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Lecturer Faculty

A Rationale

In its 1992 reaccreditation report, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) cited UK for its overdependence upon part-time faculty for the delivery of instruction in the lower-division of undergraduate education.  Furthermore, in the mid 1990’s the Kentucky Council on Higher Education directed the University to make greater progress in reaching a goal, mandated by the Kentucky legislature, of having at least fifty percent of lower-division instruction taught by full-time faculty.  These external pressures prompted the central administration in the waning years of the 90’s to reevaluate UK’s use of full-time lecturer faculty.

The administration’s decision in 1998, motivated by a request from the College of Arts and Sciences, to make greater use of full-time lecturer faculty in those targeted departments that bore the heaviest responsibility for lower-division instruction was driven by an inescapable fact:  the significant shortfall in lower-division instruction performed by full-time faculty could not be mitigated by a plan that relied solely on the accelerated hiring of tenurable faculty.  In a word, such a plan was wholly unaffordable.  On average tenure-track and tenured faculty teach one course per academic year in the lower-division.  Instructional responsibilities in the upper-division and graduate programs, obligations that must be borne largely by tenurable faculty, militate against a more substantial participation of tenurable faculty in lower-division instruction.  Lecturer faculty, on the other hand, teach between six and eight lower-division courses per academic year.  No public research university can satisfy its instructional obligations in the lower-division without the judicious use of non-tenurable faculty.  UK’s employment of full-time lecturers, which currently numbers 77 appointments, remains well below ten percent of the full-time tenurable faculty and well below the use of such faculty at our peer institutions.

Five principles should govern our hiring practices of full-time lecturers:

1) the vast majority of full-time faculty positions will continue to be tenure-track positions;


2) the outcome of a strategy that employs the use of full-time, non-tenurable faculty on multi-year contracts shall be to further reduce the university’s dependence upon part-time faculty instruction;


3) a ceiling could and should be established on the number (or percentage) of positions that may be filled by non-tenurable, full-time faculty;


4) appointments as lecturers may be restricted to units or programs where such 
appointments would be particularly appropriate and beneficial;

5) the terms of lecturer appointments should be comparable to those that exist at peer institutions and should recognize the valuable contributions lecturers make to the instructional mission of the University; these terms to include:

a) regular employee benefits

b) the opportunity for multi-year contracts

c) the opportunity for professional advancement to a senior rank within the lecturer series.

The 1998 revision to the Administrative Regulation on Lecturer faculty only extended regular full-time benefits to lecturer faculty.  It is time to complete some unfinished business by affording full-time lecturers what in reality is no more than the terms they would enjoy if employed at one of UK’s benchmarks.  The proposed AR is therefore motivated by a fundamental “do right” principle; the terms proposed bring UK’s treatment of lecturers more in line with prevailing standards and bring this category of instructor a more appropriate recognition within the University.  I believe the proposed revision of AR II-1 0 1 page II-12 is faithful to the aforementioned five principles. 
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