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English Department Documents Regarding Lecturers (2005-2006)
1.  Program Review Comments from External Reviewers (March 30, 2005)
Excerpts from the External Review Report (pp. 3-4), Santa Clara University English Department,  written by Alexandra Halasz, Dartmouth College, and Christopher Thaiss, George Mason University
Labor Practices

The department currently has 23 permanent faculty, 16 in tenure lines and 7 having other permanent appointments (senior lecturers).  Additionally, the department employs approximately the same number of non-permanent faculty (lecturers) on a triennial, annual, or quarterly basis.    At various points in the past, it was possible to move from a non-permanent position to a permanent one and from a senior lecturer position to a tenure-line position, but the opportunity was ad hoc, and never codified or predictable.  Currently, the lines between employment categories are informally understood to mark nearly impassable boundaries.  Labor practices in the department are implicated simultaneously in the historical and current employment categories and in the challenges of departmental self-definition noted above.

In recent years, the department has conducted regional and national searches for its lecturers (one-year and three-year contracts).  The contracts are non-renewable in principle and faculty who wish to continue (and whom the department might wish to have continue) must apply again for their jobs when the term of their contract ends.  As one lecturer put it, “I’m always an applicant, never a member.”   At the same time, lecturers make substantial contributions to the work of the department (advising students, developing courses, providing liaison to other departments around writing courses).  The combination of insecure long-term employment and heavy teaching and departmental workloads strains collegiality, negatively affects morale, and, in general, distracts faculty from a clear focus on the curricular work of the writing courses.

For tenure-line faculty, the combination of a heavy teaching load and the wide array of courses offered by the department produces teaching schedules that often, if not regularly, require six preparations a year. Tenure-line faculty and senior lecturers (currently less than 50% of the department’s total faculty) also do the considerable work of staffing departmental and university committees. In these circumstances, research time is seriously compromised.   Prior to tenure review, faculty receive one quarter of course relief for research purposes.  There is no similar provision for associate or full professors, nor are there many opportunities to apply for open-topic research grants or leave time.    These constraints and concerns are exacerbated by a lack of clarity at the institutional level about the specific components of the “teacher-scholar” model used to make tenure and promotion decisions.

The university and the department support the professional and scholarly development of all faculty by providing some funding for travel to conferences.   For some ranks, the funding is inadequate to fully support even regional travel; for others, restrictions on disbursement inhibit certain forms of travel.   Professional and scholarly development is construed narrowly, disallowing support for travel to conferences unless a paper is presented.

2.  Memo from Department Chair Phyllis Brown to Vice Provost for Academic Affairs Don Dodson (June 1, 2005).  Names of English Department faculty have been removed from the original memo.
Dear Don,

I write to ask your support and advice.  As you know, Alexandra Halasz and Christopher Thaiss, external reviewers for the English Department, identified two major areas of concern in their report: departmental self-definition and labor practices.  As I conclude hiring of Academic Year Lecturers (AYLs) for next year, I am particularly eager to act on their recommendations for change in labor practices.

The English Department’s full year plan for 2005-06 includes a section target of 237 courses, with 98 sections to be taught by tenure-line faculty and senior lecturers and 127 sections to be taught by AYLs.  Six AYLs hired in the past with terms of three years will teach 38 of those sections.  The department is concluding a search this week to hire up to six AYLs with terms renewable up to three years.  In the following weeks we will hire additional AYLs with one-year nonrenewable terms to staff the remaining 50 or so sections.  (Then we move to hiring the 13-19 Quarterly Part Time (QPT) faculty to round out our staff for 2005-06.)  

The English Department expends enormous amounts of time and energy to make these hires as successful as possible.  While I cannot report on results from the searches nearing completion, I anticipate the results will be similar to last year’s results.

During spring 2004, the English Department conducted two searches, one national and the other regional, which resulted in our hiring three AYLs in positions with three-year terms and 8 AYLs in positions with one-year terms.  All but one of those hired had previously held positions in our department.
Rather than continuing hiring practices that require elaborate searches that result, for the most part, in hiring internal applicants, I suggest the following procedures:

Change procedures for AYL hires throughout the university, offering departments the choice of retaining term limits or replacing current term limits with renewable contracts.  In either case, each AYL would be evaluated yearly. Department chairs who opted for renewable terms would recommend one of the following for each AYL:

Renew appointment

Probation for one year while problems with performance are monitored

Do not renew appointment

Departments with heavy reliance on contingent faculty would benefit in several ways.  

· Time currently devoted to hiring could be allocated to faculty development and evaluation of AYLs.

· Morale would be much improved.  The external reviewers quote one lecturer, who says, “I’m always an applicant, never a member.”

· More AYLs would be available for service commitments such as academic advising, program review, and curriculum development.  

· Fewer first-year students would be taught by contingent faculty.

As the external reviewers point out, “The combination of insecure long-term employment and heavy teaching and departmental workloads strains collegiality, negatively affects morale, and, in general, distracts faculty from a clear focus on the curricular work of the writing courses.”

The Faculty Handbook specifies, “Except for Senior Lecturers, Other Faculty are appointed for a fixed term of not more than three years.”  Andrea Lunsford, Director of the Program in Writing and Rhetoric” at Stanford University, describes their policy as follows:

I can offer lecturer positions for terms of from one to five years, and these are infinitely renewable based on performance and programmatic need.  I am just in the middle of that process right now of considering nine lecturers for reappointment.  I think this is a wide and good policy; it allows me to build a strong core of more or less permanent lecturers but it does not box us in if for some reason the program disappears.  (email 3/29/05)
A lecturer who recently resigned his position at SCU to accept an offer to teach at Stanford included the following statement in his resignation letter:

Stanford has made a substantial commitment to its writing program, the Program in Writing and Rhetoric, including building a writing center and hiring a pool of faculty who have substantial input into how the program is run.  Most importantly, the Program in Writing and Rhetoric has taken important steps to develop the Lecturer position into a career position by re-appointing 3-year lecturers rather than subjecting them to a national search at the end of their contract.  As the faculty guide for the program states, "All distinguished writing programs share at least one major characteristic: they develop, sometimes slowly but also surely, from an aggregate of disparate instructors and courses into a robust community of scholars and teachers."  The current hiring practices at SCU seem to me to be an impediment to fostering the kind of institutional loyalty that is crucial to such a community.  

I look forward to working with you to find the best strategies for transforming our labor practices.

Phyllis Brown
3.  Proposal for Renewable Term Lecturers from the Department of English to Atom Yee, Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences (April 7, 2006 revised)

English Department Proposal:





Contracts for all AYLs, whether in multi-year or one-year terms, should be renewable. The goal should be to have 12 AYLs (or whatever number is the current persistent programmatic need) on multi-year renewable contracts and a few AYLs on one-year renewable contracts according to short-term need.  As necessary, AYLs with one-year renewable contracts can be recommended for multi-year terms. 
In accord with national best practices (CCC, AAUP), the MA is the most appropriate minimum degree for full-time lecturer positions in the English Department.

These 12 AYL positions, and the 5 new AYL positions, will be filled from within the English Department’s internal pool of exceptional instructors.

As renewable faculty, AYLs will teach a 5-7-course load with salary commensurate to that of other permanent faculty.

The most appropriate courses taught by AYLs will be determined by the department.

The English Department should determine whether future hiring needs are best met by promoting quarterly part-time faculty whose expertise and performance match programmatic need or through a new search, regional or national.  In either instance, the AYL contract should be renewable, whether for a one-year or multi-year term.

During the last year of each AYL’s term, the English Department will evaluate the overall performance of each AYL and recommend whether a new term of one to five years should be offered to the AYL.  The AYLs will not be in competition with each other for these new terms; rather, they will be evaluated on their own merits in light of programmatic need.  The criteria for renewability and the departmental evaluation process will be determined and published by the department.
Rationale:

--  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Job security makes possible the continual growth, development, and improvement of the university’s writing program, of the English Department, and of individual faculty members at all ranks, resulting in a better working and learning environment for faculty and students alike.  Job insecurity works against these important goals, and moreover results in program incoherence, departmental chaos, and damaging personal stress.

--Renewable terms do not include any guarantee of a recommendation that the contract be renewed the following year; programmatic need and excellent performance must be prerequisites for a recommendation that a position/contract be offered in subsequent years.

--This policy eliminates the incessant searching and hiring that has consistently resulted in new contracts for the same excellent faculty who have served the English Department well, sometimes for 10 or more years.  Since 2003, every AYL who has applied for a new position has been rehired as a result of a national or regional search.  Surely this fact speaks volumes about their qualifications for renewable terms.

--This policy allows the time and energy spent on hiring to be transferred to program- and faculty-development initiatives.

--This policy responds to the reality that it is far more difficult to end terms in the context of hiring practices that have been characterized by significant change and inconsistent implementation than after fair and equitable policy has been implemented.  After renewability is the norm, the very fairness of the policy will support hard decisions about not renewing contracts for individual teachers should the need arise.

--This policy creates better opportunities for the English Department to adhere to the following AAUP recommendations:

Recommendations on Faculty Work

The work of faculty comprises an integrated whole; segmenting that work threatens the quality of higher education, undermines the reliability and effectiveness of academic decision making, undercuts the necessary protections of academic freedom, and imposes an unacceptable cost on student learning. The increased reliance of the academy on faculty whose academic freedom is not protected diminishes the professional autonomy and the intellectual independence of all faculty-essential elements of the mission of higher education. Knowing from long experience that academic freedom thrives in a relationship of commitment and responsibility between faculty and their institutions, the Association makes the following recommendations. 

Faculty Work as an Integrated Whole

Faculty appointments, part- or full-time, should be structured to involve, at least to some extent, the full range of faculty responsibilities, including teaching activities both in and outside the classroom, scholarly pursuits such as contributions to an academic discipline or maintenance of professional currency, and service that ensures that academic decisions are well informed by the experience and expertise of all faculty and that the wider community shares in the benefits of the knowledge fostered by the university community.

Peer Review

Collegial support of academic freedom for the profession requires conscientious and thorough reviews of the work of all faculty members, including contingent faculty. Reviews should be conducted by faculty peers and should be structured to permit faculty members to demonstrate their competence and accomplishments in their respective fields. The records of reviews should validate faculty members' effectiveness in their positions. Appointment, review, and reappointment processes should incorporate accepted practices of academic due process, and should give careful attention to the quality of education that the faculty member contributes to the institution.

http://www.aaup.org/statements/SpchState/Statements/contingent.htm 
