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Faculty Senate Notes
February 9, 2021, 3:30 p.m.
Via Zoom
http://www.salisbury.edu/campusgov/facsenate/

Quorum: 18 of 18
Leonard Arvi, Anita Brown, Randy Cone (President), Christy Harper, Jose Juncosa, Kosta Kyriacopoulos, Thomas Lamey, April Logan, Deneen Long-White, Jennifer Martin (Secretary), Helen Myers, John Nieves, Ellen Schaefer-Salins, Kathleen Shannon, Ron Siers, Teddy Stocking, Bart Talbert, Adam Wood

Called to order (3:30 p.m.)

1. Remarks from President Wight
a. The SU Anti-Racist Summit was sold out and was excellent. This work is important for our institution.
b. COVID vaccines: The whole process is the province of the county health department; SU is not involved in with the details but is in communication with the Wicomico County Health Department. SU is trying to make people aware when they become eligible for vaccinations. SU and the USM worked to make sure higher ed employees were included in phase 1C. There are currently a limited number of vaccines available for educators.
c. Questions?
i. Question (Q): Have heard that there were exceptions made to allow students on campus without a test last Fall after Thanksgiving, and that there are similar exceptions being made this semester. What is the context for that decision?
1. Response (R): Last fall, students were allowed on campus without a test for exams only and were required to go through the visitor screening process. For spring, they have not made any exceptions to best of his knowledge. All faculty, staff, and students coming to campus must have had a COVID test in the past 30 days.
ii. Q: Concerned that Seidel students who are interning in classrooms are now being pressured to be in face-to-face teaching environments by Hogan’s decision to return schools to in-person. The students are lower down the vaccination priority order, and thus have not had a chance to be vaccinated. What is being done to protect them?
1. R from President Wight: He doesn’t have first-hand knowledge of how the interns are being prioritized by the county. It seems to him that they are educators and should be included in phase 1C. He will look into that.
2. R from Provost Olmstead: SU has 3 priority lists for the vaccines: faculty teaching face-to-face, students in face-to-face field placements, and employees routinely on campus. But those lists don’t make a difference if there’s no vaccine available.
a. R: That’s the point, the lack of vaccinations. Is there anything the USM can do to push back about sending students into physical classrooms because of the risks of sending people back without the vaccinations?
i. R from Mr. Modlin: We’re on the same list for vaccinations as the Wicomico public schools.
b. Q: Can SU students choose to do their internships virtually?
i. R: Depends on what program they are in. Some are virtual.
3. R: Our precautions here have been keeping us safe and that doesn’t change just because of the vaccination situation.
4. R from Dean Henry: Students can choose not to go into a classroom, to do their internship in a virtual setting.
iii. Q: What is the documentation for proving that someone has gotten a COVID test?
1. R: They have to have a test from on campus. Only SU administered tests count for being allowed on campus.
2. Approval of Minutes from 12-08-2020. Minutes approved as written.
a. Q: Can we incorporate the gen ed presentation into the minutes?
i. R: The minutes follow the form prescribed in Robert’s Rules, and contents of presentations aren’t included under that form.
ii. No motion to amend was made.
3. Announcements from Provost Olmstead (see Appendix 1 for written remarks)
a. Faculty diversification and success planning: Intend to share things with the Faculty Welfare Committee and the Committee on Promotions, as appropriate. If there’s other committees or groups that should be included in the review, please let her know.
b. Commencement plans are in flux.
c. Questions?
i. Q: For the faculty diversification and success planning, do you have plans to also reach out to groups on campus that have been doing this work, like FLCs?
1. R: Yes, she has already presented to Promise FLC and has asked the Social Justice FLC if they are interested. She is happy to go anywhere.
4. Announcements from the Senate President
a. GESC will be presenting on general days and times of availability for faculty meetings. Please reach out to Tom Cawthern with ideas of times to make sure that we can get input as broadly as possible.
b. Please consider volunteering for a semester with the Safety Committee. Get in touch with him or Dr. Dane Foust if you are interested.
c. There is a lot of concern about tenure and promotion and how the pandemic is affecting them. He encourages Senators to continue the conversation and develop motions to address this as needed.
d. Questions?
i. Recommendation: send the tenure and promotion issue to the Faculty Welfare Committee.
ii. Q: Could he be more specific about what concerns are being heard now? The Senate already passed motions on this in Spring 2020.
1. R: One major issue was sabbaticals, but that seems to have been ironed out now. There are concerns about the lack of conference opportunities and other chances to demonstrate research; overall, there are fewer opportunities now, and this is also made more complicated if the faculty member is also a parent.
e. Logistical concerns:
i. If you want to be on camera or to speak, let us know. You can use the Q&A function to ask to be on camera or on mike. You can also use the Q&A to submit a typed question.
ii. Co-hosts cannot raise virtual hands, so Senators are now raising physical hands to vote.
5. Committee Reports
a. Ad-hoc General Education1B – Consideration of PHIL 368 (see Appendix 2 for the committee report and Appendix 3 for the Philosophy Department response to the report)
i. The Senate will be voting on whether to add PHIL to General Education Group 1B.
ii. Comment (C) from ad hoc committee member: Course proposed to qualify as fulfilling general education requirement for literature. The committee solicited feedback, comments, and perspectives from all faculty in the English and Modern Language Departments who are responsible for teaching literature. By and large, the faculty did not consider adding Philosophy to be an acceptable, feasible, or desirable path to pursue. Personally considers that the proposal boils down to asking that oranges be considered apples. Even though English faculty may make use of philosophy, history, anthropology, etc., for teaching literature, they wouldn’t make the argument that those courses should qualify as credit for a different discipline which is taught by a different department with different expertise. They consider it using other disciplines in the service of teaching literature, and thus not the same as teaching that other discipline.
iii. C from ad hoc committee member: They invited written and verbal comment. Consensus was strong—65-70% in opposition in English; Modern Languages was more split but tilted towards opposition. Their objection rests in concerns about the specificity of fields. Literature is inherently syncretic. Feels it would do a disservice to gen ed to elide the differences between fields. People teaching literature are trained in literary studies. Philosophy faculty are not trained in literary scholarship; they are trained in philosophy and so their courses will always be philosophy. Thinks a field-specific approach is important; the English Department makes a distinction between what courses can and cannot count for gen ed literature within their own offerings. For instance, a creative writing course has a lot of readings, but doesn’t count as a literature gen ed. Comments from the English Department and the Modern Languages Department reflected that.
iv. C from ad hoc committee member: They solicited feedback, looked at the proposal, and discussed the matter at several meeting. The conclusion was based on a lot of conversation and discussion, not just peer opinions. Decision in English was clear-cut. Modern Languages was split half and half. The issue was presented to the whole Modern Languages Department. This was not necessarily an easy or clear cut decision. Questions the committee member considered included: Asking what the point of using literature in the course was, and what does the course bring to the study of literature? If the course doesn’t use the specificity of a field, can it count as that field, or is it just a class using that field? If literature is only the vessel used to talk about philosophy, is that a literature course?
v. Q: Does there need to be a motion to accept the report?
1. R: No. A motion to accept the report, if passed, would make it as if the report had come from the Faculty Senate itself.
vi. Q: If this is accepted, then this gives the Philosophy HEGIS code opportunity to provide general education credit in that section of gen ed. Philosophy could propose further courses for 1B if this is approved.
1. R: Yes, that is correct.
vii. C: Feels that passing this would eradicate the integrity of field-specific disciplinarity.
viii. Philosophy response to the report: They are not saying that literature is philosophy or vice-versa or that there are no boundaries between disciplines. They are talking about a specific course in a sub-field which seems to be an overlap between the two disciplines. So if you are teaching in that field, regardless of degree, then you are trained and are an expert in both philosophy and literature. They are talking about materials where philosophical ideas are conveyed in literary form and that literary form is essential to the understanding of the philosophy; they can’t be separated. They have no intention to propose other courses for 1B; the fact that our current gen ed system requires all of Philosophy to become eligible is an unfortunate side effect of the system. This course has in the past been cross-listed with English. Feels like if it was impossible for one person trained one way to teach another discipline, then all cross-listing would be impossible.
ix. Q: Did the ad hoc committee consult with the Philosophy Department? Did the ad hoc committee feel any need to include the rationale from those who disagreed with the conclusion?
1. R from committee: The Philosophy proposal was viewed as the input from Philosophy. They went with the majority opinion in the report.
a. R: So there are opinions from experts in the department that are not included in the report?
i. R: The committee was created to respond to the question. They made a good faith effort to make a fair report. It did not seem to be their purpose to make a dialectical argument within the report. The committee had authority to examine all sides of the issue, but didn’t see a need to include the minority opinion since they had been asked to recommend for or against the proposal.
x. C: In the speaker’s department, they have cross listed courses. Students can take such courses for the type of credit they want. If courses are cross-listed, all of the departments have to approve any changes to the course. Could students take this proposed course and get both 1B and 3A general education credit? Seems like a straightforward way to go about this is to cross-list the course with English; why isn’t it cross-listed anymore?
1. R: Idea is that if this were to be accepted, this course would only count for 1B, not for 3A.
2. R: The course that was originally cross-listed was taught by a faculty member who had a Master’s in literature but was teaching in Philosophy; the listing was dropped because no one was teaching it. 
a. R: Odd that is was dropped for not being offered, since they have been trying to offer it. The course has never been part of 3A; it’s a literature course. The faculty member who would be teaching it has never been given the opportunity to have their qualifications reviewed as was apparently done with the original faculty member; they would be happy to do such a review, because they have been trying to teach this course for a long time.
3. R: HEGIS codes are different from gen ed groups.
a. R: Yes, they’re different, but the idea is that a single course can count for different requirements. Believes that while current Philosophy faculty wouldn’t propose other literature courses for gen ed, they don’t know that other faculty hired in the future also wouldn’t.
xi. Q: If the PHIL HEGIS is approved for 1B, what would be the process for UCC reviewing and deciding whether courses are approved for gen ed?
1. R: There is specific review for 1B. If the course was cross-listed with English, English would have direct say over what its qualifications were. If the PHIL HEGIS code was approved for 1B, English would have 1 vote (as part of the curriculum committee) on whether the course could be taught in that category. There is a process to request permission for a course to count as a gen ed course; it’s not automatic even if the HEGIS code is approved.
2. R from Melissa Boog: Any course that comes through to be considered for gen ed has an extra form listing all the student learning outcomes for that gen ed category and showing how the course will meet those general education outcomes. The Fulton Curriculum Committee and UCC would review such proposals, but it wouldn’t go specifically to English for review if PHIL was approved for 1B. But any course would have to show that it would align with the learning outcomes in that category before being approved.
xii. Q: Could this be considered by UCC even if the motion doesn’t pass?
1. R: No. After the initial proposal for a general education course with a HEGIS code outside of what is approved for the relevant general education group comes to UCC, UCC sends it to the Faculty Senate for the HEGIS code consideration, and then if the HEGIS code is added to the general education group, the course proposal goes back to UCC.
xiii. C: Would like to thank ad hoc committee for their report and their work.
xiv. Motion: April Logan moved that “PHIL courses may be categorized as General Education 1B.” Seconded.
1. Q: Can this motion be for one specific course, just for PHIL 368?
a. R: The way gen ed currently works, we have to approve or not approve Philosophy as a whole. We can’t just do a single course.
2. C: It is striking that there seems to be a lack a consensus on whether or not to accept philosophy into literature. Sees this as an opportunity to create more opportunity for students, and to also let students learn more about the distinction between disciplines.
a. R: 65-70% of English faculty were opposed this, so it wasn’t really close there.
3. Q: What about the possibility of cross-listing this, as was raised earlier? Did Philosophy and English discuss that?
4. C: Feels that the ad hoc committee was asked just to look at PHIL 368, and the motion is too broad relative to the committee report.
a. R: Believe the charge to the committee was that in light of the course proposal, did they want to approve PHIL courses for 1B.
5. C: This motion just means that philosophy can be part of 1B, not that they automatically will be.
6. C: What we’re voting on is to allow UCC to look at a PHIL course and decide if it fits 1B or not, rather than rejecting it out of hand because it doesn’t match the HEGIS codes for 1B.
7. Vote: 9 for; 7 against. Motion does not pass because it does not get the required majority of Senators present (as required in the Bylaws) voting in the affirmative. Eighteen Senators were present, so the required majority was 10.
b. GESC: Proposed timeline for discussions
i. Have met with a number of departments, and is scheduled to meet with more. Encourage everyone to have colleagues contact Dr. Tom Cawthern if they’re interested in hosting a department-wide event; there will also be all-faculty meetings. The committee is trying to capture as many voices, thoughts, and ideas as possible. They have suggested times of availability and will be soliciting feedback on times and dates.
ii. May need Faculty Senators to help run the discussions, as the Senate President won’t be able to be present for all of them. 

Adjourned (5:00 p.m.)


APPENDIX 1


Provost’s Announcements to the Faculty Senate
February 9, 2021

1. Faculty Development Center: The establishment of a Faculty Development Center/Center of Excellence (name TBD) has been a goal for me as Provost and is also identified as an important objective in our Strategic Plan (Objective 1.4). The need for a FDC is more acute with the impacts of the pandemic on faculty, particularly their access to professional development experiences, time for scholarly and creative activities, and preparation for tenure and promotion. This summer, I would like to initiate a needs assessment and prioritization of services for an FDC under the direction of an Interim Assistant Provost for Faculty Success. We would also work with the FS and deans on identifying immediate needs (perhaps to be addressed in Summer 2021). My hope is that the FDC, when fully developed, would support faculty across their careers and scope of responsibilities as well as serving as a hub of information and training for innovation for teaching and learning, including culturally responsive teaching. Funding for this project would come from a number of different sources, including an open position in the Provost’s Office. Action requested of the FS: Initial reaction would be appreciated. More detailed plan to be presented to the FS on 2/23. 

2. Faculty Diversification and Success Planning: As you all know and are committed to, creating a more inclusive community is a critical goal for our campus. We have been working on plans to achieve Objective 2.2 of our Strategic Plan: Enhance our faculty and staff recruitment that includes the following strategies:
· Create a university-wide, multi-year initiative to hire and retain diverse faculty based on documented best practices, including the institutional oversight of diversity within searches, while respecting the autonomy of individual departments. 
· Enhance the search process based on documented best practices to more effectively diversify our applicant pools and ensure departmental policies adhere to these and professional development opportunities exist to provide training. 
· Create an inclusive and comprehensive onboarding process for new faculty and staff, including specific resources to assist with the acclimation and retention of our diverse faculty and staff. 
· Implement a dual-career partner assistance hiring program, cluster hiring program and/or other hiring programs with a demonstrated record of increasing faculty and staff diversity. 

Attached is a current (rough!) draft of action items and resources to support the diversification and success of our faculty. Tara Smith and I have been working with people associated with an NSF-funded project related to this (e.g., Mike Scott and Jessica Clark, (Henson School), Damani White-Lewis (UMCP), and Robin Cresiski (UMBC)) and in consultation with Kevin Vedder (AVBP HR), Joan Williams (CDO), the Promise Faculty Learning Community, and others. My office has also conducted a review of tenure and promotion guidelines by program which we would like to share with an appropriate FS committee for consideration of how our University mission and values could be better communicated and rewarded in our University T&P criteria through those at the unit level. Action requested of the FS: Recommendation on which FS Committee to provide guidance on different aspects of this project. 

3. May 2021 Commencement Planning: We are currently planning virtual events by school and college with a separate event for graduate students. We are concurrently planning an in-person component to be held in Sea Gull Stadium that would allow graduates to be individually recognized as they walk across a stage. Attendance at the in-person event would be very limited; it would be live-streamed for families, friends, and the University community to cheer on the degree recipients. As noted in a recent article in University Business, most campuses have not solidified plans regarding spring commencement given the uncertainties of the pandemic. Action requested of the FS: Any further discussion is welcome. 

4. Fall 2021 Sabbatical Requests: Typically requests for sabbatical leave are made approximately a year prior to the time when they are proposed to be taken. Given the budget uncertainty when we started this academic year, we did not encourage the submission of sabbatical applications for Fall, 2021 in the normal cycle (last fall). Because our budget and enrollment demand may allow for some sabbatical leaves, we issued a call last month for Fall 2021 sabbaticals in order to provide professional develop opportunities and to reduce the backlog of sabbatical requests. Fifteen requests for Fall 2021 are currently in the review. Action requested of the FS: None, informational. 

5. COVID 19-related considerations for the Spring 2021 semester: As described in my Feb. 1 First Monday email, in addition to our well-honed testing and other public-health protocols, we are working to provide the campus with information on appointments for COVID-19 vaccinations. In Academic Affairs, we are currently prioritizing faculty, graduate assistants, and staff who are teaching or working in a F2F or hybrid environment (more broadly, the campus is prioritizing healthcare, public safety, dining services, and residence life workers). We recognize that it’s frustrating to be eligible for a vaccine and to not be able to get an appointment or to not be on the priority list at this point. Thank you for your patience as we work through this challenging and vaccine-limited process. Action requested of the FS: In order to leave as much time as possible for regular FS business, we recommend that we use the 2/11 Academic Affairs Town Hall for COVID-related questions and comments. That said, we are happy to address questions at FS meeting as well. 
2


Initial Draft Plans to support Diversification and Success of Faculty at SU (need to add references; developed by Karen Olmstead and Tara Smith in consultation with Mike Scott (Henson School, NSF AGEP grant), Joan Williams (CDO), Kevin Vedder (HR), Damani White-Lewis (UMCP, NSF AGEP grant), and Robin Cresiski (UMBC, NSF AGEP grant)).

February 5, 2021

See here for references on Faculty Hiring Studies and Best Practices

	Success Recruiting and Retaining Diverse Faculty into Tenure-Track Position

	Activity Area
	Current/Planned Activities
	Notes

	Recruitment
	· Conduct baseline data-collection for campus and broad disciplinary areas
· Consider needs of department/University as broadly as possible (not in context of person who last held the position or sub-field conservatism).
· Cluster/Interdisciplinary hires if possible.
· Write position descriptions to attract a highly qualified and diverse applicant pool (as broad as possible – what is dept. missing beyond discipline?)
· Actively recruit through transparent processes and networks intentionally established to expand our applicant pools.
· Support recruitment through communication of University values and processes on website (what does our website say to prospective applicants about whether they will be successful?)
· Provide training to faculty/staff/search committees/dept. chairs/etc. (perhaps as part of an Inclusive Excellence Certificate)
	· Baseline data useful for tracking trends and identifying areas where processes and rubrics are working/non working.
· Check with HR to ensure that applicant pool is at least as diverse as candidates available (see table 22).
· Department readiness assessment (Robin many be asking us to participate in a survey for the APAA project).
· Need to provide training/educational resources to build readiness.
· Can support departmental readiness by having outside experts talk about how diversifying the faculty can be done in that discipline.
· Inclusive Excellence Certificate could be a sequence of trainings from most basic to Campus Equity Advocate.  Would need to recognize this training as valued by the campus.

	Selection and Hiring
	· Use well-established process including rubrics with clear metrics that align with the University’s mission and the position ad; explicit voting procedures
· Ensure that search committees include at least one member with appropriate training on equity in search processes (team of well-trained, deeply committee EDI advocates to serve on committees).
· Minimize challenges to applicants (e.g., pay for costs of interviewing instead of reimbursing; offer second campus visit, guide to the area and broader region with special focus on faculty/staff from diverse groups; provide advances to cover moving expenses instead of reimbursing)
· Develop spousal employment/family support program
	· Diversity statement should be included as part of the application process.  Makes clear what we are looking for and gives applicant a chance to talk about their work in this area (whether lived experience as a URM in that field or an ally).
· See here for a rubric for assessing candidate contributions to DEI.
· Inequities are baked into the candidate (and faculty) evaluation processes (references to be added – research exists on basic science being more highly valued that community-based work).  
· Use interdependent, not independent language (Robin to send reference for this).  
· Value that URM have navigated inequitable terrain – is this being recognized in the search process?  Is the value of having someone with this lived experience on your faculty being prioritized?
· Develop a search waiver process for opportunity hires.

	Onboarding
	· Communicate clear expectations for T&P process (University and departmental guidelines under review for what is ‘valued’ and how this is communicated)
· Coordinate with Human Resources Program (goal of making new employees feel welcome and to reduce logistical challenges (fingerprinting process)
· Sustain compensated New Faculty Orientation cohort (starts before they arrive at SU, include EDI expectations in this as well – ask them what they’re wondering/worried about)
	· Finish review and summary of T&P guidelines at SU and develop plan for any revisions.

	Professional Development & Mentoring
	· Expand Mosaic Mentoring Program to include Individual Development Plan.
· Establish and develop programming for Common Learning Outcomes: Writing proficiency for discipline; Inclusive Teaching Practices; Mentoring Skills; Problem-solving Skills (self-advocacy, knowledge of resources available)
· Develop a ‘Your University 101’ or similar resource – lower priority, already written
· Encourage use of institutional NCFDD membership
· Provide leadership development training and broad opportunities (including engagement with community and disciplinary organizations)
· Training for faculty/staff/dept. chairs/etc.
	· A-list certificate which would qualify holder to them to have certain roles on committees
· Add inclusive teaching practices to evidence required for T&P. 

	Preparing for Tenure & Promotion
	· Ensure consistent and clear communication of process (including technical aspects of Digital Measures) and expectations through annual evaluations, pre-tenure meetings and Faculty Handbook
· Evaluate student teaching evaluations for potential for bias and consistency across programs – Goal to start project in AY21-22 and complete by AY22-23
	· ‘Invisible work’ that URM faculty do is often not recognized in the T&P process.  Identify how this is document and rewarded.

	Post-Tenure Growth & Success
	· Provide on-going opportunities for leadership development and roles
· Establish reward structure for continued success post-promotion (to include support for post-tenure wayfinding (development or time made available) as well as financial bump for promotion)
	· 
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May 27, 2020

English  Department and Modern Languages  Department Response
“Philosophy Department 1B Rationale”
Senate designee: Emily Story, Ph.D.


Dear Colleagues of the Salisbury University Faculty Senate,

Having conferred as a committee and in consultation with relevant members of the English and Modern Languages department faculty, who teach literature for the General Education1B requirement, we are writing to respond to the proposal submitted to the Senate, prepared by Dr. Timothy Stock on the behalf of the Philosophy department, concerning the prospect of counting PHIL 368 (or indeed any other course listed under the same HEGIS code) as satisfying the General Education 1B literature requirement. After carefully soliciting and considering the opinions of appropriate colleagues in the English and Modern Languages departments, after carefully examining all aspects of the proposal, the committee unanimously voted to reject the proposal.  

What follows is a considered rationale for making this decision. There are several interrelated bases upon which the committee rejects the plan as delineated in the document submitted by Dr. Stock.

Although we acknowledge that philosophy offers valuable tools to study literature and we acknowledge that interdisciplinary methods may complement more traditional literary approaches, we concluded that philosophy courses do not aim at pursuing the same goals as literature courses, in particular exploring literature for its intrinsic specificities. Philosophy and literature can indeed be complementary, but so is literature and every other course of study in the liberal arts, which is in part what makes literature so foundational to a student’s general education. But complementarity is not identity: philosophy is simply not literature, nor is it taught as such, nor should it be.  The concept that a philosophy course concerned with literary texts is equivalent to a course taught by trained specialists in literary studies stems from the mistaken premise that because literature forms a complement to a course in another discipline, it thereby qualifies the faculty of that other discipline to teach the course as literature for the purpose of granting 1B General Education credit. This proposition forwards the spurious notion that because some faculty have used, for example, a novel for a course in another discipline, such as philosophy, that those faculty are then competent to teach the novel as literature, without the professional backgrounds, qualifications, and experience of literature faculty. In a philosophy course, literary texts are primarily considered as vessels of philosophical themes, and not primarily considered for their specific characteristics as literary constructs. References to “the literary form” and “the written word” in the proposal highlight a focus on literature solely as a way to communicate philosophical content (e.g. “Philosophical inquiry is impossible without the written word” [2]). Philosophy courses mainly use approaches to textual analysis that are not literary in nature, with little to no use of such techniques as close reading, genre or form analysis, and with little or no reference to the expansive field of literary criticism, which includes the tradition of rhetorical criticism as well as such areas of literary scholarship as historicism, biographical and bibliographical studies, textual studies, New Historicism, Border Studies, Disabilities Studies, and various Structuralist and Post-Structuralist theoretical fields including Deconstruction. This is not to say that philosophy courses never pay attention to the literary nature of the texts studied and never use literary analysis. But they do so only to the extent that literature courses may resort to using philosophy (as well as history, anthropology, sociology, etc.) to analyze texts. The literary aspects of texts are, however, decidedly not the main focus of the philosophy course and decidedly not pursued as deeply and consistently as they would be by a specialist trained in the discipline of literary analysis. ​Failing to recognize that an advanced training in literary studies is essential to teach literature, the proposal seems to dismiss the expertise of any “untenured lecturer” in the English department  as though the only criterion for this individual teaching literature is that he or she was “hired by the department of English” (italics in original). However, lecturers are hired by the English department because he or she possesses an advanced degree in literary studies as well as other field-specific qualifications. Under no circumstances would the English department ever hire someone with an advanced degree in the field of Philosophy to teach literature courses. In fact, the first criterion specified in any job search advertisement would be a degree in a relevant and directly applicable field. In short, a person with an advanced degree in Philosophy would not be qualified to teach literature in the English department, but the proposal claims that this person unqualified to teach literature in the English department somehow would become qualified to offer 1B General Education credit in the philosophy department.

Furthermore, the proposal contends that “philosophy as a discipline contains resources for literary studies equivalent to any other source of literary study.” Ultimately, it is this claim to equivalency to which the committee most strongly objects. The proposal seeks to establish a false equivalency between professors with field-specific, advanced degrees in literary studies and professors with field-specific, advanced degrees in philosophy. Philosophy professors trained in the field-specific discipline of philosophy are not qualified to grant General Education credit in literature, no more than literature professors trained in literature and even with published expertise in philosophical, historical, or political areas of discourse are qualified to grant General Education credit in philosophy, history or political science. The exploration of philosophical themes of the sort specified in the proposal constitutes a course in philosophy, not a course in literature. If professors with advanced degrees in literary studies taught the same works listed within the proposal, then that course would be a literature course—due to the field-specific focus on literary analysis and the expertise of the professor. More than one literature faculty member referred to making regular and considered uses of philosophers while teaching literary materials—for example, Aristotle, Socrates, Plato, Kierkegaard, de Chardin, Zeno of Elea, and on and on—with the purpose of using such importations to expand students’ understanding of the reach of a given literary text. The committee, however, would never make the overreaching claim that any of these courses wherein philosophical materials are regularly invoked should consequently count for General Education credit in philosophy. An instructor from the Philosophy department may indeed use literature to teach philosophy, just as many members of the English department regularly use philosophy to teach literature, or regularly use history, psychology, theology, or even economics to teach literature. It certainly does not follow that such courses should count for General Education credit under different HEGIS codes for their respective disciplines. Embracing interdisciplinarity does not mean exploding the integrity of individual disciplines by eradicating the boundaries between field-specific modes of inquiry and pedagogy. Nor does the concept of interdisciplinarity warrant allowing persons using literature to teach in their own field to garner credit hours for this activity under any other HEGIS code.

While the proposal purports to make rational, disinterested arguments, it also suggests the English department “controls” literature in such a way that it somehow undermines the study of literature more broadly. The implication of this perspective is that the English department is currently failing its students in that study. For example, the proposal lists among its positive considerations that it would expand the “languages of origin” for literature courses beyond “English, Spanish, French, and German.” Courses offered by English and Modern Languages faculty, however, often include numerous other languages beyond even those the proposal claims only Philosophy can add—languages like Greek, Italian, Latin, and others. A course like “The Bible as Literature,” for example, necessarily involves the study of texts originally written not only in Greek, but also Hebrew and Aramaic, not to forget subsequent Latin translations. Our medieval English literature and Old Norse courses naturally feature texts of other defunct languages. Literature courses in Global and Ethnic Studies likewise provide opportunities for students to engage with materials translated from such modern South Asian languages as Hindu and Urdu.

One reason that a literature requirement currently has an important stand-alone position in General Education is that literature inherently offers a general education. It is in its essence syncretic, including within its purview materials common to most areas comprising the Liberal Arts—for example, history, politics, psychology, philosophy, theology, and sociology. The English and Modern Languages departments have very narrow restrictions regarding what courses can be offered for 1B General Education credit. Courses in Rhetoric and Composition and even in Creative Writing do not qualify for awarding 1B General Education credit, even though Creative Writing courses in the English department include fourteen weeks of reading in literature. The focus of such a creative writing course is not on literary investigation as such but on a student’s development of expertise in the craft of literary writing, whether in fiction, poetry, or creative non-fiction and hence is considered by the English department itself as not suited for fulfilling a 1B General Education requirement.

Finally, it should be noted, as observed by several members of the English department faculty, that the timing of such a proposal is fundamentally ill-considered in light of the fact that a vote on the revision of the entire General Education curriculum is pending, potentially rendering the change proposed by the Philosophy department moot, should the vote authorize the adoption of a completely new model for the delivery of that curriculum.

In conclusion, the committee fairly and dispassionately examined the proposal under consideration and rejected it. We strongly recommend that the Faculty Senate join the committee in rejecting the proposal for the reasons respectfully presented.

Sincerely,


T. Ross Leasure, Ph.D., Chair
Ad Hoc Committee of Salisbury University’s Faculty Senate
Professor of English



Aurélie Van de Wiele, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of French



John Wenke, Ph.D.
Professor of English



APPENDIX 3

Reply by the Philosophy Department to the English Department and Modern Languages Department Response “Philosophy Department 1B Rationale” by the Ad Hoc Committee of Salisbury University’s Faculty Senate.

The main argument of the response by the ad hoc committee hinges on the question of the demarcation between different disciplines and the relevant training and expertise of faculty. The philosophy department rejects the idea that disciplines can be strictly delineated. Rather, we believe that there exist areas of overlap between disciplines and that “Philosophical Literature” is an example of such an overlap. In order to teach in this area, it is indeed necessary to have extensive training in both philosophy and literature which includes many of the techniques mentioned in the response by the ad hoc committee, including rhetorical criticism, structuralism and post-structuralism. The Philosophy Department is not arguing that every member of the department is trained in these techniques but that those who teach the class “Philosophical Concepts in Literature” are. We also expect that those literature faculty who teach philosophical texts have some expertise in philosophy and we would certainly not be opposed to having their courses count as a “philosophy Gen Ed,” if our Gen Ed curriculum would allow for such a requirement.

As a note about the timing of this proposal we would like to point out that, while it is possible that the Gen Ed curriculum will change, it is also possible that it will not significantly change. In previous discussions about the Gen Ed reform the possibility of flexibility with regard to classifying individual courses had been raised. This course proposal could serve as an example for showing flexibility with regard to Gen Ed classification.


Petition to the Faculty Senate: General Education IB rationale for Philosophy

November, 2020


We, the undersigned teachers of literature, wish members of the Faculty Senate to understand that on review of the General Education IB proposal by the Department of Philosophy, submitted for the sake of including PHIL 368 “Philosophical Concepts in Literature” as a General Education IB course, that the rationale has merit and that the course should be included as a IB option.

Further, we believe that the letter of response from the appointed review committee does not fully represent the support of many faculty in the departments of English and Modern Languages for the intellectual merit of including Philosophy courses with a literary focus, such as PHIL 368, in this category. We submit this petition for the sole purpose of indicating that the view expressed in this letter does not represent a consensus held across teachers of IB Literature, despite the attempt by the author of the letter to give that impression.

We encourage Senators to vote in support of the motion to make it possible for Philosophy courses to be included in the IB General Education category.

Sincerely,

	Sally Perret, MDFL
	Adam Woodis, MDFL


	
James King, ENGL
	
Christopher Vilmar, ENGL




[Note: The original document included images of the signatures of the signors; however, those images were unable to be copied.]
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