaled them, suggesting that the union (in the case of the faculty in this group, the AAUP) might be allowing people to get away with minimum work levels. In fact, the group stated that in our case, the union has become a hurdle to scholarship. One full professor questioned even including service as one of the three categories, since faculty are supposed to perform service, and evaluate faculty on the areas of teaching and professional development. Another full professor pointed out that, at one time, there was merit pay available, but the union got rid of it, because of the perceived inequity. The full professors agreed that the union leadership must support scholarship on campus, and that the union is responsible for what this university is like, and it is necessary that they spend effort on improving scholarly atmosphere on campus. The full professors added that there were places whose strong unions worked to promote strong scholarship. The assistant professors suggested that we look to other institutions to see how they were supporting increased emphasis on scholarship.
The full professors also remembered a proposal for two types of faculty, teaching and research. The teaching faculty would have a heavier course load than the research faculty, but would not have a requirement to do research. Although this proposal never came to anything, some of the full professors had not given up hope for it, although, even if it were implemented, the transition time would be difficult.

The full professors added that the union has to be on board for any big changes.  If the faculty want to increase scholarship, the contract will have to be adjusted. 

The assistant professors, not unreasonably, considering their non-tenured status, expressed concern that expectations of non-tenured faculty coming up for tenure should be consistent with the expectations that they were hired under. 
