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SVT-sak 938/00 og forholdet mellom SVT-fakultetet og Idrettsvitenskapelig Institutt

Time for me to speak out.  I’ll try to be brief. In the summer of last year I send a letter to the faculty leadership regarding concerns of how they were dealing with the case that was presented in the Universitetsavisa (students being pressured by staff). I finished by referring to what is known as the ‘whistleblowers’, staff in the Australian police force reporting corruption amongst staff. These people were turned into the ‘black sheep’ of the force for not closing rank. I pointed out that, at that time, I saw similarities with our situation. My concerns have not ceased to be.

In the SVT-sak 938/00 a unanimous decision was made by the faculty board that the situation at our institute is so bad that it needs to be put under administration. As a member of staff and nestleder I cannot disagree more than theoretically possible.

At this stage of the process the only thing I hold against the members of the faculty board is that they apparently have not insisted on hearing us before taking a decision. They have relied on a note by the faculty director, even though this note was written by a faculty director that we obviously do not have (full) confidence in (see other case documents)! The institute board has been informed about the decision and case-documents list, but we have been denied insight in the content of the documents by the faculty leadership, as these are untatt offentlighet. The question directly arises: is the board of our institute offentlighet? Keeping the director’s note secret to us, I can only guess what’s in it. Let’s try:

My assumptions on the director’s note

On basis of the case-documents, two of which are written by institute staff members and leadership, and the unanimous decision by the faculty board I cannot otherwise than conclude that the content of the faculty director’s note is all but positive.

1. Given previous meetings with the faculty leadership, I assume that our head of department is being presented as a rather awful person, unfit to lead. He probably is being accused of pressuring staff and possibly students (he has been accused of this before) to push things his way. I do not know him like that. Further it must be assumed that in the director’s note, I as nestleder and we as the board are being depicted as incapable of controlling our head of department.

2. I assume, also given that our hovedfagstudents have made a serious complaint at the beginning of the previous semester, that the director’s note indicates that our teaching is out of control.

3. It further can be assumed that in the director’s note it is stated, in some way or another, that we have made an elephant out of a mouse regarding the case on private and external use of department’s equipment.

Comments to these assumptions

1. How much further from the truth could one be? Where we agree on the aims we do not always agree on the means. Open discussions on how to deal with the problems in the institute are ongoing.

2. My impression is that many if not all of our hovedfagstudents are quite satisfied with the teaching at the moment. In my opinion their complaint was based on confusion by the fact that in the first term of hovedfag we are in a process of shifting focus of our teaching from more practical towards more academic. Changes usually cause some confusion and uncertainty. We as academics can live with that and should be able to! It is my impression that our students are in a process of coming to grips with this, only making them better students.

3. How did the apparent ‘mouse’ become an apparent ‘elephant’? Firstly, the department’s leadership argued that the department should not have to cover costs related to private and external enterprise. Furthermore, we wished to improve the economy amongst others by requesting rent for the use of equipment in external and private enterprise. Because of regularity of equipment use under these circumstances the intake was expected to be considerable (not a mouse). Secondly, in collaboration with the faculty, simple rules were set up early 1999 on external and private use of equipment, such that the department would obtain overview and control, yet allowing full freedom for all staff to use the equipment. This last option has been abused by two members of staff, repeatedly braking all the rules set up. Trying to gain control over this, the faculty leadership was asked to take action as the department was not the proper authority. I refer to Rolf Ingvaldsen’s letter (10.01.01) on the actions taken.   

Regarding another case
What if the faculty leadership orally and in writing state that secret contracts between supervisor and student regarding the student’s hovedfagoppgave is unacceptable, then is presented such a contract and subsequently does not act upon this in any way? I can only come to one conclusion.

In conclusion

The SVT-sak 938/00 is about mismanagement. The question is at which level this mismanagement has taken place. Should the Kollegiet decide this has taken place at the departmental level, I am left to conclude that we are fighting a bad culture at this university, a culture we apparently are not supposed and not allowed to fight.

Sincerely Yours,

Gertjan Ettema, PhD

Nestleder and staff member

idrettsvitenskapelig institutt

P.S.

The good news: in the end, after many years, the whistleblowers won.
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