BOR BETRAYS OUR TRUST AND CONFIDENCE
Caution: inflammatory language ahead. 

In several areas, the South Dakota Board of Regents no longer has the confidence of the faculty at the six regental institutions.

1. In the recently concluded collective bargaining negotiations, they have betrayed our trust and have acted in bad faith in their relations with faculty.  They walked out of negotiation and refused to continue until we stopped an online survey that collecting faculty’s perceptions of administrators’ performance.  This is almost certainly an “unfair labor practice,” but shows their lack of respect for us.  We have a right to solicit information from faculty outside the collective bargaining context.  Just because they are afraid of the results of the evaluations of administrators, they cannot and should not be able to shut us out of collective bargaining.  

Ironically in their response to our survey, they parroted the same arguments we have been making to them for years about Student Opinion Surveys (SOS).  While it is true that faculty may not understand all of an administrator’s activities, the gap between our knowledge of their jobs is much smaller than our students understanding of our jobs.  They objected to us publishing individual performance measures online.  However, we hold that there are not performance measures, but simply faculty perceptions and they would not be used for evaluation purposes (unlike SOS).  If the BOR were really opposed to publishing perceptions of performance online, why haven’t they written to any of the many online Web sites that purport to rate professors?
2. The BOR has dramatically backtracked on two previously agreed provisions in response to pressures from several university’s administrators (see attached).  Obviously, the BOR did not communicate very well with their administrators in understanding their situation and found that administrators were not willing to go along with what had previously been agreed.   In short, they bargained in “bad faith” on our two victories.  Their legal interpretation may be correct, but the paper trail and the context of these provisions in the negotiation process clearly supports our position.  Every one on our side of the table has the same interpretation.  Yet, now, they are backtracking. 
Evidently, they are not interested in what is good and proper, but more willing to engage in legal bickering, spewing goobley-gook, and nuance legal points.  Instead, they should play fair with faculty.  The BOR cannot balance the demands of more research and more class offerings on the back of faculties.  We fully support an expanded research opportunities for all disciplines.  However, the BOR cannot simply say to the public, “we support more research” and deny faculty the time to undertake that research.
The typical faculty works 55 hours a week YEAR ROUND.  We are already subsidizing the system with the free work we do.  The BOR must point out to decision makers that our operational budget (O&M) have remained flat for nearly a quarter-century.  Our universities’ purchasing power has declined in the face of rising inflation, which is substantially higher for educational goods and services than for a typical basket of consumer items.

We demand straight-time pay for overtime work.  Most workers earn time-and-a-half for overtime work.  We are the only employees who make less than our regular pay rate for work we do beyond our workload.  Our peers in the Big Sky Conference earn 11% of their salary for a course overload, we earn 7%.

One is reminded of the frog who sits in a pot of water whose temperature is slowing raised.  The faculty refused to be boiled alive.  We have high turnover among junior faculty when they see the tiny pay raises and salary compression their seniors face.  We who have remained are committed to South Dakota and our universities.  We many these programs to succeed, but we continue to see burnt-out, overworked, overburdened faculty.

On their proposed amendment to Section 19.5 (i.e. grad course overload and 12 credit undergraduate load), if their argument is that this provision merely modifies existing framework, then they already could offer reduced course loads WITHOUT the new provision.  Why did they need to offer new language?  Because it was a response to our request to make clear that faculty normally get twelve credits and deserve additional release time for teaching graduate courses.  Otherwise, why offer a new provision, if you can already do it.
3. It is difficult to respect the BOR office because it has strong elements of disorderliness.

These are my notes, which I hope to include ...
two points: RFP and payments to faculty

On Governor’s Summer Grants (for technology and course redesign), Praxis Review, and other interactions with the Board staff:
after we submit reports that meet their guidelines for work, they revise the guidelines and are constantly tinkering with our proposals and requests (with demands they this be done immediately).  The impression from many faculty is that it is poor planning on their part, they don’t know what they want until they see what we have done and then critique our work.  This is demoralizing, we work hard to produce and then say we are wrong.  If we proceeded in this fashion with our students, we would be crucified and rightly so.  No other granting agency changes the parameters of the requests for proposals after seeing the proposals.  It suggests they don’t know what they want, haven’t thought about it, or are plain lazy.

They are not seriously concerned about the payments they owe faculty. One of our members won an E-Learning Award that was announced in mid-May.  It took nearly three months of persistent prodding to get the monetary award.  They seem to be saying: “the BOR got the publicity we wanted and your money is unimportant to us.”  
Faculty who worked on Praxis Review Sheets this summer did not get paid until the September paycheck and some faculty are yet to be paid.

4. continued micromanagement, we are professionals who commitment to the state and institutions cannot be questioned.  Local institutions, especially faculty, should be allowed to make the preponderance of decisions about how to run the universities.  Only about one-third of our budget comes from state appropriations, yet the BOR makes all of the decisions.  State-centered decision making is socialistic, it prevents the institutions from being responsive, it makes all six universities fit into one mold (ever try to fit a round peg into a square hole), and it is expensive (Datatel mistake, few transfers and students taking courses at multiple institutions)

faculty primary role in curriculum and personnel decisions

American Council of Education, Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, and AAUP 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities: http://www.aaup.org/statements/Redbook/Govern.htm

“The faculty has primary responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and those aspects of student life which relate to the educational process. On these matters the power of review or final decision lodged in the governing board or delegated by it to the president should be exercised adversely only in exceptional circumstances, and for reasons communicated to the faculty. It is desirable that the faculty should, following such communication, have opportunity for further consideration and further transmittal of its views to the president or board. Budgets, personnel limitations, the time element, and the policies of other groups, bodies, and agencies having jurisdiction over the institution may set limits to realization of faculty advice.
“The faculty sets the requirements for the degrees offered in course, determines when the requirements have been met, and authorizes the president and board to grant the degrees thus achieved.
“Faculty status and related matters are primarily a faculty responsibility; this area includes appointments, reappointments, decisions not to reappoint, promotions, the granting of tenure, and dismissal. The primary responsibility of the faculty for such matters is based upon the fact that its judgment is central to general educational policy. Furthermore, scholars in a particular field or activity have the chief competence for judging the work of their colleagues; in such competence it is implicit that responsibility exists for both adverse and favorable judgments. Likewise, there is the more general competence of experienced faculty personnel committees having a broader charge. Determinations in these matters should first be by faculty action through established procedures, reviewed by the chief academic officers with the concurrence of the board. The governing board and president should, on questions of faculty status, as in other matters where the faculty has primary responsibility, concur with the faculty judgment except in rare instances and for compelling reasons which should be stated in detail.”
