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AFT Higher Ed Issues Conference,
March 25-28, San Jose: Stronger
Together 1 by C.Donald Weinberg

Sue Ellen Liebman, PT/
VL Unit, C. Donald
Weinberg, FT Unit and
Carline Rucker, CE Unit,
explain how FSFCCP is
Stronger Together

"Stronger Together" is a project sponsored by the AFT
with the goal of integrating part -time, classified and
full -time bargaining units. The Federation, shaped by
the reality of the CCP environment, has generally
moved in that direction, but last year's experimental
AFT-led seminar in strengthening bonds and collabo-
rative mechanisms proved very helpful. We came to

a better understanding of the extent to which issues

in one unit affected the others and developed ways of
further integrating our efforts. (continued on page 2)

PSRP Conference Report, April 8 -11, Lake
BuenaVistail by Stephanie Booker

In April, 2010, | was given the opportunity to attend

the AFT PSRP6s Convention i
was well organized with workshops, informative

speakers, and solidarity events. It was an exuberant

experience being able to interact with National
(continued on page 8)
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AFT Higher Ed Issues Conference: Stronger Together  (continued from
page 1)

Because the Federation was chosen and the success of the experimental seminar,

the Federation was asked by the AFT national office to give a presentation at the

AFT Higher Education Conference in San Jose. Carline Rucker, Sue Ellen Liebman

and | presented on the interactions and interrelationships among CCP's three
bargaining units as part of the AFT's efforts to promote the "Stronger Together"

process. We spoke to a packed room.

In that we seemed to be one of the few success stories involving successful bar-
gaining unit cooperation, participants wanted to know how and why that had
happened. Most of the other bargaining units saw themselves in competition. In
effect each unit was not bargaining with the administrative authority, but , in re-

ality, bargaining against the interests of the other units in order to convince the
administrative authority that it deserved a bigger share of "limited" funding. In
some cases important non  -economic issues which were relevant to one unit were
ignored or countered by the others. So, the disunity served the administrative
authority very well, and diminished the effectiveness of the various unit negotia-
tions.

We described the Federation's evolution as a reaction to the College's admini-
stration. We noted that CCP is not and never has been what it wants to be or
what it claims to be. The actuality is significantly different and not better. How-
ever, whatever is in truth happening, the administration states that it believes its
own claims and perceives that as reality. The difference between the two is made
clear in the "Faculty and Staff Engagement Survey" (still available on the college
web site) which became the basis for our presentation. No recent College docu-
ment describes the difficult environment at the college and the reasons for its be-
ing that way, so clearly and in such detail.

Most importantly, the Survey delineates the differing perceptions of the members
of the Federation's three bargaining units, where their interests coincide and
where their interests diverge. In doing so, it provides a roadmap and a reason to
work together, which is, of course, what we have
chosen to do. The roadmap became the means
for understanding the importance of "Stronger
Together . o




AFT Higher Ed Issues Conference

Promoting Participation and Inclusion of Nontenure Track Faculty in
Campus Governance i by Sue Ellen Liebman

This session included reports from researchers at the University of Southern Califor-

nia and members of the part -time faculty at the Seattle Community College District.

The key idea presented was that respect is tied to governance: the governing process
focuses on the day to day working environment of faculty and the learning environ-

ment for students. It is an on -going mechanism for change that can complement un-

ion bargaining agreements and encourage ownership in the academic community.

With so many colleges replacing retiring full -time faculty with non  -tenure track fac-
ulty, excluding the new hires from governance will eliminate faculty voices from the
governance process. Of 183 contracts studied which mentioned part -timers, just 39
provided procedures for non  -tenure track participation in governance.

CCP, therefore, seems to have done well in terms of governance, since our PT/VL fac-

ulty, as well as our Classified staff, have full votes on Rep Council and seats on the
Federati onds Exec utatpresentCieseats fort PiT/¥les and 3 for Classi-
fied out of a total of 13 seats. However, it is always fascinating to me to hear what

other groups have negotiated. At the Seattle Community Colleges, part -time leaders

receive released time for union work Tas do CG6GWRase stipends for bargaining

team work and for some committee work! As one of the representatives from Seattle

sai d, Al f we ask for equal pay for eqgdoafualwor k, v
wor k. o6 Participation in governance gets us <cl| o0se

Dancing with Your Academic Demons & Managing Disruptive Stu-
dentsii by Sue Ellen Liebman

| was very much interested in this forum, given recent instances at CCP in which fac-
ulty have felt a lack of support from some members of the Administration when they
have had problems with extremely disruptive students. The presenter, Charles

Clarke, Professor of Psychology and President of the Monroe Community College Fac-
ulty Association (NY), was very good, but he quickly avoided my question about stu-
dents who directly threaten faculty or other students by saying that he would call the
police and perhaps ask for an order of protection against the student. The situation is
far more complex here.

Dr. Clarke did, however, have other good advice. Among them is to know your Col-
| egebdbs Code o fwhichatrCE&Ris written in the Student Handbook.

Be clear about your expectations. Policies involving attendance, lateness, leaving
the room during class, speaking out of turn, and use of cell phones, for example,
should be clearly spelled out in your syllabus.

Our behavior can greatly affect student behavior. ATeaching i s more t1}
nizing and orchestrating the presentation and processing of information. It is manag-
ing the behavior of an often large number of diversely prepared and unevenly com-

mitted adults. o Open enroll ment, increasingly fu
nesses are the realities of teaching today. Referring to the faculty, not students, Dr.
Clarke says, ADevel op a proper attitude. Cont emg

ing. 0 Be clear aboutfigpgoevebtoiuomn airmnes!l ves structu
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and developing the knowledge and skill necessary to reduce the probability of dis-

ruptive behavior. o Consider placing a civilit
couraging personal commitment to the class by asking students to sign an

Aii nformed consento document, which explains th
among other requirements, assumes regular attendance.

Dr. Clarke also suggests several intervention guidelines. Is this the best time to

address the problem? Separate the person from the problem. Ask yourself what

your goals are in this situation. Dondét interwv
up. When requesting a change in behavior, expe

internalization or satisfaction from the student. If not urgent, engage trusted oth-
ers in discerning whether conduct violations have been abridged and developing a
strategy for solving the problem.

AFT Higher Ed Issues Conference

Faculty Accountability: ATopic at a Union Conference i by Karen
Schermerhorn

Faculty accountability for student learning is a perennial topic at conferences these

days, and the AFT/NEA Higher Ed Issues Conference in San Jose, on March 26 -28,
2010, was no exception. Funding sources, evaluators, accreditors, parents T all
want to know whether students have learned what they need to learn from each

course.

Thesession, iWhat Should Count? The Accountability 1
mo r r o fegan with a presentation by Travis Reindl , State Policy and Cam-

paigns Director for CommunicationWorks, LLC. He emphasized three concepts:

(1) completion; (2) competency; and (3) cash.

(1) Completion: Reindl mentioned the emphasis on degree completion in
a number of states, some states deciding on funding for an institution based on its
degree -completion rate. He noted that the Gates, Ford, and Lumina Foundations
all provide an impetus in this regard by funding programs aimed at increasing the
levels of degree completion. He suggested that faculty not hesitate to speak out if
they believe a focus on completion is leading their institution to become a diploma
mill or is leading to a lowering of the quality of the educational experience. He did
not think that faculty could simply ignore the issue of accountability, however, or
refuse to be part of the process.

(2) Competency: Reindl remarked that institutions need to define what
their graduates should know and be able to do. He added that the Gates and
Lumina Foundations had worked with the states of Minnesota, Texas, and Utah to
define common competency outcomes for students.

(3) Cash: Reindl noted that the topics, Completion and Competency, arise
in discussions of how money is spent in higher education. He stated that funding
ifiis going everywhere but the classroom, 0 and wu
this issue. He said he believed that the Federal government had abdicated its




responsibility for funding institutions of higher education (as opposed to the
funding of individual students, e.g., in Pell grants and through student loans).

The second speaker,  Arthur Hochner, President of the Temple Association of

University Professionals (TAUP, AFT #4531), emphasized the importance of

competency not compl etion. He noted that AFTO6s de
had discussed a draft AFT statement on student success and accountability the

previous day. First, he stated, there needs to
to accomplish at our institutions, and fAone si z

are different.

He then spoke of the efforts of the faculty and administrators at Temple Univer-

Ssitydos Fox School of Business to provide the ac
demanded since 2002 by their accrediting agency, the Association to Advance

Coll egi ate Schools of Business (AACSB). The AA
tion include 21 padssaranceroflLeammg t,o00piwci,t hit t he resul t
the faculty and administration in Templeds busi
tem to measure student learning in their BBA, MBA, MS, and Ph.D. programs.

Hochnerreviewed t he steps taken in the Bachelords degr
e First, one needs to decide on the objectives of the educational program. At

Temple, these include facility in critical thinking, in oral and written communica-

tion, and an understanding of the ethical, legal, and social responsibility of or-

ganizations, among others.

e Whodés in charge? The nepxwhenthe ungergiaduateploe f acul ty
gram committee sets learning goals. The faculty asks, for example, what do we

expect students to know when they receive a Bac
e Then, one needs to develop a curriculum map . At Temple, faculty and admin-

i strators asked, fAWhere (in which courses) do w
curricul um?bo The result I s a course by course
goal s. The faculty try to be sure the courses

e Students undergo diagnostic pre -tests and course -embedded assessments .
Faculty and department heads talk to students, faculty, administrators, and em-

ployers (the students need to be able to get jobs in businesses). The school does

alumni surveys , and surveys of recruiters (who recruit students for jobs).

e Department Heads are responsible for collecting data . Then the undergradu-
ate program committee, and the department heads, look at it to determine what
percentage of students achieve the level of competency the faculty are trying to

achieve. The goal is 70% satisfactory outcomes in skills and knowledge.

e Faculty also ask whether students have integrated the skills they have learned
i n their courses. For example, in the studentod
forgotten what s/he learned in the first business course?

e Department Heads take  corrective action , as necessary, for example, adding a
new course to cover a new topic. For example, the School of Business has its

own communications course in written and oral communication. Faculty revise

syllabi to cover topics that should be emphasized.




Hochner noted that both faculty and administrators are involved in this process. He
emphasized that the process focuses on whether students have achieved the compe-

tencies, not on the graduation rate which, Hochner said, can lead to grade inflation.
He concluded by stating that higher education is complex, and to impose a simple
system that looks at only one component is inadequate.

In the Q and A session, a question was raised about the additional workload for fac-
ulty required by such a process. Hochner noted that the accrediting agency, the

AACSB, requires the involvement of adjunct faculty and non -tenure -track full -time
faculty in the assessment process, as well as full -time tenure -track and tenured fac-
ulty. The adjunct and non -tenure -track full -time faculty are compensated for this
work.

The third speaker, Catherine Boudreau , Vice President, NEA National Council for

Higher Education, from Massasoit Community College (MA), spoke of the difficulty of

performing such assessments when a college administration does not provide the

faculty with  longitudinal data . She cited another difficulty: unless part -time and full -
time faculty in a department work together, and are teaching the same thing, results

will be difficult to measure. Still another problem is the lack of institutional funding

for some colleges, and for their inner -city and minority students, which makes it dif-

ficult to meet accountability standards.

Boudreau cited examples of superficial compliance with accountability measures:
Some California community colleges began awarding certificates for stu-
dents who completed three courses, and another certificate for students who
completed five courses. The increased number of certificates made it look as if

the graduation rate had increased when, in fact, the retention, drop -out, and
graduation rates had not changed.
In Florida, a college, in counting drop -out and retention rates, did not

count students with 15 or fewer credits, allowing the college to say it had met
its goals when it had not and defeating the purpose of the accountability proc-
ess.

Since the conference,  AFT has established a web site on accountability and student suc-
cess T www.whatshouldcount.org I with an initial focus on regional accreditation stan-
dards for student learning outcomes and for contingent faculty, as well as information

about accreditation teams and federal accreditation law and regulations.

Don't let debt keep you up at night.
B FINANCIALSERVICES

24-hour CREDIT COUNSELING for AFT members:
+ Financial guidance

+ Free consumer credit counseling

+ Discounted debt management help
+ Call 877/833-1745 for help anytime

The Community Advantage

‘onals— For information on all AFT + programs, call 800/238-1133, ext. 8643, or e-mail aftplus@aft.org. The
AFT has an expense reimbursement and/or endorsement arrangement for marketing this program.
For more information, contact AFT financial services at 800/238-1133, ext. 4493, e-mail disclosureinfo@
aft.org, or visit www.aftplus.org/disclosure.
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AFT Higher Ed Issues Conference: Who Are Part  -time Faculty?
A by Jennie Smith

In San Jose, | moderated a
workshop in which re-
searchers from the AFT,
NEA and the Chronicle of
Higher Education presented
their survey results on Part
-time faculty. Each group
had conducted independent
studies of this often misun-
derstood group of faculty,
and come up with star-
tlingly similar conclusions

about who part -time faculty
Jennie Smith moderating a workshop on PT Faculty Survey members were.

The National Survey of Part  -time Adjunct Faculty conducted by the Peter D. Hart

Research Associates for the AFT found that part -time faculty are primarily moti-
vated by their desire to teach, about 57%. What surprised some audience mem-

bers at the workshop was that about 50% of part -time faculty members preferred
part -time teaching, while 47% would like to have a full -time teaching job.

Among the part -time faculty who preferred part -time work, having a full  -time job
elsewhere or desiring time for family or personal matters were cited as the rea-

sons. Job satisfaction levels rose to 75% with faculty who preferred part -time
work, versus 49% satisfaction level among faculty who preferred a full -time fac-
ulty position.

Interestingly, many part -time faculty, whether they desired a full -time job or not,
agreed by 62% that full  -time opportunities were falling short of expectations.

What 57% of part -time faculty members also agreed upon is that their salaries
are falling short. Also, job security is an issue for 41% of those surveyed.

Only one in three (34%) of the part -time faculty surveyed had just one job, while
two thirds (66%) had two or more jobs. More had nonteaching jobs (38%) as

their other career, while some had another teaching job (28%) or another teach-

ing job and a nonteaching job (14%). Those who only had one class preferred to
continue working part  -time (58%), while those with multiple teaching jobs would
prefer to have a full  -time position (57%).

How do we avoid the infighting that results from survey results such as these?

Some audience members referred to part -time faculty who only teach a class as
Ahobbyists. o They al most seemed to feel that
of part -time faculty hurt the cause of the career part -time faculty. However, we

need to rally around what we have in common. We are not a homogenous group.

We need a common message that appeals to all part -time faculty. Do we want a
full -time position or not? Do we need the money or not need the money? Re-
gardless of the answer, one message should be clear to anyone with an advanced
degree: we all deserve professional pay, benefits and working conditions for our

professional work. ;



