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12 participants + 2 facilitators, 6 weekly meetings
The faculty participants are highly supportive of the seminar going forward and were forthcoming with ideas about how it should function. Participants desire to continue meeting on a voluntary basis.

Challenges:
1. multidisciplinary, cross-college faculty constituencies
From our readings and discussion, it became evident that a faculty development seminar on social justice/diversity/inclusion should have both cross-disciplinary and disciplinary components. Disciplines (and individuals) are in different places with regard to these issues, thus individuals from disciplines with little experience in this area would benefit from participation with a larger, more experienced group. Different disciplines have different contributions to make to social justice pedagogies. These contributions should be shared.
Individuals must be able to have important disciplinary-based discussions as well. What amounts to profoundly questioning the canon in one discipline may amount to routine practice in another. Faculty need to be able to reflect on what these issues mean in their own disciplines. This may be particularly challenging for some areas of science, engineering, and business. Disciplines with less obvious connections to social justice/diversity/inclusion (such as some areas in the sciences, engineering, and business) need a different kind of development from those for whom these topics are routine. Nevertheless, both groups can and should benefit from joint participation.

2. multiple starting places
We also feel that it’s important that less experienced individuals not feel intimidated by the process. We must honor multiple starting places and create the space to not know.

3. multiple goals
The seminar has had multiple goals from its original conception. These range from self-examination and attention to classroom dynamics to refinements in social justice teaching pedagogies. We believe that the multiple goals are interconnected and with proper design can be incorporated into one faculty development seminar (see structure recommendations below).

4. creating the right group composition
For the reasons above, the right group composition is crucial to the success of each faculty development seminar. The group composition will need constant attention as more faculty have completed the seminar. At some time, the content may need to change as well to take into consideration the changing composition of the participant groups.

Ideas about structure (with the above in mind):
1. Two-semester model with fall focusing on a survey of those topics to be focused on more pointedly in the spring. 

2. Fall: 
a. Survey of potential topics
i. biases/classroom dynamics
ii. social justice/service learning
iii. challenging the canon 
iv. global/local connections 
v. pedagogy/teaching presence
vi. epistemologies/transformative learning

b. Guest speaker sessions to cover broader topics in the area of social justice/transformative pedagogy

3. Spring:
a. Breakout working (affinity) groups  formed based upon those topics surveyed in the fall
b. Occasionally scheduled larger group meetings 
c. Invited speakers with expertise in some area of each topic to give public lecture, followed by small working meeting with seminar participants

4. Composition should include more than one person from a discipline or closely-related disciplines.

5. Individuals should receive one course release for participation in the two-semester commitment.

6. To create continuity in the program, “graduates” of the seminar will be asked to come back and work with new folks, perhaps facilitate one of the breakout working groups.

7. Seminar and its speakers and outcomes must be publicly visible. This could take the form of a symposium (similar to the 2009 Academic Symposium) and/or a collection of essays for publication, similar to the text used during the pilot seminar.

8. The title of the seminar must be anchored in the language that the university values (not “diversity”) so that it is clear the level of “academic” energy put forth (not a workshop!).  i.e. “The Scholarship of  Social Justice Pedagogy”
Other ideas:
· participation should “count” as the scholarship of pedagogy rather than service
· visible public support for the seminar from chairs, deans, and above

Thoughts about AY 2009-10:
Absent a faculty development position dedicated to running this seminar, there are some challenges. It is clear that moving forward in this new manner necessitates significant leadership and time commitment. AY 2009-10 might best be spent as a developmental year tailoring the seminar to Lehigh based on the suggested model above. Funding could be used to secure outside speakers and to create sub-group facilitators (perhaps from the pilot group) responsible for creating one component of the future seminar. In this way, no one individual is overburdened and we make the best use of the faculty resources we have. This also brings some continuity from the pilot seminar.

