A History of the Establishment of the University of Kentucky Extension Title Series

In the fall 2004 academic semester, the University of Kentucky Provost announced an intention to promote
discussion on the future status of the faculty Special Title Series, including its possible abolition. The Provost
also announced that he would ask the College of Agriculture to use the occasion to assess the status of the
Extension Title Series, which is a form of Special Title Series. Toward providing an informational base of
context on how the Extension Title Series came to arrive in its present form, to enable a more informed
discussion on what its future ought to be, this history of the Extension Title Series is provided. It is organized
along the lines of the following progression of important historical events, which highlight particular issues that
have arisen that affect the nature of agricultural Extension as a University discipline, that affect University
policy for agricultural Extension, and that affect the application of that policy to individual Extension faculty.
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1. Extension Faculty Prior to 1963

A series of laws passed in 1880 established the independence of the educational institution that we know
today as the University of Kentucky. Among those laws was a statute empowering the Board of Trustees to hire

“... professors, assistants, and tutors and to determine the salaries, duties and official relations of each.”

This law still exists today as KRS 164.220." Under that law, the University by 1911 had recognized professors,
associate professors, assistant professors (and instructors) as the primary series ranks of the University
employees understood as titled “Professor.”>® However, there was not a system of different kinds of
professorial titles, each with its own series of ranks or own specialized duties.

Consequent to the Federal 1887 Morrill Act, there was also established, as an administrative
part of the University, the “Agricultural Experiment Station.” As President James Patterson
described it in 1908, he felt the Experiment Station functioned as ““a self-contained entity,
having little or no relationship to the instructional branch of the institution.”* Exercising
authority delegated by the Board of Trustees, the Board of Trustees Executive Committee in

: 1910 made the Agriculture Experiment Station to be a part of the College of Agriculture.” It
was not until the 1910-1911 academic year that the University Bulletin listed all together both the persons
(1) whose sole appointment was with a professorial title in academic departments of the College of Agriculture
and (2) who held a staff appointment in the Experiment Station and who held academic professorial title in an
academic were department of the College.® Specifically, the chiefs of divisions and the chiefs of staff of the
Experiment Station were to rank as professors, while the chief assistants were to rank as assistant professors.”
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In 1914, there was established by the Federal “Smith-Lever Act” the “Cooperative Extension Service,” (CES)
conceptualized as a cooperative interaction between the county, state and federal governments to extend education
from the land grant institutions to the citizens of the states.”'° The federal act specifically limited how the federal
funds to the CES could be spent, i.¢., that “no portion of said moneys shall be applied, directly or indirectly, ... in
college-course teaching, lectures in colleges...” and that persons appointed under the Smith-Lever Act for
extension work were to be “joint representatives” of the U.S. Department of Agriculture and of the College of
Agriculture.!" The first person to hold both a professorial appointment in the College of Agriculture and an
“Extension Specialist” appointment in the CES under this arrangement, as reported in the University Bulletin, was
in 1916."% The framework of the UK Cooperative Extension Service (CES), with its personnel placed into every
county of the state, made the Dean of the College of Agriculture in a very politically powerful situation, because
through those CES personnel in each county the Dean could cultivate considerable political support.'*'*

In 1950, the state legislature passed and the Governor signed a law that raised much ire within the
University, in that it placed the University in a Division of the Department of Education, and made its
employment system as under the jurisdiction of the state government Division of Personnel in the Department
of Finance, which was administratively supervised by the Governor. This placed the Governor in a potential
position of utilizing the Cooperative Extension Service as a framework through which the Governor could cause

@ 9 to be hired and placed into each county persons who politically supported the Governor. The
potential for such political intrusion spawned an in-depth report by a committee of the Kentucky
Chapter of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), chaired by Howard
Beers (Department of Sociology) that laid bare the political mischief that this legislation had
enabled.” This report was picked up by the Louisville Courier newspaper, which in a two-page
WS spread lambasted the legislation.'® As a result, in the next legislative session (1952), a law was

S5 passed (KRS 164.225 today) stating

“Anything in any statutes of the Commonwealth to the contrary notwithstanding, the power over
and control of appointments, qualifications, salaries, and compensation payable out of the
State Treasury or otherwise, promotions and official relations of all employees of the University
of Kentucky, as provided in KRS 164.220, and, subject to any restrictions imposed by general
law, the retirement ages and benefits of such employees shall be under the exclusive
jurisdiction of the board of trustees of the University of Kentucky, which shall be an
independent agency and instrumentality of the Commonwealth.”

Several academic and political forces then intersected in 1955-1960. These forces included that the AAUP
was approaching the peak of its influence within the University in concerns of matters of faculty tenure and
academic status. That circumstance intersected with the position of the Dean of Agriculture as one of much
influence within the University administration during that time (in part by way of the statewide influence of the
CES). In further intersection, by 1955, there had become established a (typically M.S.-level) position in the
Cooperative Extension Service of “Extension Specialist,” and the (typically M.S.-level position) in the
Agricultural Experiment Station of “Research Specialist.”'®!* The result of a revision to the Governing
Regulations in 1955 was the addition of the following new language to the definition of a department:

“A departmental staff shall consist of professors, associate professors, assistant professors,
instructors, research specialists, field agents, or graduate assistants who may be appointed
to give instruction or to conduct experiments, research or field studies...”

In 1960, there was further amendment to the Board’s Governing Regulations concerning tenure. Back in 1918,
the Board’s regulations had been revised to prescribe that tenure (“continuous employment”) could be awarded
to faculty with the rank of Associate Professor or Professor,20 but in 1947, the Board of Trustees amended its
regulations to limit appointment to either rank to persons who have a Ph.D.?' In essence, a faculty could not
acquire tenure without a Ph.D. However, in the 1960 revisions, that requirement of a Ph.D. for appointment as
Associate Professor or Professor was removed, and the tenure regulations rewritten to read as shown below:

“Each person in the following categories shall also have continuous tenure at the University,
either on appointment or following a probationary period of employment on a year-to-year
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basis, the total probationary period to be from one to five years, as approved by the President:
(1) all persons of the rank of assistant professor or higher, (2) other persons adjudged by the
President to hold equivalent ranks, including research or extension personnel and
professional librarians.”??

These changes placed Extension Specialists (and Research Specialists) and Assistant Professors in a position to
acquire tenure, just as did Associate Professors and Professors, but instead by the mere act of their continued
reappointments for longer than five years (i.e., “de facto tenure™).**

Il. Establishment Under President Oswald of the “Regular Title Series” and Its Qualifications, 1963

In fall of 1963, the newly appointed UK President John Oswald was given a mandate from
the Board of Trustees to lead UK out of its status as a local institution of primarily teaching
emphasis and into the ranks of national research universities. However, there was no written
higher University-level framework establishing merit-measures of faculty performance.”” In
consultation with the Faculty Council ( = Senate Council today),”® President Oswald
promulgated in October of 1963 a statement of University-wide criteria for faculty appointment,
promotion and merit salary increase that reflected this philosophy.?” That policy stated, in part:

“Four areas of activity are important in the evaluation of faculty for appointment,
promotion and merit increase:

1. teaching

2. research and other creative activity
3. professional status and activity

4. University and public service

..... a major consideration in any appointment or promotion which carriers tenure must
be superior intellectual attainment as evidenced both in teaching, and in research or
other creative activity.”

That 1963 policy memo became what we know today as the President’s Administrative Regulation for
appointment, promotion and tenure of “Regular Title Series” faculty (AR II-1.0-1.V, of today).”® Particularly
eye-raising for many faculty and administrators was the emphasis that the policy placed on performance of
research, and that faculty who would be titled “Professor” (or “Associate Professor” or “Assistant Professor’)
would be expected to perform with superior attainment in both research and teaching, and with “effectiveness”
in University or Public Service. Thus, it became immediately clear that the academic departments and the Area
Committees would have difficulty in applying those criteria to the retention, tenure and promotion of certain of
the nonresearch faculty in various colleges. In some colleges, the nonresearch faculty were primarily
performing teaching, and in some, primarily public service.” In addition, the research-only assignment of some
other persons precluded their performing in either teaching or public service.*

lll. Implications of Regular Title Series Criteria Policy for Agricultural Extension Faculty

The President met personally with the Faculty Council at its November 1963 meeting, little more than a week
after circulating the new criteria for tenure that required excellence in both teaching and research activities, and
effectiveness in service. The minutes of that meeting show that “the following points were made [including]:

decision must be made concerning the agricultural extension group”’

For the remainder of 1963 and all of 1964, there was much discussion in the University Faculty Council as to
whether alternative titles or alternative ranks were needed to accommodate specialized needs of Agriculture and
Medicine. In January 1964, the Faculty Council discussion generated the suggestion:

“... that consideration be given to adding “Part-time” to the title of a part-time faculty member, and broad
terms, to include those in non-teaching research in the Medical School and the College of Agriculture,
such as “Assistant Agronomist”, “Physicist”, “Assistant Surgeon”, be used for research titles.”*?



There was also discussion as to whether the “Lecturer” ought to be made a tenure-track series with a progression
of multiple ranks, and applied to Extension faculty. Shortly thereafter, in there was in the Faculty Council

“substantial discussion of the matter of needs for special ranks to meet the
needs of particular colleges. Dr. Ed Pelligrino [Faculty Council Vice Chair and
the Chairman of the Department of Medicine, College of Medicine] presented
problems that would be created by the proposed lecturer and associate ranks
for people in the clinical area whose responsibilities did not fit the teaching
research concept of the professorial series.... [t]his led to the point that there i

were other areas such as Agriculture where the problems of specialized ‘ e

activities suggested that perhaps other series of ranks might be needed that L 3

would more appropriately define the functions of individuals .... It was felt that

there was need to explore further the possibility that still other needs of this type existed in other
colleges in the University and that prior to making a position the Faculty Council might well consult with
appropriate faculty members to define these needs more completely ...” 3

IV. Discussions Occur on Potential Solutions to the “Title Problem” for Extension Faculty

February 1964 was a particular moment of urgency for this problem, because at this moment the newly
established Area Committees were starting to meet and assess the spring1964 dossiers for promotion and/or
tenure, including those from faculty who were assigned in the specialized needs of colleges that did not entail
significant time assignment in each of research, teaching and service. With the Faculty Council
still wrestling with the issue two weeks later

“Dr. [Ralph] Weaver [Faculty Council Chair] was requested, through personal
interview, to ask each of the deans to submit recommendations for faculty titles in those
areas where the criteria for regular professorial ranks would not be appropriate for
retention and promotion, emphasizing that the Council would insist on these [Oswald
1963] criteria for the regular professorial ranks.”** (underlining in original)

Unfortunately, over the course of the next month of Faculty Council meetings,

“The Chairman reported that the Council could not proceed on the matter of defining special
ranks to meet the needs of particular colleges until all recommendations were in from the
applicable college deans. In this connection, he reported that he had received a letter from the
Dean of the College of Commerce which he read to the Council.”®® ....“The Chairman reported
receipt of a negative reply form the Art Department toward special academic ranks and Dr.
Pellegrino reported negatively for the College of Medicine. The Chairman commented on the
lack of progress being made in this area.”®

The College of Agriculture was one of the colleges for which no response was received, unfortunately for those
persons whose dossiers from the College of Agriculture were already being evaluated in that cycle by the Area
Committees. In one February 1964 case of a person possessing a terminal degree, the Area Committee wrote

“It is the opinion of the Committee that although Mr. [] appears well qualified to do extension work
in [department], it does not appear that Mr.[] will have any responsibilities outside the area of
extension work. It is the opinion of the Committee that appointment to a professorial rank is not
justified for work in this area and that Extension titles should be used for Extension personnel.”’

The June 1964 Board of Trustees minutes show that subsequently that individual (and a second individual from
Agriculture) being appointed as “Assistant Extension Professor.”® That is, the title of the individuals would not
be “Professor” but rather “Extension Professor.” However, this was an ad hoc arrangement for spring 1964,
that is, no “Extension Professor” alternative title series was yet officially promulgated as policy.”

Finally, in May 1964, after the spring cycle of dossier evaluation had completed, Dean Seay
corresponded to both University Faculty Council and President Oswald with separate policy proposals
for titles of personnel in the College of Agriculture.*” Dean Seay’s letter to President Oswald
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expressed a managerial intent of “flexibility” in assignment of duties to Extension faculty, which he justified on
the basis of a newly broadened mission of the college to include economic development:

“We believe that the titles assigned to Extension staff members should fit the organization and
be descriptive. They should be flexible and not hamper the individual in the performance of
his duties...Our program is no longer restricted to agriculture, home economics and youth
program in the narrow sense but currently include considerable emphasis in the broad field of
over-all economic development ... The prefix “agriculture,” as currently used is meaningless
for men working primarily in economic development programs.”*'

(Nearly forty years later, the College of Agriculture administration articulated

“As the pace of economic and agricultural transition accelerates, we need to become more
adaptable, more flexible and more responsive as an organization.”

“The [Cooperative Extension] program delivery process involves Extension faculty, county
agents, advisory council members, volunteer leaders and the general public. ... We emphasize:
... Being locally-driven, flexible, and responsive; we reach millions of Kentucky residents each
year with educational programs in agriculture and natural resources, family and consumer
sciences, 4-H and youth development, and community and economic development.” >*)

Dean Seay’s May 1964 proposal for academic Extension personnel titles, cast in the above context, was to
propose three ranks for County Extension Agent and their respective criteria, another title of “Area Specialist,”
and finally (with an eye on the still in-force, above-quoted 1960 Governing Regulations for tenure) the proposal:

“The titles Extension Specialist, Assistant Extension Professor, Associate Extension Professor,
and Extension Professor will be used for resident staff and where appropriate for area
specialists. Resident extension staff including those area workers with Extension professorial
titles can earn job security after a probationary period not to exceed seven years.”*’

Dean Seay’s May 1964 correspondence directly to the Faculty Council instead*’ was focussed on the research
aspect of “personnel in the College of Agriculture and Home Economics in the college and Experiment Station’:

In addition to professional academic personnel holding the ranks of instructor, assistant
professor, associate professor and professor ... we would recommend ... Research Specialist
or Regulatory Specialist — minimum education a Master of Science Degree...This rank would
be the equivalent of an Extension Specialist or Extension Assistant Professor. Personnel with
this title will be able to earn job security after probationary period not to exceed seven years.”**

During the summer of 1964 following these late spring proposals by Dean Seay, President Oswald and the
University Faculty Council developed an amendment to the section of the Governing Regulations pertaining to
tenure, that would more closely capture the intent of his new policies for tenure criteria, and which would also
close the ‘loophole’ that persons might acquire tenure by the de facto route of mere reappointment beyond the
probationary period. This amended language would shortly precipitate additional events for Extension faculty.***’

Meanwhile, the Vice President for the Medical Center, William Willard, was quite
strident in his position that the clinical (teaching/patient care) faculty of the Colleges of
Medicine and Dentistry, who were not performing “research” as that term was conventionally
understood, ought nevertheless have access to the Regular Title Series. He was convinced
that if a second title system were implemented for the clinical faculty, that the clinical faculty
would become stigmatized with a second-class status. He expressed to President Oswald in
September of 1964 his apparent awareness of Dean’s Seay’s May 1964 proposal,

“I understand that the College of Agriculture has such a system of titles but | am not clear that
these apply to many faculty members who are active in teaching on the Lexington campus; the
application of dual titles to county agents and home demonstration agents who have little formal
teaching responsibility in the usual academic sense is hardly parallel.”*®



V. Establishment of a Single, University-wide “Special Title Series” as an Alternative to
Regular Title Series, 1965

By December of 1964, the next cycle of Area Committee evaluation of promotion dossiers
loomed just a month or two away. Dean Seay continued his correspondence with President
Oswald’s office, through the Special Assistant to the President, Tom Lewis (who later became
the Dean of Law). That activity resulted in Dr. Lewis’ drafting in mid-December 1964 of rank
definition statements and criteria for ranks of “Extension Professor,” “County and Home
Demonstration Agent, Research Specialist and Area Specialist” and also “Extension Specialist.
A month later, President Oswald disapproved the proposals from Dean Seay for a faculty status,
indeed a tenureable faculty status, of the Extension Specialists and Research Specialists. Contributing to this shlft
and decision by President Oswald was an unpalatable (for Oswald) outcome of the new ‘tenure-or-out’
regulations that the Board of Trustees had adopted at Oswald’s request at its September 1964 meeting. Dean
Seay combined the academic political influence of the college with that 1960 de facto tenure regulation (that
had listed extension specialists as being included in the group that could acquire de facto tenure) to cause the
President and Board of Trustees to publicly recognize that 45 Extension Specialists possessed tenure.” Thus,
although the subsequent actions of President Oswald closed the door to any further faculty status by Extension
Specialists after that time, for the next several decades there continued to be employed at the University of
Kentucky those Extension Specialists who by the 1965 Board action possessed tenure. The last person to retire
who was in this group of 1965-tenured Extension Specialist retired from UK in 1988.”'
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Thus, for a second year, the Area Committees had the unenviable task of dealing with dossiers for
individuals who did not have significant assignment in each of teaching, research and service, and who thereby
would not satisfy the October 1963 Regular Title Series policy that set forth the criteria for award of the
unqualified title “Professor.” Dossiers from the College of Agriculture relating to specialists and Extension
faculty were again affected by the lack of a final policy for such situations. °%%

Meanwhile, the Faculty Council accepted in principle President’s January 1965 proposal for a single, altern-
ative, University-wide title series, but with several substantive modiﬁcations,5 435 which the Deans Council,5 6
and the full University Senate’’ endorsed, and the President accepted and promulgated as the final, new Special
Title Series policy.”® First, it would be named as the “Special Title Series,” to place the emphasis on that each
position to be created in this title series was for a “specialized” activity. Second, the new series would only be
used for positions in which the very nature of the specialized teaching or service activity was so different from
that performed by persons in the Regular Title Series that the criteria used to evaluate teaching and service of
Regular Title Series faculty were inappropriate to use to evaluate persons in this alternative title series. Very

important for the future understanding of the basis of use of this title series was the stipulation of intent that:

“[The October 1963 Regular Title Series criteria] appear to be satisfactory for the great majority of
positions. There are, however, a few areas where research and creative work, in the usually
accepted sense, do not constitute a significant part of a staff member’s activity ... Yet the
University has established programs in some of these areas and has the need for professionally
competent people to meet the teaching and public service responsibilities required by these
programs. To meet these responsibilities effectively and to maintain a competitive position in the
manpower market, it is proposed that a “Special Title” professorial series be established...

“Therefore, the appointment or promotion of an individual to the Special Title Series should be
recommended only where teaching or other needs are so specialized in character that they can
be met with greater effectiveness by faculty members in the special series...

“Appointment to a Special Title position will not normally imply a specific responsibility to
engage in research.”®

Executive Vice President A.D. Albright oriented the college deans and Area Committees about how
provisions within the established Special Title Series policy were designed in several ways to protect the
integrity of the Special Title Series. As he elaborated,



-if the nature of the teaching or service activity to be performed was to be just the same as a Regular
Title Series faculty member would perform, then it would be inappropriate to establish a Special Title
Series position for that activity, and instead a Regular Title Series faculty member(s) should be
identified to perform that activity.”

-to maintain faculty oversight with the President on the special criteria that would be created ad hoc
(“specially”) for appointment, promotion and tenure into each Special Title Series position, before any hire
into the position, a proposal of special criteria would be developed by the department” and then, above the
dean, the criteria would be further reviewed by an Area Committee (on behalf of the Faculty Council),
prior to final approval by the President.™

-using a proposal from the College of Nursing as an example, the Area Committee and President Oswald
disapproved a proposal for a Special Title Series position forwarded by the Dean, expressly because the
Dean had included in the proposed description of the job assignments for the position and the associated
promotion criteria, that the hired individual would be responsible to perform research that resulted in
research publications. The proposal was approved only after the Dean

“revised the proposed definition of “Associate Professor of Clinical Nursing” and
“Professor of Clinical Nursing” to eliminate the implications of research achievements,
therefore distinguishing these positions from regular faculty titles.”°

VI. College of Agriculture and the Special Title Series Policy

While a number of colleges during the last half of 1965 submitted proposals for establishment of Special
Title Series positions relevant to particularized needs within their respect colleges, the College of Agriculture
did not submit any proposals for establishment of Special Title Series positions in relation to Extension faculty.!
As far as the College of Agriculture was concerned, the situation appeared to come to a head in January 1966,
just as the 1966 spring cycle of promotion and tenure dossier consideration was in the offing. Executive VP
A.D. Albright was contacted by an official from the College of Agriculture dean’s office on an issue relating to
potential appointment of a new Extension faculty member.® In order for the individual, a recent UK graduate,
to be appointed as an Assistant Extension Professor, and not violate the 1960 regulation that recent graduates
can not be employed at UK as a “teacher” or “research” worker at the rank of Instructor or higher,”> Executive
VP Albright explained that the person could not be

“appointed as a teacher or research worker as those terms are used in the [Regular Title Series]
regulation...If made this appointment would be in the Special Title Series ...the criteria [for
Special Title Series] may differ from those for the regular professorial series. No criteria have
been adopted for a Special Title Series in Agriculture as no formal request has been made for
the establishment of such a series.”®

— The above admonition apparently got the attention of the College of Agriculture
\'I administration. At the President’s direction, Provost Lewis Cochran then appointed a committee,
4 == a Chaired by William Garrigus (Animal Sciences), to draft a statement of “criteria for a Special
- \ N Title series of Extension professorships.” A goal for that committee’s efforts was to develop a

' criterial statement that “might not only apply to the Agricultural Extension Service but throughout
broader areas of the University.”®" The resultant committee product was proposed by Provost
Cochran to Executive VP Albright for approval in April 1966, with the Provost noting

“These criteria are somewhat general but may be the best that we can obtain in the beginning.”®*

However, Executive VP Albright enforced that the Special Title Series was to be used only for positions so
specialized that the position descriptions would be need to be fashioned on a case-by-case basis, rejecting the
notion that a single approved statement of criteria would ‘flexibly’ subserve all of the various Extension
positions throughout the entire University (including the College of Education and the College of Business and
Economics).®> Hence, when Executive VP A. D. Albright responded to Provost Cochran on May 6, 1966, he
limited the application of the proposed performance criteria to the College of Agriculture:



“The criteria for appointment and promotion are approved provisionally; these may require further
development over the next year as their use would indicate... The criteria, as they are further
developed, might well be considered for use in the University generally”® (underline added here)

The criteria for Associate Professor or Professor ranks in this approved Special Title Series of Extension could
be grouped into three areas of assignment: (1) Professional Status and Activity, (2) Instructional and Organizational
Skills in the individual’s extension program of assignment , and (3) University Community Service Activity:®’

1-“Achievement of professional status beyond the University... [leadership, participation in professional
organizations, requests to serve as consultant, recognition for outstanding service by clientele serve
in the field of specialization]

2-“Achievement as instructor, organizer” [i.e., the extension public service component] “with the term
instructional broadly conceived so as to include such activities as:

-Production of training or instructional programs

-Preparation of public information materials

-Achievement as a creative person, in producing innovations of materials ... as a scholar ... who
applies and develops new knowledge relevant to his work

-Coordination of teaching or training programs...[o]rganization of groups for study, or for action to
apply knowledge

-innovations of ... methods, or approaches to the problems he encounters in his work

3-“faculty government assignments, either as elected by the faculty or as appointed by the administration.’

Several months later, the first College of Agriculture faculty member to be appointed to the newly approved
Special Title Series of Extension professorships was so appointed (Donald LaBore, Dept. of Veterinary
Sciences) with the official title in the Board of Trustees minutes® of “Associate Extension Professor.” In
subsequent actions of approval of proposals for appointment or promotion to this title series, the official
notifications of approval actions to Dean Seay from Executive Vice President A.D. Albright were styled as:

“...the promotion of Dr. , Department of , to the rank of Associate Extension
Professor (Special Title), with tenure....”"

VII. Establishment of Area Committee for Extension, 1968

In addition to the October 1963 policy he promulgated on appointment and promotion criteria,”’ President
Oswald in October 1963, together with the University Faculty Council, also established the policy that
appointments or promotions to the rank of Assistant Professor and higher (later, to Associate Professor and
higher) must be evaluated by a University-level faculty “Area” committee.”” Provost Cochran proposed and
Executive VP Albright approved, in May 1966, that the committee that drafted that Extension Title Series
criterial statement would serve at least initially as the first Area Committee for appointments and promotions in the
Extension Special Title Series.®* In March of 1968, though, the Faculty Council made note that it wanted the
committee to be officially established (i.e, through the University Senate framework of a short list provided by
the Senate Council, etc.).”' By December 1968, Albright requested that the Senate Council submit a short list of
names of faculty for formal appointment to a newly and formally established Area Committee for Extension.’”

VIIl. Codification of in Administrative Regulations of “Special Title Series for Extension”

A Shortly after his appointment as the new University of Kentucky President in fall 1969, Otis

Singletary desired to codify the various Oswald-era faculty personnel policy memos into a
manual of “Administrative Regulations.””*”> The Administrative Regulation on the “Special
Title Series for Extension” was drafted,’® examined by the University Senate Council’’ and
p!| finally promulgated in March of 1972, expressly stating that it was designed for

“those University faculty whose primary assignment is to one of the University
extension programs serving the citizens of the Commonwealth.””® (AR 11-1.0-1.V, 1972)



The criteria for the rank of Associate Extension Professor as codified in the new Administrative Regulation
closely dovetailed the criteria for that rank as approved in 1966 as a “Special Title Series for Extension
Professorships” (i.e., centered on same basic three Areas of Activity of professional status; instructional/
organization skills toward the extension program of primary assignment; and University/community service).

IX. Distinction of Extension Title Series From Regular Title Series Preserved by Unique
Definitions for Activities of Assignment and Distribution of Effort

The Administrative Regulation codified in 1972 for the Special Title Series for Extension placed several
restrictions on the assignments of duties and on the distribution of effort, that ensured that the faculty appointed
into the title series have in common a “specialized” focus of duties, reflecting its “specialized” nature, that is
Sfunctionally different from what a Regular Title Series faculty member could be assigned.

The first restriction is in the opening sentence to the 1972 Administrative Regulation for this title series:

“The Special Title Series for Extension consists of: (1) assistant extension professor; (2)
associate extension professor; and (3) extension professor.”’®

By its grammatical use of the phrase “consists of”, and not “may consist of”” or “in part consists of,” this
important requirement establishes the integrity of this title series being an inseverable whole unto itself.
There is no such thing as a “split title series” assignment, in which a faculty member is partly Extension
Title Series and partly some other title series. This language specifies that this title series consists of the
stated three ranks, and the remainder of the regulation specifically defines the three ranks in terms of
consisting of the following areas of assigned duties:

1 - in professional status/activity,

2 - in instructional/organizational skills zoward the extension program of primary assignment, (i.e., this
is the ‘extension public service component’) and

3 - in University/community service.

Those activities in those three areas specifically define and constitute as a whole and in toto an assignment in
the Special Title Series for Extension (notice there is no area of assignment for “teaching” or “research” as
those terms are used for Regular Title Series faculty). The Administrative Regulation by its language does not
allow managerial ‘flexibility’ to sample from unique assignments that characterize other title series, patchwork
them together, and then label it as an assignment to a position in the Special Title Series for Extension.

For example, it would not be compliant for a D.O.E. assignment to be 10% from Librarian Title series work,
30% from Community College System Title Series work, 19% from Clinical Title Series patient care work, and
then 51% generic “Extension” assignment. It would not be compliant for two reasons: (1) neither Librarian
Title-type work, nor CC System Title-type work, nor Clinical Title-type work are any of the three specified
areas of assignment for Extension faculty and (2) the definition in the regulation for the three professorial ranks
in the Special Title Series for Extension is for assignment in all three specified areas, one of three of which must
be the primary (>50% time) assignment of an extension program, and thus once the primary of the three areas is
assigned as minimally 51% time (to be “primary”) there is no room left in the generic “51% Extension” assignment
for other two required areas of activity (i.e., professional activity and University service). Thus, not only would
the above assignments be in violation of the above regulatory requirement securing the integrity of the Special
Title Series for Extension, they would be to the detriment of the professional status of the individual, since the
individual is being assigned duties that are not commensurate with making due progress toward requirements
for tenure in the Special Title Series for Extension (see the current AR II-1.0-5.B.3,”” AR 1I-1.0-1.IV.I*").

The above particular restriction codified in the 1972 Administrative Regulation has been continued for the
past three decades, verbatim and without change, exactly as codified in 1972 (see AR II-1.0-1.VI of today®").



The fact that the above definition of assignable areas of activity for ETS faculty does not include Regular
Title Series-style “teaching” in Senate-approved courses in Senate-approved curricula, nor Regular Title Series-
style “research,” is further attested by the controlling Board of Trustees Governing Regulations of 1970. In
defining those faculty eligible for election to the University Senate, those regulations prescribed:

“The elected faculty membership shall consist of and represent proportionally the members of
the full-time teaching and/or research faculty with the rank of assistant professor or higher...”®

However, as discussed in Section XII below, under this provision no Extension Title Series faculty were eligible
for election to the University Senate. The University Senate, the President, and the Board of Trustees itself (all
three being above the level of a dean) each made this same interpretation, because each later agreed that the
qualifying activities of “teaching” and “research” did not encompass the Extension Title Series, and that
different definitional language would be needed to allow inclusion of the Extension Title Series faculty. It was
not until the Board of Trustees changed its Governing Regulations in 1986 to specifically name the Extension
Title Series faculty as also being eligible, that the extension faculty gained that eligible status.** That is, the
activities of Extension Title Series faculty under the regulations of their assignments were not doing “teaching”
or “research” within the meaning of the Regular Title Series faculty (where all of Regular Title Series faculty
were eligible for election to the Senate). “Teaching” in the sense of Regular Title Series teaching, and
“research” in the sense of Regular Title Series research were not activities assignable to Extension Title Series
faculty and therefore the Extension Title Series faculty were not eligible for election to the Senate.

(Implications for Overload Salary Payment. The above restriction is the basis for the salary overload
payment that has been made to Extension faculty when a Dean desires that the Extension faculty member
provides conventional ‘class teaching’ activity for a class in which curricular credit is awarded to the students.
Such a teaching activity is not one of the three areas of assignment that make in foto the whole assignment to
each Extension faculty member. Therefore, under the higher President’s Administrative Regulations, if the
Dean is going to avail, or to require, an Extension faculty member to perform such conventional teaching that is
outside the definition of areas of activity of Extension faculty (e.g., obvious examples would be teaching
evening/weekend classes for student credit, or teaching such for-credit classes off-site or in Distance Learning),
then it is required that an overload salary payment be made to the Extension faculty member.**)

The second restriction is a requirement intended to ensure a high level of homogeneity in assignments,
reflective of the policy (adopted on the very next page in the 1972 Administrative Regulation, for the remainder
of “Special Title Series”, AR II-1.0-1.VI'®) that each Special Title Series position

-1s intended to be unique (requiring its own job description and corresponding unique promotion and
tenure criteria), or

-that a number of individuals can be hired into positions served by a single Special Title Series position
description/promotion-tenure criteria, if the hired individuals are really each going to have essentially
the same duties that are those prescribed in that one position description

This restriction, that preserves the integrity of “the” Special Title Series position of “Extension Professor,” is
stated at the outset of the 1972 Administrative Regulation of this title series, where is written the requirement
that the regulation applies to

“those University faculty whose primary assignment is to one of the University extension
programs serving the citizens of the Commonwealth.””®

The consequence of this requirement is that no Extension faculty member is to receive a primary assignment in
an area of activity other than an assignment of instruction/organization toward an extension program. Not only
would a contrary primary assignment be a violation of this requirement for the Special Title Series for Extension,
it would be to the detriment of the professional status of the individual since the individual is being assigned
duties that are not commensurate with making due progress toward requirements for tenure in the Special Title
Series for Extension (see AR II-1.0-5.B.3,” AR 1I-1.0-1.1V.*®). This particular requirement codified in the
1972 Administrative Regulation remains today exactly as codified in 1972 (see AR II-1.0-1.VI of today™).
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The third restriction was newly added at the 1972 codification of the “Special Title Series for Extension,”
which established that evaluation of faculty performance is to be weighted by the distribution of effort
assignment. For the case of the “Special Title Series for Extension,” at the end of the subsection A.2 in AR II-
1.0-1.V (1972)"®, after that section has prescribed the three areas of activity of professional development,
instruction/organizational skills toward the extension program of primary assignment, and University/
community service, the regulation next requires:

“Application of the above criteria should be weighted in terms of the individual’s assignment”

The very important consequence of this requirement (which provides a protective safety net for Extension
faculty; see below) is that in order for the promotion/tenure evaluation to be “weighted” in terms of the
“assignment” in these three areas, the Distribution of Effort form for the individual must accurately and
separately record and show the percent of effort assigned to the individual in each of these three areas. Merely
recording on a Distribution of Effort form of a single number, e.g., that an individual is “100% Public Service,”
does not accurately record or show the percent of time that is assigned in each of these three different areas and
therefore does not comply with this regulation. Such a D.O.E. recording tactic is not in compliance, because it
makes it impossible to use the D.O.E. form, as prescribed, during a promotion exercise, to weigh the evaluation
for the respective percent efforts in each of the above three areas (see AR [1-1.0-5.B.3,” AR II-l.O-l.IV.IgO).
This particular requirement codified in the 1972 Administrative Regulation has been continued for the past
three decades, verbatim and without change, exactly as codified in 1972.%!

X. Issues Arising Subsequent to 1972 Concerning the Academic Status of Extension Title Series

Over the course of the several decades subsequent to 1972, issues have arisen as to the relationship between
the regulations as actually codified verus the Special Title Series in Extension as practiced at a college level.

A Legal Backdrop. An important legal backdrop that highly profiled these issues was the 1982 ruling
against the University of Kentucky by the KY Court of Appeals (later upheld by the KY Supreme Court) in the
“Hayse tenure case.” In that case, the written Administrative Regulations prescribed that the procedures to be
used in promotion/tenure processes were to be certain specific procedures.”® Those procedures were not used
by the dean and higher officials in Hayse’ promotion/tenure exercise, for which the University’s defense to the
court was that “the procedure was altered by custom and application,” and that all promotion/tenure exercises
for all faculty were procedurally practiced in the same way as Hayse’ exercise was procedurally practiced, and
therefore Hayse was treated both fairly and correctly.*> The Court of Appeals (and Supreme Court) rejected
that a dean or other administration officer possesses such managerial flexibility, firmly holding that

“The University contends that as a matter of custom and practice [the procedure is done a
certain way] ... This is not the procedure established by the regulations which have been
adopted and custom cannot be allowed to supercede the duly adopted procedures.”®

Hayse was entitled to the procedures as prescribed in the Regulations - a contrary practice could not be imposed.

The above concept, though simply stated by the KY Supreme Court, is sometimes difficult for faculty (or
unit administrators) to grasp. It may happen that a faculty member is hired, and over the years reappointed,
promoted and tenured, all under a custom and practice in the college that is actually in violation of the higher
(controlling) University regulations. Since that faculty member has not known any other process than the
custom and practice of his/her unit, and since that faculty member was successfully promoted and tenured under
that practice, the faculty member may be convinced that the custom and practice in his/her unit is the actual
University regulation (when it is not), or that at least it is ‘permissible.” However, as the Supreme Court in the
Hayse case firmly held, the existence of a contrary custom and practice, even if acquiesced to by some willing
unit faculty, does not create an obligation for other faculty members of the unit to submit to the practice if the
other faculty members demand instead to be treated in accordance with the written, duly adopted procedures.

Additional Safety Net Relating to Faculty Assignment. Also related to issues of Extension faculty
assignment is an Administrative Regulation (AR II-1.0-1.IV.]) and its parent Governing Regulation (GR
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X.B.11) that dates to 1947 in a case that involved the College of Agriculture.*® These regulations establish that
there is no general ‘catch-all’ that allows an administrator unfettered overriding discretion to change faculty
assignments in a way that would violate other University regulations. These restrictions draw a narrow circle
around the administrative discretion to only overriding that subset of regulations that are on faculty academic
freedoms/privileges (i.e., no discretion to override other regulations relating to other employment parameters),
and even in the narrow case of overriding faculty academic freedoms/ privileges, such override is only
permissible if the change in assignment does not harm the professional status of the faculty member.

University Senate Council Relays Agriculture Faculty’s Faulting of Regular Title Series Criteria Being
Applied to Extension Faculty. In 1982, the Senate Council discussed,®” and then related by letter to President
Singletary, the following concerns about the application of criteria for promotion of Extension faculty from
Associate Extension Professor to Extension Professor:

“Dear President Singletary....

....The criteria applied for promotion of an Extension Professor seem unrealistic in light of such
people’s responsibilities. The nature of the job often precludes anything more than a regional
influence...The objections came, incidentally, from members of the Agriculture College faculty ...
The criteria appear to the Council to be derived from the research series rather than being
applicable to the extension folk.”®®

The following year the Senate Council reported to the full University Senate that

“There are approximately 80 extension faculty members... it appears that almost all of
them spent a considerable amount of time engaging in functions that regular faculty perform,
i.e., teaching and research.”®

The Senate Council formally proposed to President Singletary changes to the 1972 Administrative Regulation
on Extension faculty, designed specifically to differentiate between the promotion and tenure expectations of
the Extension discipline from the expectations of the Regular Title Series faculty. For example, the Senate
Council requested that President Singletary insert “appropriate” into the 1972 regulation to now read:

“Publication of useful and creative articles in appropriate professional journals”

to focus the evaluation on the kinds of professional journals that were outlets appropriate to the nature of the
kinds of extension program assignments being made to Extension faculty (often necessarily of regional, not
national, scope). To further distinguish the nature of “educational” activities of the Extension discipline from
the conventional “teaching” activities as that term is used in the Regular Title Series regulation, the Senate
Council, with approval of the Agriculture Senate Council member Wilbur Frye, also obtained the changes™:

“Assistant Extension Professor...
... a candidate shall possess the essential teaching instructional and organizational skills
prerequisite to successful development and administration of a University service program.”

“Associate Extension Professor ...
... Development of training or instructional extension education programs.”

“Extension Professor
... National recognition in teaching extension education and in planning and developing programs.”

These changes (incorporated in 1983) have been the only substantive changes to these personnel Administrative
Regulations for Extension faculty from 1972 to 2004.”"

University Senate Committee General Findings on Custom and Practice re: Extension Title Series.
Despite the above specific, distinguishing clarifications incorporated into the Extension faculty Administrative
Regulations, and despite that the duly adopted Administrative Regulations had remained unchanged since 1972
in defining the three specific (nonresearch) areas of activity of Extension faculty, in 1986 an ad hoc University
Senate “Committee for Review of Special Title Series” rendered a report that found a contrary custom and practice:

“Role of ETS [Extension Title Series] has changed in the last ten years — many now involved in research.”®
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University Senate Appeals Committee Findings in Specific Case on Custom and Practice re: Extension
Title Series. Against the above backdrop of the University Senate committee’s finding of increasing “research”
assignment being made to Extension faculty, and against the legal backdrop of the Hayse case, there shortly
thereafter occurred the following individual Extension faculty personnel case, in which the University Senate
appeals committee found that the requirements for the Special Title Series for Extension had not been followed:

“the members of the Committee on Privilege and Tenure concluded unanimously that there was
a significant lack of correspondence between the explicit job responsibilities assigned to Dr. [ ]
and the position requirements implicit in the evaluation criteria applied by the Area Committee.
As a consequence, Dr. [__] was placed in an untenable situation in which the conscientious
performance of [his/her] assigned duties could jeopardize [his/her] chances for promotion. The
Committee on Privilege and Tenure[‘s] concern was whether conflicting job performance
expectations of [his/her] administrative superiors and the Area Committee unduly influenced the
promotion decision... this may well have been the case. For example, the nature of Dr. [__]’s job
... required that [s/he] exercise responsibility in a wide variety of areas...[yet] the Area
Committee found [his/her] to lack a ‘focussed area of specialization and achievement.” Similarly,
the Area Committee faulted him/her for failing to produce publications indicating ‘scholastic
achievement,” but the production of such publications does not appear to have been part of
[his/her] extension duties.” The SACPT “suggests that [a] re-evaluation be conducted by an ad
hoc committee rather than by the Area Advisory Committee for the Extension Title Series, which
would necessarily be guided by the criteria it previously employed.” *

The University President “concurred” with the findings and implemented the recommendation.’ The following
year, there was yet another case that yielded the same finding by this Senate appeals committee, concerning

“an extension person, who appealed on the basis that he was evaluated on contractually
inconsistent criteria. The Committee recommended an ad hoc committee review with the
correct criteria; that recommendation was accepted and carried out.”®®

New College of Agriculture Policy Affecting Extension Faculty. Four years later, a
new Dean of College of Agriculture, C. Oran Little, issued a written statement of policy
establishing a new instrument for the evaluation of faculty, including Extension faculty. The Q
controlling University-level framework specifically compelled that the performance review be ™ | \‘$?
weighted for the activities and functions of the faculty member, which the regulations premise N
as being accurately shown in the distribution of effort.® In addition to this University-
level regulation, the specific Administrative Regulation for Extension faculty made additional requirement that
the weightings were to be made for the distribution of effort in each of the three specific areas of Extension
activity: (1) professional status/activity, (2) instruction/organizational skills toward their particular extension
program of assignment, and (3) University/ community service. However, by the Dean’s newly promulgated
practice for the College of Agriculture, the University service activity would be splintered apart, and the sub-
fragments of the University service activities were to be inserted into the evaluation of other activities
“Research” or “Resident Teaching” or “Cooperative Extension” that the Extension faculty member had performed.

“Service includes those activities necessary for the effective functioning of the department,
college, university and profession that are not strictly teaching, research and cooperative
extension ... Service activities relating to instruction, research, extension, special assignments
or special title assignments shall be considered in the evaluation of contributions in the area to
which they are most closely related”®” (underlining added here)

The official policy for faculty performance review states “A rating will be assigned for each area of
D.O.E..” In contrast, that newly promulgated college-level custom and practice was not concordant the written
language of the University’s higher, duly adopted Administrative Regulations for Extension faculty, because the
above splintering of the University service D.O.E. of Extension faculty made it impossible to provide the
weighting to that service D.O.E. component as an unsplintered whole, as is required by the President’s specific
Administrative Regulations for Extension faculty. The official University policy for the College of Agriculture
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D.O.E. form mandated then (and still does) that University-level service activities be recorded in a separate area
of assignment unto itself on the D.O.E. form,”® yet there was no corresponding place on the new 1990 “Faculty
Performance Evaluation” form on which to assign a rating for that area of University-level service assignment
(for either Regular or Extension faculty). There was no place on that performance review form to assign
separate rating to any of the three areas of Extension faculty assignment.

Language of University Policy and Language of College Policy: An Outcome. This discordance of the
1990 college-level policy and form with the University-level regulations was felt soon thereafter in a number of
faculty personnel actions. For example, a Chancellor-level merit appeals committee in 1993 specifically wrote
to Chancellor Hemenway about this situation, stating:

“The Committee is also concerned about the apparent lack of a mechanism for recognizing
service contributions in DOEs within the College of Agriculture. This issue has also arisen in the
recent past during deliberations within the Academic Area Advisory Committee for the Biological
Sciences. Dean Little’s explanation that service is taken into account in assigning merit scores
within other categories was not reassuring.”®®

Language of University Policy and Language of College Policy: Another Qutcome. In the early 1990’s
was another example Extension faculty case reaffirming that custom does not trump the written regulations, no
matter how many other faculty in the title series are similarly (incorrectly) treated. The President adopted the
findings and recommendation below from the University Senate appeals committee (Privilege and Tenure)

“most glaring problem was the failure of the area committee to review [his/her] accomplishments
in the context of [his/her] DOE and position description .... Dr. [__]'s DOE was comprised of
100% Service every year since his/her initial appointment. Expectations in such an appointment
do not include basic research, grants to secure external funding or publication in referred
journals. Dr. [__T's position description includes ... no expectation of activities usually associated
with promotion of faculty primarily involved in research and teaching.... Proposals for external
funding developed by [the faculty member] were stopped at the Dean’s level... In conclusion, the
Senate Advisory Committee concurred with [the faculty member] that [his/her] promotion
materials had been inadequately, and in some aspects, inaccurately reviewed... and suggests
that you, as President of the University, order a de novo review by the current extension area
advisory committee. Addenda to the letters from [the faculty member’s] department chair and
College Dean should be forwarded to the area committee which clearly delineate the unique
expectations of his position and DOE.” '®

Findings of the Area Committee for Extension Concerning Policies for Evaluating Extension Faculty.
The Academic Area Advisory Committee for Extension itself (which is a University-level committee appointed
by the President from a short-list provided by the Senate Council) subsequently urged the University President
toward enforcement actions that would better serve compliance with the Administrative Regulation on the
Special Title Series for Extension. In particular, the Area Committee voiced its concern that there was such
wide variation in the job assignments from one Extension faculty member to the next that the criteria prescribed
in the Administrative Regulation were no longer uniformly useful to evaluate the merits of Extension faculty
performance (as the regulation ought to be useful if all Extension faculty were really being assigned similar job
duties under the single Special Title Series for Extension description). In the Area Committee’s own words:

“Persons in the Extension Title Series who were evaluated this year had quite different types of
job responsibilities. The committee attempted to base their judgements on existing
Administrative Regulations. However, it was extremely difficult to evaluate some of these cases
using only these criteria. The committee felt that a) inclusion of some type of job description or
brief plan of work in the promotion dossier, and b) inclusion of those portions of departmental
rules related to evaluation of job performance would provide additional tools to more objectively
measure how someone meets departmental expectations. Chairs should encourage

departmental faculty to use the departmental rules as a guide in writing evaluation letters.”'""
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Parallel Issues Arising for the Special Title Series in Medical Center. The Special Title Series outside of
the College of Agriculture during the same time period has also experienced similar noncompliance problems.
For example, annual end-of-the-year reports of the Medical Center Clinical Sciences Area Committee reported:

“... most of the Committee members believe criteria for Special Title Series ranks are not
sufficiently specific. They acknowledge that trying to be too precise would be restrictive and
would, perhaps, interfere with a qualitative judgment. They believe, however, that because the
present criteria are so general and nonspecific, many individual faculty members and
Committees make positive recommendations because they cannot say with confidence that a
candidate fails to meet criteria.”'®

“So many of our problems ... could be resolved if department Chairpeople chose to put faculty in
the appropriate series.”'®

The similar situations that developed for the Special Title Series in the Medical Center as developed
for the Special Title Series in Extension for the College of Agriculture could have further
implications for the prospects of Extension faculty. In response to a request by Medical Center
Chancellor James Holsinger, relative to the School of Public Health (now a college), the
University President interpreted that the current Administrative Regulations allow that the Medical
Center established faculty positions in the Special Title Series for Extension in that Public Health
academic unit. According to the President, Extension faculty in the environment of the Medical Center would
also be appointed to the Area Committee that handles appointment, promotion and tenure of Extension faculty.

104

XIl. Aspects of the Present Environment of the Special Title Series for Extension

Expressions of Potential Future Policy. During the development of the proposal in 2002 to establish the
new Department of Community and Leadership Development, policy consideration was given by the College of
Agriculture to the future role and assignments to Extension faculty:'"

“In evaluating the implications of this proposal for the availability of resources and opportunities
for research, teaching and service activities, we have concluded the following:

1. There will be increased opportunities for extramural funding for instructional development
as well as research and outreach programs.

2. There will be an increase in resources required to support current and prospective
instructional commitments.

3. The Agricultural Communications faculty who currently have substantial DOE commitments
to service unit activities will make a significant shift to research, instruction, and extension
activities administered in the new department. The Rural Sociology faculty with 100% extension
appointments will also likely diversify their DOEs to include research and/or instruction.”

In another expression of policy, in 2002 the University and College of Agriculture administration
challenged Cooperative Extension to broaden its mission, to “re-envision” itself. An administratively appointed
College of Agriculture Re-Envisioning Transition Team considered the future of Extension and reported'*°

“This committee met during the spring and summer of 2002, and submitted its report in July
2002. The Re-Envisioning Committee collected a great deal of new and existing information and
input from personnel in the organization, and from clientele and stakeholders. This input was
used to develop program and structural scenarios and recommendations to respond to the
charge of the Deans. The results are highlighted in the summary below....

“... There should be specific incentives for tenured Extension faculty to address important
Extension program issues.

“... More grant and grant writing support will be needed for counties, regional issues
committees, and multi-county and regional programs.

“... We should explore the feasibility of faculty status for agents.”
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Current Custom and Practice Relating to Extension Faculty D.O.E. Two years after the above reports,
the present author in fall 2004 obtained by Open Records the Distribution of Effort of all full-time University
faculty in four areas of teaching, research, University/Public service and assignment to administrative positions.
The following statistics were evident for the Extension faculty in the Special Title Series for Extension.

1. With respect to the 51 full professors in the Special Title Series for Extension, at least 13
(25%) have a D.O.E. assignment of >20% that is assigned outside of the “primary” area of
‘Public Service’ in an extension program, and which are in assignments that are actually outside
any of the three areas which comprise the total Extension assignment. Therefore, under the
University’s post-tenure review system (where any assignment area of >20% can trigger a
review), those Extension faculty could theoretically be dismissed from their tenured faculty
positions on account of their performance in these other areas (e.g., “teaching” and “research”)
that are outside of what is supposed to be either their “primary” (>50%) area and other two areas
(professional activity, University service) of Extension assignment.

2. Six of the 51 Extension full professors have an assignment in “Research” that is >20% of
their total assigned D.O.E. time. Perhaps of yet greater note, 4 of the 7 untenured Assistant
Extension Professors (57%) have an assignment in “research” that is >20% of their assigned
time. That is, the untenured Extension faculty are carrying a greater proportional burden of
putative “research” responsibility than are the tenured Extension full professors.

3. The official University D.O.E. form for the College of Agriculture, by mandate of higher
University policy’® contains separate areas for the required entry of assigned (evaluated) time:

(1) “teaching” activities relating to courses for credit (e.g., “resident instruction™),

(2) “research” activities sponsored by extramural funds or supported by departmental (“state”) funds,

(3) “public service” as performed by Extension faculty as their part of an extension program, and

(4) University service, such as those involving University faculty governance activities (e.g.,
University Senate, Graduate Council) or service as Directors of Graduate Studies, etc..

The data for the 79 Extension faculty shows uniformly zero time assignment for any University
service activities, except for 6 faculty for whom the service time is for assignment to
administrative position, and none of whom are the nine elected College of Agriculture faculty in
the University Senate. In fact, two of those nine College of Agriculture faculty senators in
addition to being in the University Senate, and in addition to being on University Senate
committees, are also on the frequently-meeting University Senate Council. Yet, despite that the
official University policy for the College of Agriculture D.O.E. form requires that their Senate
Council activity must be recorded and shown on their D.O.E. form,98 there is zero time shown
for these activities on their D.O.E. forms.

Because the University policy requires that merit evaluation and promotion/tenure are to be
weighted by the assignments in the areas as shown on the D.O.E. form, it is not possible to
accurately comply with the University regulations in such merit and promotion/tenure
evaluations, including such evaluations for Extension faculty, when these University governance
service assignments (and thereby their % weighting) are in fact missing from the D.O.E. form.

Role of Extension Faculty in University Faculty Governance Processes. The above custom and practice
of not recording and showing the D.O.E. time in University governance service that the Extension faculty are
performing in University-level governance activities is a very unfortunate outcome of the long struggle that the
Extension faculty have made in gaining a standing to participate in these activities.

In 1960, the Board’s Governing Regulations restricted the elected faculty membership in the University
Faculty (= University Senate today) to those faculty performing teaching and research, which by definition
thereby excluded the “public service”-assigned Extension faculty:
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“The University Faculty shall be composed of .. members of the teaching and research staff
with the rank of assistant professor or higher... any. member of the instructional or research staff
may attend a meeting of the Faculty as a visitor.””

The 1966 Special Title Series for Extension description that was approved for application to the College of
Agriculture, it was expected that the Extension faculty would join these faculty governance activities:

“Achievement as a citizen of the University community in performing committee and other faculty
government assignments, either as elected by the faculty or as appointed by the administration.”

However, when the Board’s Governing Regulations were heavily revised in 1970, to reflect the changes
under President Oswald that further generally strengthened the University faculty’s governance status in
University policy-making, the 1966 language that would have included the Extension faculty was not included.
The definition of elected faculty membership to the University Senate was stated as:

“The elected faculty membership shall consist of and represent proportionately the members of
the full-time teaching and/or research facult1y with the rank of assistant professor or higher in the
various colleges and University libraries.’ e

The Extension faculty remained the only tenure-track faculty excluded from eligibility. Finally, |
through much important effort by College of Agriculture Senator Wilbur Frye in 1983, the 0
University Senate Council approved,''® and the University Senate approved,''' that the
Extension Title Series faculty were eligible for election to the University Senate:

“The University Senate shall be composed of both elected and ex officio membership ... elected
faculty members shall be apportioned each spring among the colleges and the University
Libraries according to ...the number of full-time teaching and/or research faculty, except those
appointed in the extension series (although they are eligible for election to membership),
research title or visiting series, with the rank of assistant professor or higher in the colleges or
the University Libraries...”®>""°

Yet, as described above, under the current custom and practice, the University Senate faculty governance
activities of the Extension faculty are invisible to the University community on their D.O.E. forms, despite the
duly adopted University regulations requiring that these activities be recorded and shown on the D.O.E. form.

Fortunately, the years of exclusion of the Extension faculty from the University Senate were never been
extended to the educational policy-making faculties of colleges and faculties of departments. In defining the
membership of the college faculty bodies and the department faculty bodies, the Governing Regulations have
defined members of those bodies as being those full-time faculty at or above the rank of Assistant Professor
who are tenured or in a tenure track title series (i.e., Regular Title faculty, Special Title faculty, and Extension
Title faculty). In addition, these Governing Regulations of the Board have defined the educational policy-
making jurisdiction of each department faculty body as being over not just instructional programs and research
programs, but also over the “service programs” of the department. This empowering language ensures that the
Extension faculty are members of the department faculty body as that faculty body establishes the unit policies
for its (extension) service programs that the department Chair and Dean then administratively facilitate.

The Status of the Qualifier “Extension” in the Title. A final historical consideration in this report will be the
presence of the qualifier “Extension” in the title of Extension faculty. Just as Medical Center Vice President
Willard was concerned that designation of clinical faculty Wlth a “Special Title Series” designator would mark his
clinical faculty for a second class status within the University,* so too did Dean Seay have a corresponding
concern about the Extension Special Title Series faculty. Dean Seay urged upon Tom Lewis, Special Assistant to
President Oswald, the same recommendation as had Willard, i.e., that the “Extension” d651gnat10n would not be a
part of the public title of the individual.''> However, at the origin of the Special Title Series in 1965, as approved
by the University Faculty Council and the President, the title itself of the faculty member appointed to a Special
Title Series position was to include a descriptor that identified the specialized nature of that professorial position,
in distinction to the Regular Title Series professorial positions. Thus, at the same time during the 1960’s that the
PR2 to the Board of Trustees minutes showed the format “Professor of Clinical Medicine (Special Title Series),”
the format for the PR2 for Extension faculty was similar: “Extension Professor (Special Title Series)”. Later too,
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that format became similarly abbreviated as “Professor of Clinical Medicine*” and “Extension Professor®”.
However, while the Special Title Series made the final step to dropping the descriptive qualifier (e.g., dropping
“Clinical”), and merely retained the * on internal personnel documentation, the opposite happened to the
Extension faculty. In 1984, the * was dropped from the PR2 nomenclature, but the descriptor “Extension” was
retained, not just for internal documentation purposes, but retained as part of the public professorial title of the
individual.'”® The reason why there were implemented two opposite outcomes for these two branches of Special
Titles is not clear in the available historical record. However, very soon thereafter (1986) University Senate
“Committee for Review of Special Title Series” issued the finding that

“The majority of the ETS faculty are not happy with the “Extension” qualifier in their professorial
title ... The “Extension” qualifier should be dropped from the professorial titles, including its use
in the Administrative Regulations.”""*

This recommendation was reiterated yet again a decade later, by the 1998 report of the University Senate 4d
Hoc Committee on Faculty Titles Series and approved the University Senate.''> However as of the end of 2004,
the qualifier “Extension” remains in the title of the Extension faculty.

XIII. Summary of Certain Issues

The above examples of findings of University-level committees, including the Extension Academic Area
Advisory Committee, document that issues have arisen that have affected the careers of a number of Extension
faculty, in particular relation to those regulations aimed at preserving the integrity of the nature of the Special
Title Series for Extension as that nature is still codified in the University regulations. The issues have involved

- performance expectations that were found by University-level committees to be inconsistent with the
Administrative Regulations for the Extension Title Series (e.g., the use of grants expressly as a criterion to
deny promotion when grants are not specified as a criterion in the controlling University regulation),

- areas of assignment to Extension faculty that are not within the Extension discipline as currently codified, and
that are more appropriately expectations of Regular Title Series faculty (relates to question of whether in the
future there will be a substantive difference in assignments made to Regular Title Series vs. Extension Title
Series faculty; also relates also to ensuring overload salary payment when Extension faculty teach classes),

- failure to separately and accurately show on the Distribution of Effort form the actual assignment of duties in
each of the three areas of evaluation (e.g., for University service or for professional development activities),

- failure to weight the merit/promotion/tenure evaluation by the percent of effort assigned in each of the three
specified areas for the Extension faculty member’s assignment (also relates to lack of three lines on merit review
form for entry of separate, weighted ratings on the three areas specified for Extension faculty assignment).

- the faculty governance role of Extension faculty, and their departmental colleagues, in establishing
departmental educational policy concerning the departmental Extension service programs

- use of the qualifier “Extension” in the professorial title of Extension faculty

- the effect of the future use of the Extension Title Series by the Medical Center (e.g., College of Public Health)
on the nature of performance expectations for University of Kentucky Extension faculty generally (e.g., Area
Committee expectations when it comes to contain Extension faculty not from Agriculture)

There have been recently articulated alternative potential futures of nature of the University of Kentucky
Extension faculty and their discipline. These expressions of potential future policy have direct implications for
resolution of the issues enumerated above. As the University has now entered into the fourth decade of a
codified Special Title Series for Extension, and in the context of the personnel history of this title series over the
last three decades, decisions are at hand about the future nature of Extension as a discipline and on the
application of present or revised policy to the situations of individual Extension faculty.
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that department Chairperson (for which that college has a faculty performance review instrument), but the
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Administrative Regulation requires to be separately weighted in evaluation of Extension faculty.
*® http://www.uky.edu/Regulations/BPM/E-13-3.pdf
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