Remarks by Senate President at March Board Meeting 3/16/06
Introduction: I am Curtiss E. Wall., Professor of Mathematics. I received my Ph.D. from Michigan State University in 1972. In fact, many faculty at NSU, have superlative qualifications and graduated from the top universities in the country. I began my Virginia teaching career at Old Dominion University. At Old Dominion, I became a tenured Associate professor before being offered a Directorship in Technology (CCI) at Norfolk Public Schools. I began my career at Norfolk State University in 1991. At NSU, I was promoted to a full tenured Professor. I am the author or co-author of nearly fifty publications in mathematics and mathematics education. I served as a full time and part time consultant in mathematics and science education to IBM Corp. for seven years beginning in1989. I have served as a consultant to several school systems. In addition, I was part owner of a computer store in Chesapeake. As some of you may remember, this is my second time as President of the faculty Senate. I did not stand for re-election two and one half years ago for health reasons. I am an example of faculty members at NSU; who despite their overburdened workload (with classes and committee responsibilities) still manage to publish, obtain grants, and participate in unpaid public service. 

Faculty Senate Goals: The Faculty Senate's goal is to make NSU a better place for students, the community, and faculty.

Faculty Concerns: The primary concern of the Faculty Senate and the faculty is our students and the long term viability of our University. We are concerned about the quality of education our students receive and the learning environment provided by the University. 

The state has set up conditions that insure failure on NSU's part. We are committed to providing a quality education to students who might otherwise be unable to obtain one. I am the product of such efforts on the part of my undergraduate institution. On the other hand, the state measures us on the percentage of students who graduate in six years. We have had some great students who have taken more than six years to graduate. Some have taken a certain math course three and four times before obtaining mastery of the material. These students have a sense of accomplishment and will be a credit to our institution by becoming competent citizens. I implore the BOV to lobby your friends in the legislature to provide relief from this arbitrary rule. NSU is a special case. Most of our students come from diverse backgrounds and work full or part-time in order to support their education goals. We are concerned that this policy plus the zeal by some administrators to raise grades will result in grade inflation and parents sending their children to institutions where they believe their children will receive a quality education.

I have visited several other Universities in the state as part of my participation in shared grant programs with UVA, VCU, and other Virginia institutions. Conditions for faculty and students at NSU do not measure up to these other institutions. We are not the technology powerhouse promised to students and faculty. For instance, Radford has classrooms equipped with the same techno1ogy that faculty at NSU must push through the halls and compete for use with their colleagues. There is only one such cart in the mathematics department for 27 faculty. At Radford, faculty, if they can demonstrate the need, is assigned laptops for their use in the classroom, office, home and when traveling. Radford faculty does not have to constantly sign them out, return them, and compete for the laptops. http://www.radford.edu/-tldducatimalmedia.htrn. 

Another aspect of the technology issue is our cumbersome Datatel System and its web-based add on, Spartan Shield, which are cumbersome and do not meet our needs, especially in the financial area. The system that: VATech, Old Dominion, and other state institutions use is much more user friendly and useful. Old Dominion, after using Datatel, replaced it with their present system. (unfortunately, it was not an IBM system.) When asked to do the same, our administration said we could not afford to do so. Considering the cost to upgrade the Datatel System and the loss of income from students leaving the university to attend ODU, because of our notorious long lines, the question must be asked "Was it worth it?" 

Working conditions, especially in Brown Hall, are contributing factors in the decline of student grades and our retention rate. As a professor of mathematics education, I know student success can be increased by personal attention. I need to view each student's progress and aid them in their work. However, in some misguided attempt to increase the student teacher ratio extra chairs have been put in some rooms to increase their capacity. The result is a situation where  I can not easily get to each student's desk. This situation could result in my not helping needy students, an injury to a student or instructor (workman's comp.), and the possibility that student evaluations will be less than my best effort. Yet who receives the blame. The instructor is held accountable. How can this be a fair evaluation? 

This past November, December, January, and February, frequently there was no heat in Brown Hall. Workmen propped open doors so that it was as cold in the building as outside. Faculty and students alike shivered in their coats during final exam week. At other times, the hot air coming from the vents was 100'. in this environment, the faculty were required to put on their coats and walk down a freezing hallway to freezing classrooms. Consequently, many students and faculty became ill. In what business would these conditions be required of their workers or tolerated by their customers. Is it any wonder that our enrollment is declining? In addition, Brown Hall services the largest number of students and yet officials chose the latter part of the summer to begin major renovations on the heating/cooling system and bathrooms. The renovations are still going on with considerable disruption to classes and the overall environment, and the time table for those renovations is too slow. 

The faculty is very concerned about the administration's view of tenure. Tenure is not some reward for good behavior, nor does it protect the incompetent from dismissal. Tenure puts the burden of proof for dismissal on the administration. The purpose of tenure is to protect the faculty member from arbitrary dismissal, protect freedom of speech, and encourage shared governance. Tenure creates stability and an atmosphere conducive to creative scholarship. If stability is undermined, then the institution is endangered. 

The seven year post tenure review, the periodic formal institutional evaluation of each post-probationary faculty member, would bring scant benefit, would incur unacceptable costs, not only in money and time, but also in the dampening of creativity and of collegial relationships, and would threaten academic freedom (AAUP). This procedure for evaluation of faculty would be used to weaken or undermine the principles of academic freedom and tenure. Post-tenure review should not be undertaken for the purpose of dismissal. Other formal disciplinary procedures exist for that purpose of dismissal. If they do not, they should be developed separately, following generally accepted procedures1.

If the standard of dismissal is shifted from "incompetence" to "unsatisfactory performance," as in some current proposals, then tenured faculty must recurrently "satisfy" administrative officers rather than the basic standards of their profession. In addition, some forms of post-tenure review shift the burden of proof in a dismissal hearing from the institution to the tenured faculty member by allowing the institution to make its case simply by proffering the more casually developed evaluation reports from earlier years. Effectively the same concerns arise when the stipulated channel for challenging substantively or procedurally unfair judgments in the course of post-tenure review is through a grievance procedure in which the burden of proving improper action rests with the faculty member. 

Academic freedom is not adequately protected in any milieu in which most faculty members bear the burden of demonstrating a claim that their dismissal is for reasons violative of their academic freedom. The heightened protection of the tenured faculty is not a privilege, but a responsibility earned by the demonstration of professional competence in an extended probationary period, leading to a tend position with its "rebuttable presumption of professional excellence."2 It chills academic freedom when faculty members are subjected to revolving contracts or recurrent challenge after they have demonstrated their professional competence.2
Some outstanding faculty question the rational of giving administrators percentage raises higher than faculty. They perceive that this policy is detrimental to faculty mode. Given the low percentage raises allocated to the university and the high dollar figure salaries of most administrators, it leaves a meager number of dollars left for faculty raises. Consequently, faculty members begin to look elsewhere for more lucrative positions. This is especially frustrating for faculty when some administrators have less recognizable qualifications than the faculty they supervise.  Applicants for positions at NSU will decline to join our faculty due to the meager salaries. 

Furthermore, some faculty believe that how an institution treats its employees is a reflection of the "'worth" it gives to its employees and the product it is producing. If employees are mistreated or demeaned, then the product will also be regarded similarly. If NSU then regards its students in that way, how could the business community-regionally and nationally- view them otherwise? By empowering faculty and treating them with professionalism, we send a message to potential students and there employers that NSU is an institution that produces quality products because its faculty is highly qualified. 

Closing Comments: Today education is a global commodity. Students will attend the institution they believe will provide them with a quality education that prepares them for the future in a hassle free, safe, and inviting environment. Without a quality and committed faculty, this goal, cannot be achieved and the institution will suffer. 

The faculty of Norfolk State University wishes to be treated with the same respect and accorded the same rights and privileges as faculty at majority institutions. Many newer faculty come from these institutions where the working conditions are quite different from those at NSU. I would encourage the board to adapt the faculty's version of the handbook in order to solve some of these problems. This handbook promotes cooperation and real shared governance rather than the model used by most businesses for governance. Furthermore, we must break the time-worn tradition of being administratively heavy-handed toward faculty. Universities are not factories or a Revco; we are in the business of providing the best education possible for our students. Students do not purchase an education without hard work; they must earn that education. 

Norfolk State University has a very loyal faculty. Our faculty appreciate-s the institution's history and is very supportive of its mission. Given the shortages of academically qualified faculty, this type of faculty may not be available for employment in the future. In today's job market, an institution which does not understand this reality may have trouble recruiting and maintaining quality faculty. (Does any one here believe that reducing our benefits or tenure rights will endear us to prospective faculty or prevent the more mobile faculty from seeking employment at a more favorable institution?) This same myopic attitude is in part responsible for our present enrollment problems. 

In spite of what you may have heard or have been told, the faculty and their representatives are not a group of radicals. For example, when I was first elected President of the Senate three and one half years ago, I met informally with Dr. Barnes to discuss what I felt were substantive morale problems. We discussed several items. Some of these items have not been resolved, and new, more serious items, such as post tenure review and an inability to grieve basic rights, have come to the forefront. Consequently, the faculty view of this situation bas turned very serious. This time, I was elected for my promise to take a firm stand on these issues and bring them to the board's attention. This may have given some people the impression that the Faculty Senate has been taken over by some self-serving faction. Instead, we need serious discussions about serious problems. We all share the same goals and have a stake in the education of our students and the welfare of NSU. However, we need to be viewed as important participants in this process. The attitude on the part of administrators that "We know best!" can no longer be part of the atmosphere at NSU in facing the challenges of the future. There are at least two sides to every prob1em. By working together, we can find the best solution for students, faculty, and the administration. 
