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Abstract: The academic senate plays a critical role in representing faculty at universities and colleges. Active faculty involvement in academic oversight and institutional governance and support is essential to the fulfillment of the missions of the university. To the extent that diversity occupies an essential place in an institution’s research, teaching and service missions, it is reasonable to expect robust senate engagement and leadership in understanding and advancing diversity as a core value of the university. As I intend to discuss in parts one and two of this paper, this is not always the case due in large part to the faculty reward structure. Service trails a distant third behind research with teaching not far ahead. In practice, efforts to promote diversity fall under service—the least rewarded component of faculty labor. Besides fostering a disregard for the larger community, the reward structure contributes to a culture of service avoidance among faculty at all ranks. This culture of avoidance vitiates not only the faculty role in shared governance but also the capacity of the senate to advance diversity, especially when it applies to historically underrepresented groups. Like the disengagement of the public from the political process and the public sphere in general, the disengagement of the faculty produces a self-fulfilling prophecy. It shrinks the pool of faculty who are willing to serve; sharply limits the collective experience and expertise necessary for understanding faculty welfare, campus planning and the production of credible assessments of faculty labor. In short, it makes the senate less representative and thereby less responsive to the faculty and university at large. In the third part of the paper I describe efforts to promote senate service and enhance faculty diversity. 

The Culture of Service Avoidance in the University

Academic senates, especially at research institutions, cope with persistently low levels of faculty participation. In the University of California, the eight comprehensive campuses have struggled with the reluctance of faculty to stand for election for senate committees and/or divisional assemblies, much less vote. At the Irvine campus, where I am a member of the Irvine Division of the UC Academic Senate, voting among ladder rank members rarely exceeded 50% since the late 1990’s.

1997: 1064 members - 424 voted (40%)

1998: 1084 members - 421 voted (39%)

1999: 1086 members - 446 voted (41%)

2000: 1166 members - 446 voted (38%)

2001: 1204 members - 478 voted (40%)

2002: 1201 members - 497 voted (41%)
This level of voting is all the more distressing given the fact that faculty are asked to elect colleagues to important standing committees that are crucial to the principle of shared governance. These committees include Academic Personnel (CAP), Planning and Budget (CPB), Educational Policy (CEP), Graduate Council (GC), Faculty Welfare (CFW), and Computing, Research and Libraries (COCLOR) and Student Experience (CSE). As part of a much larger process of restructuring of the Irvine senate (1997-2003), members of the Assembly in June 2003 voted to abolish election to standing committees in favor of selection by appointment, except for the Committee on Academic Personnel and the Committee on Committees. (On the restructuring, see http://www.senate.uci.edu/8_Reps&Pubs/Restructure_98/Restruct.html and http://www.senate.uci.edu/8_Reps&Pubs/Restruct03.Index.html) Quite apart from limiting election to delegates from ten, including the Department of Education, to the Senate Assembly, what is most noteworthy about this action was the fact that UCI was the last hold out among the eight general campuses. 

How do we account for this? It appears to reflect a wider phenomenon of civic disengagement among the public. In his study, Harvard University political scientist Robert Putnam documented the alarming decline in civic engagement, i.e. political activity, membership in civic organizations, and regular interaction in neighborhood and family. (Bowling Alone, 2000). Identifying the precise causal factors that account for the decline is by no means an exact science. But, in the university the structure of labor and reward sheds light on faculty disengagement in its chief representative body. 

It is well known that faculty are hired to teach but are promoted based on their research productivity. Whether in the sciences or the humanities, productivity is quantified for purposes of comparison with other faculty in the same department, academic school and trends in the field. This is not to say that academic personnel committees, which include representatives from the eight academic schools including the department of education, ignore distinctions or the distinctive nature of scholarly labor in different fields. I like to think that here and elsewhere my colleagues are committed to a definition of principles of excellence that encompass a broad range of disciplines. Indeed, few can question that overtime the quality of university research has profoundly enriched our communities, nation and world. 

Still, the linkage between research productivity and reward is not without trade offs. Time is finite and faculty focus their time and energy in channels that are rewarded. Under the best of conditions, realizing excellence in research and teaching is demanding. Service becomes an afterthought in most cases. Faculty members devote the remainder of their time to department or school or campus and/or professional association(s). Complicating their decision-making is the expectation that promotion requires increasingly higher degrees of national and international visibility and validation within one’s field. It is not surprising that service to the department, much less the senate, becomes a low priority. There is neither enough time nor is there much reward.

Service avoidance is a learned behavior. It is a lesson that is absorbed early. Graduate students are socialized to this truth by the virtual absence of service recognition as they surmount the several hurdles of professionalization: from advancement to candidacy to the completion of the dissertation. This truth is only reinforced after securing a tenure track position. Junior faculty are protected from service duties by astute chairs and wise senior colleagues discourage it. Even if a junior faculty member ignores this advice, they quickly discover that service is an ill-definite component of labor. It is not subject to the gold standard of faculty evaluation: quantification. Even well meaning faculty who commend the participation of their colleagues in oversight, governance or support in one breadth; in another volunteer that service will not be rewarded. It will positively harm a case for promotion or merit where research is thought to be insufficient; and only add a glow to a case when research is superlative. 

This culture of service produces a predictable outcome: faculty ignorance about and/or indifference to the work of the senate. During the six to eight years during which an assistant professor toils away in hopes of promotion with tenure, there is one senate committee that he or she is interested in pr at least should be: the Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP). The promotion and merit recommendations of this committee, of course, are hardly life and death matters. In a context where definitions of excellence and satisfactory productivity are-- to put it charitably-- dynamic, their recommendations do affect standing, morale, and quality of life. It is for these reasons that its deliberations are the subject of sport, speculation and skepticism. As a projection of the senate, CAP tends to crowd out other important areas of the work of the senate in the mind and imagination of faculty. It should not come as a surprise that securing candidates for this elected committee is by no means easy, quite apart from the daunting workload for modest compensation (negotiated course relief). Anecdotal evidence suggests too that the Committee on Committees annually struggles to appoint faculty to the remaining standing committees. 

Mixed Messages: The Senate and Diversity

Those who do serve in the senate on the whole are full professors who are advanced in their careers and in years. It cannot be stressed often enough that these individuals bring to bear an astonishing range of experience as scholars and educators as well as department and academic school leaders. They are the institutional memory of the senate and enact the principle of shared governance on behalf of all faculty. Yet, one consequence of a small and shrinking pool of faculty willing to serve on standing committees is that the range of experience and perspective is correspondingly limited. This is not to say that all senate members think in lock step and agree on all matters. Trust me: they do not. 

What I am suggesting is that the present culture of service has impaired the ability of the senate to reflect a broader range of constituencies and interests that comprise the campus faculty. These are US born racial and ethnic groups and women that have historically been under-represented in the university and/or in certain fields of study; foreign-born scholars from the Americas, Asia, Africa, and Europe; the disabled; as well as homosexuals and lesbians. It should go without saying that all faculty come to the university dedicated to excellence and committed to the relentless advance of human knowledge. All too often their historical and contemporary relationship to the university as foreign-born and/or racialized, gendered, disabled and sexualized subjects is ignored and rendered irrelevant to the mission of the university. 

The subject of diversity is not an integral apart of the statutory workload of most of the senate standing committees. With two exceptions, the by-laws that describe the duties of the Committees on Academic Personnel, Educational Policy, Graduate Council, Planning and Budget, and Computing, Research and Libraries, do not refer to diversity at all.(Irvine Division Bylaws 48, 85, 100, 115, 120, 148.) It is true that the workload of these committees may intersect with understanding and advancing diversity. The Committee on Computing, Library and Academic Research, for example, oversees the Diversity Research Fund. Every three years, the Committee on Planning and Budget reviews FTE requests from the campus academic schools that include a discussion of the relation of faculty recruitment goals to diversity. The Committee on Academic Personnel, as part of an effort to address disparities in faculty rank and/or salary, may recommend adjustments based on a career review. 

However these examples only illustrate the marginalty of faculty diversity as a priority of the senate. The Vice Chancellor for Research allocates funds to CORLOR which in turn awards them to faculty based on a competitive review process. The diversity component in FTE requests was initiated by the Executive Vice Chancellor, and it remains unclear how the Committee on Planning and Budget relates diversity to its evaluation of requests. Career equity reviews originated from the demand of women faculty (locally and system-wide) to address disparities in rank and salary in comparison to white males in both the biological and physical sciences and in other disciplines. 

The standing committees in which diversity is a stated duty are Faculty Welfare and Student Experience. (Irvine Division Bylaws 99 and 138) Of these two, Faculty Welfare specifically concerns the faculty. 

The Council shall consider and report in a timely fashion to the Divisional Senate Assembly of the Irvine Division and confer with and advise the Chancellor and other officers of the campus administration on matters concerned with the welfare and diversity of the faculty. This is inclusive of issues pertaining to faculty salaries, benefits, insurance, retirement, housing, parking, University amenities, conditions of employment, and the status of women and minority affairs campus-wide. The Council shall initiate studies or make recommendations with respect to any conditions within or without the University which in the judgement of the Council may affect the academic freedom of the University Community. Procedures for treating issues with a major welfare component relevant to this Council that are also the concern of other committees will be developed by the chairs of the committees involved, in consultation with the Chair and the Academic Senate, Irvine Division. (Irvine Division Bylaw 99)

Unlike other senate committees, Faculty Welfare lacks a statutory workload. Although it may report to the Assembly, initiate studies and/or confer with the administration on a range of matters, it has no specific oversight or reporting obligation. Nor is service on this committee considered a prerequisite to serve on the committee on planning and budget, but service on the committees on academic personnel and graduate council is. (Irvine Division Bylaws 48, 99 and 100) 

Both the nature of the place of diversity in the regular deliberations of standing committees and the distinctive workload of the Faculty Welfare committee underscores the critical importance of a broad range of participation of faculty in the senate. If the senate is not peopled with a broad range of faculty or faculty who make diversity a priority in the research, teaching and service missions of the university, the subject will largely be ignored. In spite of the good intentions and hard work of those who have served and do serve now, the marginality of diversity fosters a negative perception about the entire Senate for several reasons.

First, it sends an unmistakable message that diversity is, at worse, not important, or, at best, a low priority. Second, this message no doubt acts as a check on faculty 

who do serve from taking the initiative unless they are prepared to undertake work that is not a regular part of the senate’s business or might be perceived as unimportant. Third, this message together with the more visible role of the Senate as the steward of excellence engenders a toxic perception that excellence and diversity are two distinct, competing conceptions of the mission of the university. This fictitious dichotomy not only shapes how the donor community directs their resources to the university, but also conveys to the varied constituencies of the faculty that their interests and concerns are not an integral part of the senate’s business. Collectively, these consequences undermine the senate’s authority as the representative voice of the faculty while discouraging faculty of color as well as women from serving. 
Engagement and Leadership: Acting on Behalf of All Faculty

Incorporating diversity within the Senate’s culture and workload is critical to its viability as the voice of the faculty. Of course, there are challenges. Let me summarize. A structure of faculty reward that privileges productivity undermines the incentive to serve the university in general and in the senate in particular; a small pool of faculty and narrow institutional priorities combine to consign diversity to the margins. But, the senate can take meaningful steps to change perceptions about service and diversity because I am convinced that most faculty recognize that our university is great not in spite of diversity but because of it. Below are several initiatives that are designed to advance this process. 

1. Validating Faculty Service: Establish a Mid-Career Distinguished Service Award

In March 2003, the committee on Faculty Welfare proposed the creation a Mid-Career Award for Distinguished Service to the University. The purpose of this award was and remains two-fold: to recognize the labors of our colleagues and to validate service as an integral feature of faculty careers.  Customarily, the Senate recognizes university service with the Daniel G. Aldrich, Jr., Distinguished University Service Award. Named after UC Irvine’s founding Chancellor, this award annually acknowledges “scholars of national and international renown who have at some point in their careers made outstanding contributions of service to the University of California.” In practice, only full professor towards the end of their career received the Aldrich Award.  A mid-career award certainly complements the Aldrich Award. In recognizing the contributions to the university (both in and outside of the senate), the committee hopes that more faculty will be inspired to serve. Greater participation will broaden the scope of faculty expertise, increase the size and diversity of the pool of faculty available for service, and make the Senate as well as the university more responsive to the needs and aspirations of the faculty and campus community. (Note: In June 2004 the senate cabinet approved the award and the Executive Vice Chancellor has agreed to fund this award.)

2. Equipping Senate Leaders with Knowledge: Campus Affirmative Action and Diversity Resources

Providing senate chairs as well as members of the Assembly with current and accurate data about faculty diversity and other resources is crucial. There are two venues that are ideal for reaching faculty leaders and representatives. They are the annual fall Academic Senate Retreat and the quarterly meeting of the Senate Assembly. The retreat consists of all senate chairs as well as invited guests, usually senior administrators. During a day-long meeting faculty are provided with a broad overview about the campus, including the budget and current and long term concerns and initiatives regarding research resources, the library, and advancement. I am currently working with our campus Assistant Executive Vice Chancellor Kirsten K. Quanbeck who directs the Office of Equal Opportunity and Diversity to design a presentation and other materials for a future senate retreat, preferably in the fall of 2005. Quite apart from raising the visibility of this important office, the purpose of the presentation is to provide a framework for diversity and equity as it applies to recruitment and retention as well as promotion and status. 

A second venue for continuing this discussion about diversity and equity in the senate is the Assembly. The Assembly consists of elected delegates from the academic schools. Where the standing committees play an advisory role, as the legislative body the Assembly represents the faculty more directly. Delegates, like senate chairs, can best serve the interests of all faculty by being knowledgeable about campus policy concerning Affirmative Action. In the near future, I will be asking the chair of the senate to reserve time on the agenda for a presentation of the campus Affirmative Action Plan and/or Annual Report. This document not only outlines the responsibilities of the university as a recipient of federal funding, but also describes what the campus is doing. Like the senate retreat, the purpose of reviewing the plan and report is to furnish faculty with information resources necessary for making the institution more responsive to the faculty and the campus community. 

Conclusion: Listening and Learning In Order to Lead

These steps that I have described above are designed to underscore the importance of service and faculty diversity to the Senate and the campus at large. I, for one, have no illusion that these steps will transform the culture of service avoidance, but at least the senate will begin to communicate a positive message about faculty diversity. In truth, these steps are relatively easy. In the short run, they do not involve a reconfiguration of the workload of standing committees to make diversity integral instead of marginal to the mission of the senate. If the senate is genuinely interested in representing the faculty, it must commit itself to a long-term engagement with the faculty constituencies. In other words, outreach. This means meeting with faculty groups, such as the Women’s Faculty Association, that were formed partly in response to the indifference of the senate to their concerns. A far more daunting task will involve meeting with either faculty of color and/or foreign-born faculty who at present lack associations. In each case and others, senate leaders must listen to learn to lead. Simply telling faculty that service is their responsibility is insufficient, if not insulting in light of the narrow priorities of the institution and the many contributions of women and faculty color to the campus that largely go unrecognized and compensated. Instead, these and other constituencies need to be convinced that the senate is committed to making diversity central to its mission, not marginal. 
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