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After talking with various people on campus  what follows is my understanding of the way the lecturer system at SCU has developed over the past twenty years or so. The English Department has played a central role in the various metamorphoses of the lecturer system and I have spoken with a number of  people intimately involved  at different  points in the process.   However, it appears that each department has its own particular history and it would be misleading at the very least to generalize from one department to another.  What I recount below comes from  a number of verbal and written sources.  Please feel free to offer corrections or additions to this summary.

1.  Prior to the mid-1970's the policy at SCU was to hire lecturers for different lengths of time to meet the changing needs of departments. It is not clear whether there was a conscious effort at that time to limit the length of service for full-time lecturers at SCU in order to fall within the AAUP guidelines and thus to prevent de facto tenure.

2.  In the 1970's when Frank Duggan was chair of the English department he recognized the importance of hiring composition instructors, specialists in writing who were also committed to excellence in teaching.  At that point in time few universities were preparing doctoral candidates to teach composition, and many of the English faculty were either uninterested or unprepared to teach comp.  Therefore the department hired well-qualified and dedicated instructors to teach the ever growing demand for comp classes. 

Under the old AAUP guidelines, however, the English Department was faced with the possibility of being forced to let people they highly valued  go after three years.  Somewhere around 1975 Frank petitioned Paul Locatelli, then the AVP, to approve three slots for permanent lecturers within the department.  These three individuals would receive one year contracts that were indefinitely renewable and which stated explicitly that the contract did not lead to tenure.  Frank's proposal was made to respond to a specific situation in a specific department and was meant to be restricted to these three individuals only.

3.  Barbara Murray reports that during this same time frame the Theatre Arts department faced a similar issue with regard to technical people whose contribution to the academic life of the university was significant but whose professional life did not fit neatly into the 40/40/20 rubric for tenure. In effect they did not publish and therefore the Rank and Tenure committees found themselves unable to confidently evaluate their contributions to the field.  For example a Costume Designer was denied tenure in 1972-73 and appealed the decision charging sexual discrimination.  In the course of discussions surrounding her case a decision was made that all design positions, and I assume other technical positions,  would be lectureships with indefinitely renewable one year contracts.  That decision was made on the basis that the positions were similar to staff positions except that these people taught a full load of classes.  Al Gibson is one such lecturer who has taught at SCU for 28 years.  In other words the lecturer position in the Theatre Department grew out of a situation to attract and hold technical people whose professional life did not easily fit into the tenure standards at the time. 

4.  The proposal to create permanent lecturers went to an Academic Personnel Committee which approved the request to modify the AAUP guidelines for SCU.  However,  once the policy had been established to have "permanent" lecturers, other departments particularly Math, Religious Studies, Modern Languages, Theatre, and History which depended upon lecturers to teach a number of classes also began to offer one year contracts that were indefinitely renewable to instructors they valued.  

At this point in time the normal teaching load for tenured faculty was 7 courses as was the teaching load for full-time lecturers.  Many (perhaps the majority) of the permanent lecturers  hired in the 70's and 80's were women.

In the English Department there was a conscientious effort to relieve the comp lecturers of the burden of their heavy teaching load by offering them the opportunity to teach one or more lit classes. Once that occurred it became more and more difficult to distinguish between lecturers and tenure-track faculty in the English Department, particularly since a number of the lecturers had PhDs and were active in their profession. This phenomenon of hiring highly qualified professionals as permanent lecturers and not in tenure track positions was becoming true across the campus.  Many thought it created a two-tiered system to which a growing number of lecturers objected on a number of grounds.  Not only was there a significant pay discrepancy in salary between continuing lecturers and tenure-track faculty, a conspicuous percentage of the  permanent lecturers were women.

5.  At some point in the late 1980's when Charlie Beirne, was AVP and Timothy O'Keefe was Acting Dean, the administration decided to offer full-time lecturers who fulfilled certain criteria, such as a terminal degree (PhD) and the support of their department,  the opportunity to convert their positions (the term is unfortunately called "roll over") to tenure track positions.  This gave those lecturers who wanted to take the chance of going through the tenure process the opportunity to become assistant professors.  Those lecturers who did not want to "roll over" would continue as Senior Lecturers and in effect have de facto tenure.  At that time they received a significant salary increase which placed them on a more level plane with assistant professors. 

At that time the university's commitment to fostering the teacher-scholar model resulted in giving departments the option of decreasing the teaching load for tenure-track and tenured faculty from 7 to 6. The rationale for this course reduction was based on the premise that since tenure track faculty are evaluated 40/40/20 the research release was appropriate to their responsibilities.  In some departments, however,  there are Assistant and Associate Professors who choose to teach 7 or more courses.

 Senior Lecturers, whose evaluations are weighted more toward teaching (70 or 80% with only 10% research and/or 10-20% service), have been told that their teaching load is 7 courses since the university has no research or service expectations for these faculty members.  

Some Senior Lecturers in English who teach ALL writing courses have been limited to 6 courses because of the heavy writing pedagogy, but this course load is still under examination. Others teach a combination of comp and lit courses and have a 7 course load.

The university also has traditionally employed part-time lecturers who teach one to six courses on either yearly or quarterly contracts (Quarterly Part-Time.)  Since there are no research or service expectations, all part-time faculty are paid on a per course basis.  The part time rate will differ from college to college. There are some Academic Year Part-Time lecturers (AYPTs)  who have a  teaching load of 5 or 6 courses.(Because their teaching load is more than 1/2 time, they are eligible for a restricted benefits package and receive an annual contract.)    

6.  This brings us to 1994/95 when the College of Arts & Sciences developed a number of  proposals to reduce reliance on part-timers.  At that time only 65% of University-wide undergraduate instruction in 1996 was handled by full-time faculty.  Clearly this situation was out of sync with the University Strategic Plan's emphasis on commitment to excellence in student learning, particularly in the CORE curriculum and to nurturing a "vital intellectual community whose members collaborate as partners in learning." As far as I can determine two changes occurred simultaneously and possibly independently of one another.

1) The University's desire to decreased over-reliance on part-time faculty and to promote a vital intellectual community whose members collaborate as partners in learning by instituting of "term lectureships."   Under this plan, instituted in 1996/97 12 new full time "term" lectureships  were instituted, each carrying an 8 course teaching load.  These lectureships cover 96 of the 300+ quarterly part-time sections which were projected for the College of Arts & Sciences in 96/97.  The targeted departments were selected on the basis of a number of criteria.  (See excerpts taken from  a April 17, 1996 memo from Philip Boo Riley to Bob Warren, Vice President, Finance and Steve Privett, S.J., Vice President, Academic Affairs.  I would be pleased to supply a complete copy of this memo to anyone who asks for it.) The proposal recommended the following appointments:  Chemistry 1, English 3, History 1, Math 1, Modern Lang. 2, Philosophy 2, Rel. Studies 2.  When the proposal was adopted it was done so with the proviso that it be assessed after a two year trial.  That is what Jim Reites and the Academic Affairs Committee is in the process of doing currently. According to the proposal these "term lecturers" are referred to as "full-time" faculty.

2) In addition in 1996/97  Sr. Lecturers were given the opportunity to teach 7, 8, 9 courses on a sliding scale. A certain number of Sr. Lecturers (I'm not certain of the exact number) have taken advantage of this opportunity to earn more money. There may be a paper trail on this plan but I am not privy to it at this time.  To my understanding this apparently unilateral policy did not go through a similar review process as did the new "Term Lecturer" proposal.  I do not have the figures to indicate how the increase in sections taught by Sr. Lecturers affects the way in which Arts & Sciences calculates the decrease in the number of courses taught by QPTs.  To my knowledge there has been no proviso for assessing this additional attempt to reduce the number of courses taught by QPTs.

From this incomplete investigation it appears to me that there are a number of issues that ought to be of major concern to faculty not only the College of Arts and Sciences but in the SCU community.  It is instructive to examine the wording of the proposal to see what its stated goals were:

"The results of adopting this plan would include the following:

* The addition of what Steve [Privett] outlines as "scholarly teachers" would result in immediate improved  teaching and learning at the heart of SCU's undergraduate enterprise, the University Core Curriculum. Targeted departments would be those most reliant on quarterly  part-time instruction in the college  (their 96-97 current projections total 208 QPT sections, 67% of the College's 96-97 current QPT projections.)

*Base budget funding for this instruction would provide departments the necessary stability and long-term commitment to make progress on key initiatives related to student learning (curriculum, technology, advising).  It is important, too, to see this as putting the institution's support for scholarship - primarily in the form of the 6/7 teaching load for active tenure track and tenured faculty and sabbatical leaves - in the base budget.

*Full-time faculty in these departments would be able to expend energies and time on strategic initiatives related to their work as teacher scholars rather than the near-Sysiphian task of administering quarterly part-time instruction to secure the best possible learning environment for our students in the Core.

*This dedication of full-time base funding to the departments across the College both underscores the need to address and provides the resources to begin achieving the targets mandated in Steve's memo.

*This model represents a cost-effective way to transform quarterly part-time instruction to full-time instruction.  The 8 sections the College would have staffed with multiple quarterly part-time faculty at $3,300 per section for a total cost of $26,400 (plus 10% benefits) will now be staffed by one full-time faculty member at $4,500 per section for a total of $36,000 (plus 26% benefits).  This represents a significant gain in quality for a relatively modest investment."

Note:  The cost of covering the 300 quarterly part-time faculty with full-time tenure track appointments (at an estimated $55,000 per appointment) was projected at $2.5 million.

Conclusion:
1.   Our assessment of the lecturer system of SCU cannot be limited to the new "Term Lecturers" although it is important to address the most recent attempt to replace quarterly part-time instruction with "full-time" instructors instead of creating tenure track positions. The assessment must also address the new optional 7-8-9 course load for Sr. Lecturers.  

2.  On a broader perspective, we need to assess how effective the current lecturer system at SCU is in dealing with the twin problems of not only covering an annually recurring number of approximately 400 courses which traditionally have been taught by AYPTs and QPTs but also in fulfilling the University's commitment to creating a "vital intellectual community whose members collaborate as partners in learning." How does the current system reflect the University's stated commitment to fostering excellence in teaching and learning which is at the heart of SCU's University Core Curriculum? 

3.  Do either the "Term Lecturers" or the "7-8-9 Lecturers" provide "scholarly teachers" whose presence results in improved teaching and learning as the proposal suggests?

4.  Are the "Term Lecturers" and "7-8-9 Lecturers" the reappearance of the two-tier system of the 1980s in a new guise?
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