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Minutes 
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UNIVERSITY FACULTY COUNCIL 
Solarium - Indiana Memorial Union 

Bloomington Campus 
March 10, 1998 
1:30 - 4:30 P.M. 

 
Members Present:  President Myles Brand, F.C. Richardson, George Walker; Elected Faculty 
Members Robert Arnove, Ellen Brantlinger, Patrick Brantlinger, Ann Bristow, Thomas Broadie, 
William Burgan, Richard Carr, Karen Cobb, Donald Cunningham, Paul Eisenberg, Michael 
Foos, Richard French, Paul Galanti, Laura Ginger, Richard Heinz, Dolores Hoyt, Jan Keffer, 
Theodore Miller, Julieann Nilson, Lloyd Orr, Richard Peterson, William Schneider, Dennis 
Senchuk, Richard Vaden, Marion Wagner, Walter Wagor, David Zaret. 
 
Alternates Present:  Bill Plater for Gerald Bepko; Becky Porter for Richard Fredland; Neena 
Beatley for David Orensten. 
 
Members Absent without Alternates:  David Fulton, Kenneth Gros Louis, Emita Hill, Kenneth 
Perrin, Hilda Richards, Michael Wartell, Lewis Ciminillo, Michael Cochran, Michael Downs, 
Bernd Fischer, Stuart Hart, Loren Henry, Steven Hollander, Sara Hook, Paul Joray, Thomas 
Mawhinney, Victor Riemenschneider, Linda Rooda, Carl Rothe, Thua Barlay, Steven 
Chiagouris, Thomas Mulcahy. 
 
Visitors Present:  Julia Lamber (AAO), Peter Alfonso (ACE Fellow), ( Hedlin (IAS), (), Donald 
Gray, Laura Neff.   
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AGENDA ITEM #1:  PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS 
 
Brand:  I think Gary, South Bend canceled class yesterday.  I don’t know if they’re back today.  
Maybe they’re meeting again.  They have some difficult weather.  I don’t have any particular 
Present Officer’s Business.  I’ll turn it to the agenda committee members.  Ted.   
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #2:  AGENDA COMMITTEE’S BUSINESS 
 
MILLER:  I’ll start with the report from the Agenda Committee today.  The first item - I want to 
encourage all of you who are planning to go to the South Bend meeting to contact Ellen 
regarding flight arrangements, if you’re interested.  Ellen sent out an e-mail regarding flight 
arrangements.  If you want to fly to South Bend, please let Ellen know.  If you have other 
questions about those arrangements, again Ellen can help sort that out for you.  The Agenda 
Committee today is forwarding some recommendations or members of a review committee for 
Vice President George Walker, who is with us today.  
 
WALKER:  Among my friends. 
 
EISENBERG:  So you think.  * laughter * 
 
MILLER:  Well, we’ve selected some particularly appropriate nominees for this lecture.  And so 
that’s in the matter of an announcement, that those names have gone forward.  We also began 
today to sort through some recommendations for a search and screen committee that is going to 
be formed for the position of associate vice president, for Distributed Education.  This is a 
position, as you recall, that is associated with the report that we discussed at our last meeting.  
And so there’s a search and screen committee being formed for that, and the various nominations 
committees on the campuses have forwarded names, and we’re going to sort through them and 
try to pass an appropriate number to the President for this purpose.  The final item in the Agenda 
Committee Report has to do with the issue of the family leave policy. And I turn to my colleague 
Professor Schneider to continue with our report.   
 
SCHNEIDER:  Well, the proposal was not passed by the trustees.  But then it was not taken up in 
the business meeting.  Some questions arose about the proposal and it was discussed in 
Executive Session amongst individual trustees, so there are some differences of opinion, and 
we’re trying to work on them in hopes of resolving them by the next trustees meeting, which is at 
the end of March.  So to be continued, another month.   
 
BRAND:  May I add something to that?  The main issues are financial, as it appears.  Whether 
this should be added to the compensation package and to what extent it should be added as well 
continuing set of issues on how you replace faculty who take advantage of this leave, so that 
quality in the classroom isn’t lost.  Those are the issues.  And the trustees continue to debate 
them.  I don’t think any consensus either way has emerged from the trustees on this.  Okay?  
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #3:  QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD 
 
BRAND:  Okay, question comment period?  Anyone?   
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AGENDA ITEM #4:  REPORT ON INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED STUDY 
 
BRAND:  Okay, we’re now on item 4.  And I call on Professor Henry Remak for a report on the 
Institute For Advanced Study.  We’re pleased you’re with us today.   
 
REMAK:  Thank you, Mr. President.  The founding of the Institute for Advanced Study was 
endorsed by the University Faculty Counsel after an extended discussion in December, 1981.  
And it started functioning in the fall semester of 1982.  Since then, we have had a total of 278 
fellows and lecturers in the institute.  175 academic fellows, 27 internal fellows, 17 distinguished 
citizen fellows, 46 visiting scholars, and 13 (045) campus scholars.  The institute has had in its 
16 years of existence 4 directors who all at one time were members of the Faculty Counsel:  
Roger Newton, distinguished professor of physics; (048), dean of arts and sciences; myself; Jim 
Patterson; and myself again in my second coming; and Mary Ellen Brown, who will be our new 
director of July 1st, 1998.  However, the longest and most enduring and centering (051) is sitting 
to my left, (051) our Associate Director who has been with us since 1986.  We are reporting 
directly to Dean Walker.  Previously we reported directly to Ken Gros Louis.  This, I think, is 
neat and proper and we have no complaints, I’m sorry to say, about the administration.  They 
have given us (056) and understanding.  They have given us adequate if not luxurious support.  
They have left us (057) all alone to do our job.  However, since this is a Faculty creation, and the 
institute is run by a faculty governing board, I think it is also appropriate that we report from time 
to time to the faculty, which we have done once before, and I’m grateful for your invitation.  The 
governing board of the institute is independent of the academic structure of the university.  It 
consists of between 16 and 20 faculty members from all our campuses, and two students - one 
undergraduate and one graduate student.  Like rugs, we are very much interested in bringing the 
fascination of research to our undergraduate students, and we have worked closely to get our 
fellows to not only speak to, but live actually in some (066) learning center and we work very 
closely with the honors division in order to share our fellows with our undergraduate students.  
The Institute is far from being the largest in the country.  I am quite sure that we are, as far as the 
staff is concerned, the smallest in the entire country.  All we have now is one director in principal 
part-time, although of course that is not the reality, and one assistant director who is here full-
time and occasionally we have some hourly help.  One of the reasons that I think we have cut 
down on our staff expenses is that we have uniform stipends.  We do not negotiate individual 
stipends.  We do not pay for travel.  And we do not pay for residential expenses.  I think we have 
found in my predecessor that the maximum amount of money at our disposal should go to into 
the intellectual mission.  We are, however, while one of the smaller ones, unique in the Unites 
States in several ways.  In the first place, to the best of my knowledge, we are the only institute 
for Advanced Study that I know that serves the faculty in all schools in all departments, in the 
humanities and sciences and social sciences and professional schools.  From the beginning, we 
have been interdepartmental and interdisciplinary.  And our basis has been international.  
Second, I think we are the only institute that I know of that is serving the entire university system 
throughout the state.  The nominations to the institute may come and do from any of our 8 
campuses, and for any of our 8 campuses.  Although we like, of course, the idea of sharing 
fellows with other campuses.  Most of our fellows coming to the Bloomington campuses, but 
also to the other campuses, visit more than one campus.  I’d say between 80 and 85 percent.  And 
when we get nominations that do not mention the possible visit to another campus, we go back to 
the nominator and see whether there is not someone or someone(s) who may be interested in that 
campus in a fellow coming from a different campus.  We are also the only institute of the kind, 
and that may also be international, where all academic fellows - the nominations and 
appointments of all academic fellows - must come from inside our own faculty.  We accept no 
outside nominations or self-applications that begin (096) the staff work.  We are there waiting to 
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serve the needs, individual and collective, of our faculty.  The governing board of the institute 
decided long ago that they were not interested in bringing big names to Indiana University, as 
such, in order to perhaps bask in the reflected glory of their august, but often very brief presence.  
We are interested in long-term collaboration and concentration with our faculty who have 
interesting and strong research projects.  These outside fellows that we bring here have served in 
an outstanding way, to me, as bridges not only between them and the faculty nominating faculty 
member with nominating them, but between our own faculty members.  It’s astonishing to me 
how a university with our collegiate spirit many faculty members do not know that right next to 
them another campus has somebody working in a direction of interest to them, but they do not 
seem to know (108).  They have for some reason not gotten in touch with each other.  Since we 
give preference to nominations by two or three different faculty members who want to have the 
extern fellow come and fit into their research project, we have found that they are the glue that 
brings faculty members together  Not just faculty members, but also the outside external fellows.  
Competition, to some extent, is good.  But we also, I think, have learned that competition can be 
divisive and can separate faculty from each other.  No major problem, I think, in any aspect of 
life or study can be solved these days without interdepartmental and interdisciplinary 
collaboration.  Unfortunately, the departmental structure of the university, with its degree of 
autonomy, is not really basically conducive to interdepartmental, interdisciplinary, inter-school, 
inter-campus research.  The institute basically, I think, was founded to try to alleviate that.  The 
secret of getting outstanding fellows from other parts f the country and abroad here, is precisely 
that they are, at least in most cases, as anxious to come here with a particular faculty member or 
particular faculty members as we are to get them here.  Otherwise, probably some of them would 
not come.  We, at the institute, give them our faculties, kind of home-like facilities, the tender 
loving care, the individual attention, the human perspective, and the Hoosier hospitality, if you 
wish.  Which is always danger of getting lost in big and major institutions.  The minimum stay is 
two weeks.  But it is /possible, means permitting, for them to stay longer.  And in most cases, of 
course, the faculty member (our faculty member or members have been in touch with the 
particular fellow beforehand.).  We encourage collaboration and collaborative publications.  Or 
very intensive and meaningful concentration resulting in research projects that are successful.  
We do, directly, I think another thing that is unusual about is.  We deal directly with our faculty 
members.  We are committed to bypass any academic challenge.  We can have, we do not need 
an okay from the departmental chairs or from deans.  They can deal directly with us.  Since we 
are not basically competitive, since we have no forms, we have no deadlines, we have each 
individual proposal on its own merits, we have a possibility of working with individual faculty or 
several faculty members who make their proposals good enough, solid enough, so that they will 
pass our governing board, which makes the final decision.  And that again gives an atmosphere 
of not one against the other, but of working together.  We have found that the weaker 
nominations tend to wither on their own, before they reach our governing board.  Finally, I think, 
we are the only institute of the kind that has created the cavalry of distinguished citizen fellows.  
I think we reach the conclusion some years ago, with some reluctance, that not all wisdom 
resides in academics.  I’m sorry to be so tactless, as a (148).  But there are, after all, many very 
experienced statesmen, lawyers, physicians, businessmen, industrialists, political figures, that 
have acquired a wisdom and have tested, so to speak, the theoretical ideas that (152) in the 
crucible of public life.  And so we have created that category and we have, it is quite perhaps in a 
sense been our most university popular category, especially with undergraduates.  And we have, 
because these distinguished citizen fellows, if they spent a week or totality of a week on one of 
our campuses, our remaining distinguished citizen fellows, so whenever they have a chance, they 
come back.  Among them is Governor Otis Bowen and former United States Secretary on Health 
and Welfare, who has visited all the campuses and has visited some more than once.  Senator 
Birch Buy, who will come back here to our campus in April.  (162) president of (162) and 
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foundation, Alice (163), which you may know was the director of the Congressional Budget 
Office and later on the White House Budget Director and is now Vice President of the Federal 
Reserve Bank who has been here several times.  Lee Hamilton, I think one of our great 
statesman.  Ambassador Robert Foley, who has just come back from three years as the (166) of 
the European Security Commission in Sarajevo, and will be a great interest to us, especially in 
our situation as (167).   We have had (168), the South African activist and others.  In other 
words, collaboration is really, I think, our trademark.  We have collaborated with the graduate 
school in creating a category of inter-campus scholars, which allows faculty members from 
campuses other than Bloomington, to come here and do research in our magnificent faculties that 
would be difficult for them to carry on in their own campus.  We are collaborating with the Lilly 
Library in order to give studies and a place to work and relax when the Lilly Library closes to the 
(175) Fellows of the Lilly Library.  And we are finally collaborating with the Patent Foundation 
to enable the Patent Fellows, who stayed for a very short period, to stay for another week. And I 
think we are now very close to get two or three patent fellows to come here and stay here for 
another week.  And the institute would be a greater benefit to faculty and students.  And now, I 
call on () to flesh out my statement. 
 
HEDIN:  I want to call your attention to two more things, which the Institute has conducted in the 
past few years.  Jim Patterson, whom you probably all know, was our former director and came 
aboard in 1994, conducted a series of faculty forums and seminars, which was sponsored by the 
institute.  In 1994 and 1995 two forums conducted were “Needed Reform” and “Graduate 
Education”, which took place in October 1994; and “Making Changes in the Research of the 
University” in March of ‘95.  In 95-96, we began a “Cultural Theory” seminar, which is a 
seminar conducted by a group of faculty members interested in theory aspects of various fields.  
There were 10-15 of them who met pretty regularly, about 5 times through the first year 95-96, 
and about 4 times last year.  Last year, also in addition, we had a forum on “Changing National 
Science Policy in the Federal Funding of Research”, which took place on both the IUPUI campus 
and the Bloomington campus a year ago in February.  The speaker was an invited guest from 
Washington DC Albert Type was the director of the science and policy program at the American 
Association for the Advancement of (196).  Also, another seminar which was initiated last year, 
and it was conducted by Professor of physics Robert (197), who is our (198) professor at the 
(198) of Advanced Study.  It was a high-energy seminar, which is still ongoing and probably will 
be result in a publication.   The Cultural Theory seminar is right now on hold and will begin 
functioning again next year.  I also would like to bring your attention to the green brochure which 
is on the table.  Institute for Advanced Study was founded by a private support (203) in 1983-84, 
which was revised when Henry came abroad and right now has about 100 members.  Anyone can 
join.  Funds from society support institute activities, such as social events, receptions, dinners, 
lunches.  Also, we pay our Fellows who come to the institute in Bloomington to visit other 
campuses.  And we pay to travel from these funds.  Also, all the publications from the institute 
are funded by the Society For Advanced Study.  Once a year, Society members meet for an 
annual meeting and a dinner.  And also we have a Distinguished Lecture series, which is 
sponsored by the Society and the Institute.  And every year we have a different lecturer, a 
Distinguished Lecturer, which is published later on by the Society.  Society generates about 
between $3,000 to $5,000 yearly from membership dues and private donations.  Every year the 
institute sends out an (216) to all the faculty members.  Roughly abut 3/4 of members are IU 
faculty.  The rest of the people are non-academics.  We also have a web page which describes in 
detail our organization, activities, and matters in detail.  Our address is www.indiana.edu/~ias.  
So if you need more information, we are on the web.  And also, some information, a lot of 
information about  the institute was in the recent publication (223) April 96 of (223), which is 
devoted to the (224).  I think you all have received it, but if you would like an extra copy (225). 
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BRAND:  Very good.  Thank you.  Any questions?  We appreciate the good work that you are 
both doing.  And Indiana University benefits a great deal by the Institute’s presence.  Thank you 
both.   
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #5: DISCUSSION - POLICY FOR FULL-TIME NONTENURE TRACK 
 
BRAND:  Let’s turn now to the discussion of the policy for full-time non-tenure track faculty.  
And Bill, it looks like it falls to you.  

 
BURGAN:  Thank you.  I assume everyone here has seen this resolution and the introduction to 
it.  And I’m just going to try to summarize the main points that we take up and then invite 
discussion of the draft resolution which is in front of you.  The Faculty Counsel, the UFC Faculty 
Affairs Committee, has been working on this problem for a number of years, as indicated year.  I 
think the first survey was done in 1994.  In the spring of 1996, resolutions were passed about the 
purpose and use of academic ranks and specifically about he rights and responsibilities of clinical 
ranks in relations to those of tenured and (242) faculties.  Last year we begin work on the current 
project.  Which is to pass parallel resolutions affecting full-time and part-time non-tenured track 
faculty outside clinical ranks.  And I am now going to read one statement from the Introduction 
that is in italics.  “It cannot be too strongly emphasized that we offer the present resolution or 
adoption by the Counsel, on the understanding that this constitutes the second step of a three-step 
process, to be finished next year with a resolution spelling out the rights and responsibilities of 
part-time faculty. “  The Committee feels very strongly that it is impossible to frame a policy that 
is rational and likely to carry out its intended objectives for one of these two groups without 
considering the other.  You can really consider and make a final decision about the regulation of 
non-clinical full-time faculty without non-clinical, non-tenured track full-time faculty without 
doing the same for part-time faculty.  The main change that we propose here is a change of 
nomenclature.  And the committee felt very strongly that it was desirable to have one (260), 
lecturer, for a good many full-time appointees in the system as we have.  And especially felt that 
the current usage of lecturer is ambiguous and unintentionally misleading.  It was never planned 
to be misleading.  But the fact is that the term lecturer, as defined now in the Academic 
Handbook, accurately describes a very small number of people that have that ranking the 
University system.  What it was originally meant to describe was an appointee who lacked the 
terminal degree but had been hired with the understanding that a tenure track appointment would 
be forthcoming as soon as the terminal degree was completed.  I, myself, came to Bloomington 
as a lecturer of that type, and perhaps other people here as well.  The Academic Handbook 
acknowledges that there may be some exceptions to this.  While in actual fact, data that we got 
after the Dean of Faculties had given us its most recent formal survey of change over time, 
indicates that matters have switched around to the extent of what used to be the rule is now a 
fairly small exception.  The ABD, the persons who haven’t yet received a terminal degree and 
will become tenured track when they get it are now a very small minority of the people in the 
rank of lecturer.  And in a resolution itself we quote helpful description that was sent us last year 
in response to a questionnaire for narrative commentary.  From various campuses from South 
Bend describing how they, in fact, hired two different categories of lecturer.  The first category is 
the ABD type.  The second, to quote their language, is “for persons who are hired on a renewable 
non-tenured track basis irrespective of whether or not they have the terminal degree.  These 
individuals teach remedial or introductory level courses such as W031, M014, S121, W131, or 
laboratory sections of introductory science courses.  They must have at least a master’s degree in 
the field in which they teach.  Lecturer positions in the second category were created to reduce 
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the extent of reliance on Associate Faculty.”    IN other words, lecturers of that type were brought 
in to reduce the dependence on part-time faculty.  So what we’re proposing by way of changing 
names, is that we introduce a new name for that category for all but dissertation persons who are 
hired to ultimately assume the tenured track position.  What we’ve proposed is acting assistant 
professor.  Most of these people will be assistant professors.  They will complete the degree.  
They will then immediately become assistant professors and they will be on tenured track.  So 
our suggestion is to start calling them acting assistant professors and reserve the term lecturer for 
appointments, both full-time and part-time, of people who are hired to do a kind of teaching, 
mainly teaching.  That is, they aren’t being hired to do research, but are being hired to teach.  
And not in the expectation that they will be granted tenure.  They are now called nonconvertible 
lecturers.  And the conversion in question would be conversion to tenured track status.  So this 
large group of nonconvertible lecturers seem to us to have a good name, a useful name, the 
lecturer rank, for designating a very large class of appointees, both part-time and full-time.  This 
resolution, however, bears only on the full-time members of this category.  And we specifically 
exclude a number of kinds of appointment that are not affected by this resolution.  For example, 
we are not interested here, we are not talking about people who are volunteer members of the 
faculty or about people who are paid on such a small scale that the pay amounts to honorarium.  
We’re not talking about them. We’re also, and I think this is very important to say, not talking 
about people who are brought in because they have expertise that the regular faculty cannot 
match.  The kind of thing that happens is that sometimes a person will be brought in, who let’s 
say is an expert in park management or has a long career in journalism and can do kinds of 
teaching that cannot be done by people who are quite advanced in their field in the department 
that such a person would serve.  We are not talking about people like that.  We are talking about 
people much more within the range of those talked about in the South Bend account of the kind 
of lecturers who fall into the second category.   We’ve had data from the dean of faculty’s office 
in Bloomington, which has been doing all the gathering of data that we have been able to use, 
trying to get some sense of change over time.  And the picture is complicated, but (332) not 
entirely had worse discouraging by any means.  There has been an increase of non-tenured track 
FTE, as a percentage of total instructional FTE for the seven campuses.  Considered 
Bloomington, this is now over the past 8 years, from 13-15%.  IU East from 42 to 46%.  IU 
Northwest from 31-35%.  And IU Southeast from 30-41%.  On the other hand, despite some 
fluctuations in the intervening years, IUPUI has remained notably stable at 29%.  And the 
balance has shifted in favor of tenured or tenured-track group at both Kokomo - a drop of non-
tenured track faculty from 37-34% and South Bend 37-35%.  These figures are all on page 2 of 
our introduction.  We then adjust the fact that although accurate as measures of  change over 
time, as measures of balance among these groups - the figures are somewhat flattering to the 
tenured and tenure-track group because of the problem of lecturers that I just mentioned.  The 
Dean of Faculties, old data, data from the earlier years, doesn’t discriminate between 
nonconvertible and convertible lecturers.  And we followed a traditional practice of including 
lecturers with the tenured and tenure-track group.  The traditional practice made sense, when the 
main thing a lecturer was somebody without the degree who was going to go on to tenured track 
as soon as the degree was received  But because of the change in numbers, you get a somewhat 
skewed picture, if you figure things that way.  And I’d like to say about the whole problem of 
data that the Dean of Faculties office has been cooperating with us, but it takes a good while 
often to get data from them.  And if you notice a problem like this and then you ask for fresh data 
to take it into account.  That takes time too.  So it was only this morning, literally, that I was able 
to get an across--the-board account broken down in terms that make sense in terms of what I’ve 
just been talking about, for all the campuses.  And I’m stressing that point because some of the 
calculations that we’ve undertaken to make, we’ve made in good faith.  But they really have been 
on data that has been inaccurate and needs to be brought up to date.  I think that’s particularly 
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true in the case of capping and the whole issue of capping.  And I wanted to now address that.  
And then turn this over to the Counsel for some discussion.  We notice here something that I 
don’t think is open to dispute, which is that the fastest growing category of non-tenured track 
employment is in part-time.  That’s where the growth seems most noticeable.  And we note here 
that any effort to design policies to deal with this situation has got, in our opinion, to address two 
conflicting ideals.  And here I will quote “the need to secure the tenured and tenure-track faculty 
against further erosion in their share of the university’s mission.  And the need to involve non-
tenured faculty as closely as possible in the length of  the departments they serve.  And 
encouraging successful part-timers to become full-timers and granting successful non-clinical 
full-timers the same measure of job security as their clinical counterparts.  To repeat, the problem 
of balance here is you want to keep the tenured and tenure-track faculty to the extent possible in 
the position of dominance that they now enjoy in the whole institution.  And at the same time, 
you want to address the fact that we are in fact employing a great many people who are non-
tenured track across the system. They’re doing a lot of work for us.  And it seems right to 
acknowledge that that is the case, and especially to try to involve those people as closely as 
possible in the work of the departments that they are serving.  To involve them in faculty 
development, to make them feel attached to the particular institution, so that we’re possible.  We 
see it as desirable to move successful part-timers into full-time ranks.  And it’s in that context 
that I’d like to take up the final two points really, in this document.  And that is the issue of 
granting long-term contracts and the issue of capping.  The idea of the long-term contract is that 
we feel, and the figure given here is taken right from clinical ranks resolution, which is true of 
most of the language that we use.  We feel that if a person has been teaching full-time for us for 
seven years, we ought to make sure that that is someone we want teaching for us, on the one 
hand.  On the other hand, if it is somebody we want teaching for us, it makes sense to give them 
some measure of job security.  To try to make that an attractive situation to be in.  And it’s with 
that in mind that we’re proposing that at the end of that time, they be given a long term contract 
and here I will try to quote our actual language.  “Lecturers are not eligible for tenure.  However, 
to enhance protection of their academic freedom, full-time lecturers shall be given long-term 
contracts after a probationary period of not more than seven years.  The exact mechanism of this 
shall be determined by the dean and the faculty governance body within each school, and be 
approved by the chancellor but the mechanism should be a long-term contract of not less than 5 
years or will be some equivalent, such as a rolling 3-year contract.  The criteria for granting long-
term contracts after a probationary period shall be similar to the criteria for granting tenure, 
except that lecturers shall earn the right to a long-term contract on the basis of their excellence in 
teaching and/or service only.  Each school will establish procedures and specific criteria for 
review of individuals and (433) renewal of long-term contracts.” We make strongly, in the 
production, the point that we do not regard for one minute this kind of protection as the 
equivalent as tenure.  Tenure is much stronger protection, clearly, and we’re not suggesting that 
the two are equal to each other.  But we are saying that this seems like a measure of security and 
more than just an active demonstration of concern with the status of these people who do a lot of 
our teaching for us.  The last issue that I want to address is the issue of capping.  And I want to 
say first of all that the UFC Faculty Affairs Committee strongly feels that it is desirable to have 
capping in the area of non tenure track hiring.  We also feel that the ultimate policy in this area 
has got to be a policy taking into account all non-tenured track faculty.  That is, it has to be a 
policy for everyone - part-timers and full-timers alike.  And I want to point out that the figure 
proposed  here is problematic in a couple of important respects.  The figure of 20%.  The figure 
of 20% is what is used in the clinical ranks resolution for people outside the health sciences and 
schools.  One thing that is problematic about that is that we did not have data.  At the time we put 
this resolution together, we did not have data about schools.  Broken down by schools.  We had 
data by campuses.  And we’re very much aware, and it was something we’re not unmindful of.  
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Whereas the language in the resolution specifies schools making these determinations, the 
language that we use in the introduction simply says that there is a margin by which the 20% 
figure exceeds full-time non-tenured track faculty on any campus.  But the second point I want to 
make, very strongly, is that the data that I got literally this morning.  And I asked the Dean of 
Faculties for this when we perceived the problem about lecturers.  And they tried very hard to get 
it to me as soon as they could.  But we got it this morning.  Looking at that data, I do not think 
that you could confidently say that the amount of 20% substantially exceeds the percentage of 
full-time non-tenured track faculty on any campus.  It seems to me that it exceeds it at 
Bloomington.  And at Indianapolis, for example, by a margin.  But some of the regional 
campuses basically, if you put the cap at 20% that’s about what you’ve got.  I mean, within a 
point or two of that.  And I mentioned that here now, partly to make clear to you that the 
Committee was doing its best with the numbers that we had, but the language of the statement 
itself appears to be, and it was phrased in somewhat a tentative way, because I was aware of the 
fact that we had other figures to get.  Nevertheless, I don’t want to attempt even to begin to revise 
the Committee’s estimate without the Committee having the new data.  And I certainly don’t 
want to understate the firmness of the Committee’s conviction that capping as such, that the 
principal of capping is very important and has to be a feature of the final policy.  So I’m saying 
let’s have some skepticism about the number, because the number itself is based on numbers we 
had that left a good deal to be desired.  But if the question is do we believe that there should be 
capping for this total group of non-tenured track faculty who are teaching for us, the answer is 
quite clearly yes.  Finally, I had a really interesting and productive conversation yesterday with 
Laura Neff, who is the coordinator of associate faculty at IUPUI.  And because of what I 
understood of her critique of the philosophy of capping, at the figure that it was, I asked her if she 
would talk to us today.  And she very kindly consented to come down here, which she has done.  
And I ask the Agenda Committee if they would make the necessary arrangement for her to speak 
to us.  And they agreed, if I understand rightly.  So I’d like to invite Laura to make her statement. 
 
NEFF:  President Brand, Mr. Schneider, members of the Committee and Counsel, my name is 
Laura Neff.  I am a part-time faculty member at the IU School of Law in Indianapolis.  I am also 
the coordinator for the Associate Faculty Affairs Committee on our campus.  I was appointed 
coordinator in October of 1997, and have been working with our committee, which has been in 
existence for over a year, and the administration on our campus to address some of the concerns 
that are raised in this proposal.  The practices in some schools, what I would term inconsiderate 
hiring and firing of part-time faculty and addressing concerns about the proliferation and use of 
part-time faculty.  I had an opportunity to review this proposal yesterday.  Despite the fact that I 
walked into a Counsel meeting in November - November 11 to be exact - and sat through the 
meeting to find that part-time faculty and full-time non-tenured track faculty were going to be 
regulated.  I quickly went to the committee members after the meeting and introduced myself and 
offered our assistance in support.  However, I have to report that the cooperation of the 
Committee with the people who have been involved has been less than desirable.  As I 
mentioned, I received this proposal yesterday after having publicly stated I was working with the 
committee even as of two weeks ago.   
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TAPE 1:  SIDE B 

 
NEFF:  That full-time faculty who are non-tenured track and part-time who are non-tenured track 
should be improved.  That part-time faculty should be encouraged not only to improve their 
skills, their teaching, but advance towards a full-time position.  That there should be institutional 
supports to make that happen.  There are none now.  I am  also on a task force at our campus that 
is reviewing the institutional supports that are offered to part-time faculty and non-tenured track 
faculty.  And I don’t think I have to tell you how bad the situation is.  This resolution, however 
well intentioned, by its own language, defeats its goals and I will tell you how and why.  This 
resolution, as Professor Burgan pointed out, states that as a goal that they would like to see part-
time faculty be able to improve and advance towards a full-time position.  The language, 
however, caps the availability of those positions at 20% of the faculty of each school.  Professor 
Burgan had a lot of trouble getting figures, but I spent two hours on the phone this morning and 
got figures from 11 schools on our campus.  In practically every instance, the current ratio of 
non-tenured track full-time faculty to the tenured faculty at each school exceeds the 20% cap that 
this committee is proposing.  In addition, I guess I can understand the reason for capping, 
because the numbers of non-tenured track, both full-time and part-time of faculty outnumbers 
tenured-track faculty 2:1 at practically every school on our campus.  The second.  I believe that 
the capping instrument here of 20% admittedly is unrealistic, given the numbers on our campus.  
But I think the idea of capping in and of itself is not well-advised.  The capping is, I think, a 
desire by this committee to regulate how many non-tenured track faculty teach, perhaps.  
However, that horse is out of the barn.  And I would invite you to look at the numbers that I have 
prepared.  I have prepared a fact statement that highlights the tenured track full-time, non-tenured 
track, and part-time numbers for 11 of our schools.  I would instead encourage you, when you are 
drafting a proposal to regulate and put together ranks, to consider that all faculty, part-time, 
tenured-track, and non-tenured track, full-time - be considered a part of the university.  That your 
proposal encourage involvement, that your proposal encourage integration, promotion, and 
development.  And I understand that there is some feelings that the security of the tenured track 
faculty is threatened, by our existence perhaps.  By the numbers that you see before you, perhaps.  
But I would tell you that I don’t think you need to be concerned about the institution of tenure, 
because we exist.  Yes, I would say that the numbers are dwindling for tenured-track faculty.  But 
you’re not going to save tenure by capping, by trying to put a cap on our existence.  It is way 
beyond that.  What you need to do is take the institution of tenure and exercise it.  Exercise the 
responsibility that it requires for you to address the iniquities that exist on these campus.  Mine is 
not the only campus where these iniquities exist.  And to encourage involvement and integration 
of the faculty at all levels.  I would also point to another piece of this proposal, which I think 
defeats the purpose.  On page 3, the definition of lecturer - there is some language that says 
“lecturers fall into two categories:  the first category includes those who are hired to occupy a 
tenure-track line.  The second category includes lecturers hired on a renewable, non-tenured track 
basis, irrespective of whether or not they have the terminal degree.  Lecture positions in the 
second category were required to reduce the extent of reliance on associate faculty.  Not if this 
proposal goes through.  But also the language on page 2 that - I’m going to refer to my e-mail 
portion.  This is in the definition of full-time.  I apologize, but my e-mail is a little bit different 
from yours.  I think you may be able to find this on page 2.  “The definition of full-time requires 
emphasis here, because of the occasional practice of rewarding more than one part-time 
instructional appointment simultaneously to the same person.  The total FTE of such an 
appointment, no matter how high, does not qualify as full-time in the sense of this resolution.”  
This carving out of this exception condones and encourages the practice of keeping multiple part-
time appointments, so that the part-timer is working beyond the full-time equivalent but receives 
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no benefits or no full-time contracts or positions.  I think this language should be struck from this 
proposal.  I also think that the capping should be struck from this proposal.  I have worked with 
part-time faculty extensively, and I have been a part-time faculty member for seven years.  I don’t 
think that this proposal was ill-intentioned, but I think that the results fall in the category of 
faultier.  I would appreciate your reconsideration of this approach.  I would urge that the 
committees discuss, with the people that are affected by their proposals, the language of their 
proposal.  And I urge there be some time given to this proposal beyond the one month that we are 
slated for a vote in April.  So I appreciate the opportunity to address you.  And if you have any 
questions, I would be happy to stay on and answer them.   
 
BRAND:  Please, stay there. 
 
SCHNEIDER:  Could you go over one point.  Really, the last thing you said about the case where 
part-timers are given multiple part-time appointments.  Is the reason for that that you don’t think 
it’s a good idea for part-timers to have multiple part-time appointments or that if they do, they 
need benefits?  Or both.   
 
NEFF:  I myself think that multiple appointments are, I guess, acceptable, because I have two 
positions at the University.  So I have to say that in my opinion that is at least acceptable.  
However, when you ask part-item people to work beyond what would be considered full-time, I 
think they should be entitled to a full-time status.  And I do believe that there is plenty of 
evidence on our campus that even worse practice exists, where part-time faculty are given full-
time work and assigned part-time FTE and are paid part-time salaries.  And I would ask you to 
look at that as well.   
 
SCHNEIDER:  So the ideal situation would be full-time status.  
 
NEFF:  No, you misunderstand me.  I’m not advocating that all part-time be full-time.  In fact, 
we conducted a survey last year where approximately 55% of our part-time people responded.  
And of that group, there were split - 40% of people who would have been interested in a full-time 
position had it been offered to them.  But clearly I60% who were part-time by choice.  
 
SCHNEIDER:  No, I meant full-time as opposed to multiple part-time.   
 
NEFF:  There probably are situations where it is acceptable and advisable.  But if it is done with 
the intent to avoid a full-time status for a person who is working more than full-time, I would not 
think that would be acceptable.  
 
BRAND:  Let me broaden that discussion.  Bill Plater. 
 
PLATER: What do you think your (103) for the careful and patient (103) that block off 
considering a complex set of issues.  The clinical ranks, the full-time non-tenured track, the part-
time ranks, are all extremely important to the university and need to be very careful and 
thoughtful about the way we approach the policies.  And it’s good that the university talk about 
these things.  Having said that, it will be ironic that I say that I urge that this body defer 
consideration of this particular policy at least until the fall semester.  I think that we do need 
more time to take up the policy that is before us.  In part because at least in Indianapolis, there 
has been no opportunity for the schools or the faculty of the schools to consider this issue.  As 
Laura has suggested, I think there will be some serious implications for some schools, in regard 
not only to capping but to the process by which multiple year contracts might be extended and 
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the implications of the overall fate of the faculty, taking into account tenure, tenure-track, full-
time non-tenure, part-time, and the additional rank that I think has not yet been considered, but I 
think the committee is aware of.  And that is the scientist scholar, which on our campus 
constitutes a much larger number.  Of the number of full-time lecturers, there are about 185 
scientist lecturers and about 50 or so full-time lecturers.  So we think that this issue is probably 
more complex and needs the benefit of discussion within the schools.  And I hope that this body 
will at least defer consideration of this particular policy until the fall or perhaps even wait until 
the policy recommendations regarding the part-time can be considered at the same time as this 
policy and also take into account the scientist-scholar rank as well.   
 
ARNOVE:  I would like to ask Bill Burgan if he could share the information he received this 
morning from the Dean of Faculties, concerning the percentage of full-time non-clinical non-
tenured track instructional faculty on the different campuses of the IU system. 
 
BRAND:  These are full-time people,, right? 
 
BURGAN: Right.  These are full-time.   
At Bloomington, counting convertible lecturers now with the tenured track -  and the 
nonconvertible with the not, the total that they give for tenure line is 1371.  And the total they 
give for non-tenure track, and this is FTE, is 237.  They don’t give a percentage.  But the 
percentage I came up with is about 15%.  That is, if you add the 237 to the 1371, it seems to me 
to work out to about 15%.  I don’t like passing my calculations, because this is not my field.  But 
still, trying to make some effort to get a sense of where things are. 
At Indianapolis, the figure given here for total tenure line is 652.  Non-medical.  School of 
medicine, and I did ask Deb Olson who has done these figures for us if that meant health 
sciences, or just mean school of medicine, and she said that just meant school of medicine.  That 
was by request from IUPUI that the school of medicine be taken out.  So 652 for total tenure line.  
And non-tenure total of 115, full time.  Non-tenured track, full-time, FTE.   
I might say that one lingering ambiguity in all this has to do with this matter of multiple part-time 
appointments that come to only one FTE.  I asked Deb Olson what she thought about that.  She 
wasn’t sure.  She wasn’t sure about what her database would give her on that.  And it was her 
impression that they would be counted as such people, as such people would be counted in as full 
time.  The databases they use are human resources and payroll.  I want to come back to this issue 
- well, I might as well just say it now.  I made very clear to Laura yesterday that it was definitely 
not the intention.  That it was the reverse of the intention of the Faculty Affairs Committee to 
condone the practice that was described in that line that she quoted.  About not including such 
people in what we mean by full-time.  The idea was not to condone it.  And I also made clear to 
her, and here I think I can speak for the whole committee without having consulted them, that 
we’ll make any change in wording necessary to make clear that the aim is not to condone that 
practice.  To continue on the answer to Bob Arnove’s question. 
For South Bend, 184 total tenure line, and 31 Non-tenure track FTE, full-time.  And I suppose 
that’s the highest.  Well, no, I take that back.   
For  Northwest, total tenure line is 108.  And non-tenure FTE full-time is 23.  And that is very 
high.  
Kokomo, total tenure line is 79.  And non-tenure track full-time FTE is 5.   
IU East, the total tenure line is 55.  And non-tenure track full-time FTE 14.   
And finally Southeast, total tenure line 119.  Total non-tenure track full-time FTE 28.  So as you 
can see there are about 3 of those that are (175) East is about there and Northwest and Southeast 
are 18, or 19. 
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BRAND:  Anyone from the regional campuses want to address this issue?  Anyone else want to 
get into the conversation, please Dennis. 
 
Senchuk:  I guess I don’t see any clear opposition between the idea (180) or the desire or idea of 
trying to regularize appointments of people in the categories affected.  It seems to me the fact that 
one might even think of it as a curious incentive to regularize in some cases you know we are 
getting near the 20% figure let’s see about the possibility of converting some to regular tenure 
line, that type of thing, so I don’t see the character or conflict that you are talking about. 
 
Brand:  But Dennis you might not be employing the same people as you make that transition and 
I think that’s the conflict. 
 
Neff:  But also that on our campus there are already many of the schools that are already above 
the percentage that they are advocating.  Some have a ratio of 50% already, so. 
 
Brand:  That’s again a (190) conversation and I’ll call on Pat. 
 
P. Brantlinger:  If I’m not mistaken that includes part timers. 
 
Neff:  No.  I specifically addressed the proposal as written because I wanted to illustrate to this 
committee and to the counsel that the way that the proposal is worded that the lecturer, non 
tenure track lecturer will be limited to 20% of the full time faculty at the school.  If that plays out 
school by school on our campus we are already above the 20% in the School of Business, the 
School of Dentistry, the School of Education, the Law School, which is not under consideration 
because it’s not an undergraduate school, and the School of Music.  We are very close already in 
the School of Engineering, in the School of Liberal Arts, and if the desire is to be able to 
encourage part time faculty to promote themselves and to work hard to develop skills to go for 
full time positions, you have closed the door.  It will require the elimination of full time non-
tenure track faculty in five schools with this proposals. 
 
Burgan:  I want induce a note of moderation into this conversation.  We acknowledge, or at least 
I undertook to acknowledge in the opening statement, that the numbers we have made the 
enterprise problematic and specifically it made it problematic in the area of schools, I pointed out 
and I truly I had every intention of pointing this out because I brought it up with the committee 
the (213) meeting with Laura it’s not a consequence of that conversation, that we had a problem 
in trying to figure numbers because we had data that didn’t break things down in that way and we 
have to deal with data for the whole system we can’t consult one school and unlike you actually I 
can’t get on the phone and call some people because I can’t, we can’t mix that kind of data with 
data that we are getting from the data faculties.  When you make comparisons of numbers like 
this type, you are always in danger of comparing apples and oranges and we try very hard not to 
do that.  However, as I made clear yesterday to Laura and now I will try to make clear to 
everybody here, we see it as a problem if the cap on full time makes it impossible or it’s at least 
problematic it’s something you want to consider.  If you want the situation in which you are 
encouraging part time to become full time you don’t want to put a cap on full time that’s 
underneath what they’ve already got.  So this matter I think simply has to be very carefully 
looked into.  But I want to make clear that, Laura was perfectly aware yesterday when we talked, 
that we saw that as a serious problem, that it was something that we have considered.  I am not 
trying to make policy for the committee that hasn’t had a chance to review the newest data, but I 
want to make clear that we are interested in having a situation and as the language of our own 
introduction states, in which you could encourage successful part timers to become a full timer.  
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We would like something like that.  The other point I think that has to be made is that although 
the numbers are problematic and do require a careful study and I’m sure much new discussion, 
the committee is very definite on the point that it believes in capping and I want to make sure that 
everybody understands that we are not trying to cap some specific number FT or number of 
persons or anything like that, what we are interested in capping is the proportion the ratio of non 
tenure track faculty to regular faculty.  And I myself find it hard to see why this is impossible, 
especially given the rather encourage figures about change over time, they suggest that it’s not 
impossible, they suggest that stability is not impossible and that campuses like South Bend seem 
to suggest to me that active reduction, which they have worked to do, is possible.  In speaking 
this way I don’t think anyone wants to convey, and it would be a terrible failure of rhetoric on my 
part if I some how conveyed that we take a very dim view of part time faculty we have 
considered that they are doing a lot of teaching for us but the fact is that on the other hand we are 
very strongly committed as this whole institution is as President Brand has repeatedly stated he is 
to the institution of tenure.  And that being the case we want to look hard at a situation in which 
the ratio appears to be nationwide altering, not in favor of tenure and like Dennis I don’t think 
that there is a true conflict between trying to improve the situation of non tenure track faculty and 
trying to keep the ratio of non tenure track faculty in the whole university from growing. 
 
Arnove:  The driving force behind hiring non tenure faculty is not the lack of qualified people out 
there, it’s financial (255).  People are doing it because they are cheap, it’s not that we can’t get 
qualified people or that we don’t want to provide all kinds of opportunities for professional 
development.  It’s to put a cap on this sort of financial policy. 
 
Zaret:  Another reason for the use of these ranks in addition to financial (260) flexibility and 
some schools and some units have pointed out that this is necessary in order for them to be 
shifting enrollment demand or to cope with programmatic change and that would do bad things 
to notions of tenure.  On a different Bill I get a sense that we need to examine this issue in 
conjunction with recommendations about the part time FTE and that if we can’t look at both 
together it will be difficult to make reason judgments about either one separately.  For example, 
with the issue of caps if we were to come up with caps for part timers and full timers they could 
be structured in such a way as to create an institutional incentive to shift from part time to full 
time and I’m sure that your committee will consider this.  So I would like to see a little support 
for the part timers, I think this looks very promising for a start but I wouldn’t want to have to 
make a final determination on this in April. 
 
Brand:  A couple more comments (273) Pat. 
 
P. Brantlinger:  (275) as the co-chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee I’m glad Bill was hear to 
lead the conversation and I want to thank Laura too for coming in and giving us her comments.  
The intent of the document as Bill has said is first of all improved a lot, lecturers and part time 
faculty if 20% cap doesn’t do that then we should strike it, but another (280) is to hold the line at 
least on the movement away from tenure and tenure faculty in the classroom.  The policy at one 
point, at least we talked about including new policy, a mechanism, maybe you mentioned this 
Bill, a mechanism that will allow for the consideration of converting lecturer positions to full 
time tenure track faculty positions we thought we couldn’t do that because in (288) situation to a 
tenure track you have to do a national search.  That being the case it’s position like that could be 
open for anybody (290) including people in current lecturer positions to apply.  So there isn’t a 
policy like that so I just wanted to say one word about financial (293) and the bottom line of 
money, as the committee held its conference calls on this topic one of the members from one of 
the campuses mentioned that part time pay per section at his campus he’d heard a figure as low 
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as $800.00 for a section.  Now I believe the figure is considerably higher than that at IUPUI, it’s 
almost as twice as much for AI pay on the Bloomington campus per section.  An article I just 
read about the erosion on tenure track faculty nationally and its replacement by part time faculty 
and also by new technologies puts the part time figure now at 46% nationally and offers as an 
average salary for a part time faculty member nationally I don’t know what this figure means 
$15,000 annually.  That sounds far above what many of our part time faculty and lecturers are 
making in the IU system.  $800.00 may be the cheapest of the cheap the lowest of the low there 
are figures all over the map in between, we have to do something about those figures, we have to 
improve the pay and the working conditions of part time faculty and lecturers.  At the same time 
that we try to maintain a certain amount of stability in relation to tenure faculty in the classroom.  
So this policy has a number of aims the parties need to reconcile.  Just to go back quickly to 
David Zaret’s point and Bill again may have mentioned this, yes I think this particular proposal 
does need an equivalent proposal in relation to part time faculty and it could be that the issue of 
capping can only be resolved ultimately by looking at what that part time policy is going to be. 
 
Brand:  Let’s return to that suggestion after a few more people, OK, one, two, three and then we 
are going to stop. 
 
Peterson:  A clarification on of the terms that’s used in this document and one of the terms that 
has actually changed and that is acting assistant professor.  I am wondering if an acting assistant 
professor might be a perpetual appointment if that person should not fulfill the requirements, is 
there always stated goals as far as number of years to (328) 
 
Brand: Acting is usually is interpreted by rule of thumb is a maximum of two years. 
 
Burgan:  And we actually say that.  It could not be part of this resolution, but this (331) 
 
Peterson: Two years, OK I haven’t read this carefully. 
 
P. Brantlinger: Just as a quick comment there are plenty of cases (333).   
 
Brand:  There are unfortunately some well founded some ill founded exceptions. 
 
Peterson:  The other question there then is if these people are productive can they convert then to 
lecturer after 2 years of not achieving the goal? 
 
Burgan:  (336) 
 
Brand:  It’s not prohibited, it usually doesn’t happen but it’s not prohibited. 
 
Galanti:  I’m a little concerned about the numbers, Laura reports numbers of the IUPUI campus 
and we just received numbers for the system and I’m not quite sure where the commissions fall 
in that category.  I know commissions are primarily the professional schools but I believe they 
are possible now for the undergraduate schools and are they included in the 20% or excluded 
both in the proposal and in the numbers that you just gave us on the tenure track lines?  No I’m 
saying where are the clinical appointments? 
 
Burgan:  Clinical appointments are included in these figures except that the medical school is not 
in the figures for IUPUI, but the figures for non tenure track that I have been reading do include 
clinical. 
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Schneider:  The question (356) just as important as the number on your proposal for capping is, 
who decides, that’s a big change from the current policy for non tenure track faculty.  Because 
what this policy calls for (359) clinical ranks is a vote of the faculty and that is very important 
(360)? 
 
Brand:  Right now it’s done individually for financial or whatever reasons and that’s how we got 
in the situation we are in.  (362) take for granted.  The question though of say a number I think 
really can’t be done until both the part time and full time are done and we’ve actually started 
talking about a mechanism for doing some kind of a tentative for full time while we look at the 
part time and (366) both together.  I think we can handle that in a reasonable way that (267) and 
taking into account (368)  
 
Burgan:  Let’s stay with that last thought on a procedural issue, what would be satisfactory to the 
group, that’s the next discussion you have, not a vote a discussion is on the part time proposal 
that come forward and then following that both proposals are brought forward at the same time.  
Is that an acceptable approach or would you like to handle it in a different way? 
 
? (375) I think it’s acceptable, I would like to know when the committee thinks it will have (375)  
 
?:  I’m gathering that the group is not ready for a vote next time on this and we should push that. 
 
Burgan:  That makes sense to me, what I feel sure we’re not going to be ready to do next time is 
propose a number and sense we are determined to propose (381) it seems to me (382) policy but I 
really but I want Pat to speak because he is chair and Sara, his co-chair is not even here and the 
committee hasn’t talked about it. 
 
P. Brantlinger:  I don’t see us developing a policy for part timers by this spring and having it 
finished by the semester so we go to next fall. 
 
Schneider:  But it may be worth some discussion of the full timers.  I don’t think we want to 
leave it at this point. 
 
P. Brantlinger:  It’s such a complicated issue I don’t think that voting on just this policy in the 
spring is going to settle it. 
 
Brand:  Again, I’m getting a feeling at least from some members of the group that they want to 
see both policies side by side so that you have a package and then we’ll address the question of 
capping total non tenure track faculty so the suggestion might be I personally don’t have a 
problem waiting until you get it done I know there are other pressures that I don’t have control 
over but I would suggest that the group continue to work on the part time policy come forward 
when you are satisfied with that let the body as a whole discuss the (399) issues and the part time 
policy then come back as a whole with the capping issue now in light of all that will be better 
treated and I hope by that time Bill will have solid numbers not only by campus but by school 
and maybe be in a better position to make a recommendation that’s acceptable on what that cap 
should be for the group to consider.  Is that a reasonable procedural approach? 
 
Fineberg:  I think it would be very useful to have something that has been tossed around the room 
but not really readily available for example it would be very important to find out how many 
people in fact have local part time positions in various departments if that would be something 
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we have heard about but we really don’t know about.  How prevalence of part time faculty (414) 
and we can use you data (416) 
 
Brand:  That is correct. 
 
Keffer:  Also, going along with Dr. Fineberg, I in the School of Nursing would like our Dean and 
our Office of Educational Services to at least have input because a couple of three years ago we 
did increase the number of non tenure tract percentage and if that is included in that IUPUI ratio 
because we are a health (423) we may (424) the data somewhat and I would like our Dean and 
our administrators to have input on that before any sort of decision is made. 
 
Brand:  Pat, I ask you to scan part of the procedure to work hard with Debbie (428) office to get 
the kind of data that’s been requested so that we have a good base on which to make the 
decisions as well as work with Laura’s committee to have direct input from that committee 
before coming forward with your final recommendation. 
 
Cunningham:  Perhaps the date could include current salary minim and per course (433) 
 
P. Brantlinger:  (433) some salary (4333) 
 
Brand:  Is that acceptable to everyone? 
 
Wagor:  While you are adding groups to talk to let me echo the need to consult with the schools 
because each school will have a policy configuration that it needs to take into account the 
different roles that people play and I think it’s essential that the school be consulted in this before 
policy comes to bid UFC for consideration. 
 
Brand:  That’s going to be difficult but I would hope that we’re able to do that(441) the vice 
chancellor of academic affairs on each campus provide a (444) 
 
When we talk about the data it’s very clear we need to separate the clinical ranked faculty out of 
separate from the non tenure track faculty because we already have a cap on that, so we look at 
some of these numbers, we’re potentially looking at 40%. 
 
You are absolutely right, that is particularly a problem with the Health or Science related schools 
like nursing where there is some confusion about. 
 
The numbers may not be as bad as they look because we counted some folks twice. 
 
OK, let us proceed to our data it slows down the process a little bit but these are critically 
important to the university and I would rather get it right. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #6: VOTE ON INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETIC PROGRAMS 
POLICY 
 
Brand:  (458) Bill. 
 
Schneider:  Let me make a comment to make sure people understand (459).  We had the one of 
the co-chairs of the committee that proposed this policy for intercollegiate athletics Cathy (362) 
last meeting the various campuses considered this and made certain recommendations.  That 
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committee has gone out of existence and left it with us it’s being considered by the Bloomington 
Faculty (466) the regional campuses have made some recommendations and what the agenda 
committee has done is to collect those recommendations and we summarized on two pages, one 
of the pages is front and back and they are labeled as such.  And then this morning we attempted 
to take a look at that and make some recommendations and Ted has agreed to explain the 
proposed changes. 
 
?:  ...procedural issue.  The recommendation on which you agree will be forwarded to the trustees 
along with the committees report. 
 
T. Miller:  Let me start by indicating from my point of view we are operating here under a set of 
procedures that were described in Circular B97 this is the Bloomington Faculty Counsel Circular 
sent to the BFC by the Agenda Committee in February 1997 in which the creation of the Athletic 
(488) reported to the BFC.  A description was given of the process at least as the agenda 
committee understood it.  This process would include various considerations of the report 
including the consideration here today be the UFC and as the president indicated we will be 
forwarding to the trustees the results of these deliberations here today.  Now this has turned into 
a relatively complicated situation and I hope that I have a six make it seven step plan for working 
through the various recommendations that have been made here.  Some of them are basically 
very straight forward they are essentially what amount to friendly amendments and I don’t think 
really need to involve any discussion.  We are talking here about Circular U8 that is the basic 
document that was prepared by the committee and we are talking initially Circular U11 which is 
included in your materials it is a single sheet printed on one side and it has amendments from the 
BFC and amendments from the IUPUI Faculty Counsel listed.  I call your attention to number 
one under the BFC list, this was taken as a friendly amendment in the BFC and I don’t see why it 
couldn’t be that here, this pertains to page 4 of the document, page 4 under Campus Athletic 
Committees 1B, it really has to do with the first four or five words of that first paragraph under B 
which originally said the President and then in quotes (533) chancellors.  This is just inconsistent 
with the rest of the language the style in the rest of the document.  We are proposing that this 
paragraph read the Chancellor and in parenthesis or President at Bloomington. 
 
Brand:  Can we do these one at a time?  Is there any objection to that change?  Hearing none I 
assume it is acceptable, let’s move on. 
 
Miller:  This is real progress (laughter).  Alright, item number 2 has to do with the section of 
page 5 of the document, it’s on page 5 Roman II number four and it has to do with the 
development and approval of general athletics policies related to academic matters.  The BFC, 
this is number two on the BFC list and also number two on the IUPUI list, both of the Campus 
Faculty Counsels agreed to this particular change and it really amounts to striking the word 
“recommends approval” 
 
Tape Two Side A 
 
the Bloomington Faculty Counsel, the reason we’re doing this (001)because it pertains to an 
academic matters and we feel the faculty can assert its authority (001)  Now I will also say in 
regard to this particular item that there is another change which strikes me along the lines of a 
friendly amendment that was proposed, this is on Circular U12, this is a two sided sheet, one side 
has to do with ideas that have come from the IUB Athletics Committee and particularly number 
one, there what number one in effect says is if you look in the language of part four that we are 
discussing there is a phrase “recruiting strategies”.  The IUB Athletics Committee felt that phrase 
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really, that it really wasn’t appropriate for the Athletics Committee to have authority or to 
approve recruiting strategies, they want to substitute the language or I think it would be useful to 
substitute the language “academic concerns” relating to recruiting. 
 
Brand:  Let’s stay with this item now and let’s take the second one first namely that the words 
“academic concerns” relating to the recruiting being inserted, is there any objection to that?  
Hearing none we will assume that. (014) The first issue though is more substantial and that is 
essentially to delete the word “recommends” if approval policies related to academic matters 
directly to the committees, any discussion about that?  Any objections to it?  OK, so I take it you 
recommend that as well, that change.   
 
Miller:  Number three, is again back to Circular U11 it has to do with number three under the 
Bloomington Faculty Counsel list.  This pertains in the main document to an item on page 6 right 
at the top of the page, that’s section number 7 at the top of page 6 under part A.  As you can see 
on Circular U11 the BFC recommends inclusion of a phrase after the comma at the end of that 
first line the language would read “evaluates either as a full committee or through a personnel 
subcommittee selected by the full committee” those words would be inserted “selected by the full 
committee” coaches in regard to the impact of programs on the students academic life.  Now in 
subsequent discussion with President Brand on this particular point he has indicated that he 
would prefer that this personnel subcommittee be composed entirely of faculty members.  I 
myself have no problem with that idea at all and I wouldn’t have any difficulty working that into 
this. 
 
Brand:  Maybe I ought to explain why I prefer that.  These committees take the Bloomington 
Committee for example has a wide range of representatives on it, alumni, students, community 
members, and one can imagine certain coalitions being built that would not serve the university 
well, so as protection I would prefer to see that the personnel subcommittee consist wholly of 
faculty. 
 
Miller:  How about amending the amendment by simply adding the words of faculty after the 
through a personnel subcommittee? 
 
Brand:  Yes. 
 
Miller:  Would that do it? 
 
Brand:  I think that would do it and then delete selected from the full committee, selected by the 
full committee. 
 
Keffer:  No no.  We want to leave in the selection process being the full athletic(042) 
 
Brand:  But the subcommittee would be  (043) 
 
Miller:  The phrase could read evaluates either as a full committee or through a personnel 
subcommittee of faculty members. 
 
Brand:  I’m  worried about the composition not the selection procedure. 
 
Ginger:  There is a comma here that shouldn’t here it wasn’t intended to be here in the BFC 
reading from the beginning “evaluates, either as a full committee or through a personnel 
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subcommittee selected by” there shouldn’t be a comma before the word selected because it’s 
trying to make clear that the subcommittee would be selected by the (049) itself. 
 
Brand:  OK. 
 
Ginger:  So I think it’s a transcription error. 
 
Brand:  I would of thought one of our English professors would of brought this to our attention.  
(Laughter) 
 
Ginger:  It may be, it’s correct grammatically but it doesn’t really express what (051) 
 
Brand:  OK, let’s see if I can read it now, evaluates, either as a full committee or through a 
personnel subcommittee of faculty selected by the full committee, is that right now?  Is there any 
discussion or objection to that? 
 
Orensten:  I guess my question is under what circumstances (054) either as a full committee or 
through the subcommittee, who determines whether or not if it should be done and the full 
committee (055) and then another question is if it’s done at the full committee are some of your 
concerns about students members and what if the members still exist in dealing with the situation 
of the committee? 
 
Brand:  In most cases it would be done by the full committee but there would be exceptions.  So I 
would think that the exception would be the subcommittee and probably rare exceptions at that.   
 
Arnove:  (can’t hear) 
 
Brand:  Yes, evaluates comma either as a full committee or through a personnel subcommittee of 
faculty selected by the full committee comma coaches etc.  Any comments, please Paul. 
 
Eisenberg:  I take it (063) members of the full committee I think it’s technically possible that the 
subcommittee (065) 
 
Brand:  This is the group from the Athletics Committee that would be involved.  Is it limited to 
that group?  Obviously, not because AD is going to be involved and so the selection committee is 
going to reach beyond that committee of faculty but, who do you choose from and how do you 
from the Athletics Committee to be involved and that’s what this discusses. 
 
Ginger:  (070) the word committee before faculty it would take care of (072) 
 
Eisenberg:  (072) give you want you want with any (072) 
 
Brand:  Say again, I’m not sure I am following you. 
 
Eisenberg:  You need to say explicitly that this faculty be drawn from the full committee, 
otherwise you going to have a subcommittee with faculty on it who would come from some other 
source. 
 
Brand:  That’s not the intent. 
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Eisenberg:  No, I know it isn’t. 
 
Ginger:  So if we said through a personnel subcommittee of committee faculty, would that do it? 
 
Brand:  I think everyone understand, can we leave the word (076) for Ted to work out with Laura 
and Paul I don’t see any substantive disagreement here, let us do the word smithing off line, OK?  
Anyone have any disagreement with the substance of the issues? 
 
Peterson:  I have another issue related to this and it relates to your concern if indeed a 
subcommittee of the committee could that it’s not consisting of all faculty there might be a 
problem maybe the full committee might be a problem also because there are a number of people 
on that committee.  Understand what I am trying to say the whole committee is evaluating the 
coaches and their impact of the students academic life there are a number of people who are not 
faculty and 
 
Brand:  That’s OK. 
 
Peterson:  I just wanted to make sure that’s OK. 
 
Brand:  I think sometimes we get involved in special searches for high visibility coaches that 
need a high level of confidentiality and (087) to work quickly and that’s the only concern. 
 
Miller:  OK that’s number three of seven we are making rapid progress.  Number 4 is from the 
IUPUI Faculty Counsel this is item number 1 from their list of amendments.  Perhaps I could turn 
to my colleague Bill Schneider to explain this particular amendment. 
 
Schneider:  There was merely an effort to clarify the designation of the university athletics 
program.  In the original Circular U8 on the bottom of page 3 it simply says “the university 
athletic program based at the Bloomington campus shall be governed by the president” and it was 
a way of clarifying what the university athletics program was and this language was intended to 
do that. 
 
Miller:  This was actually an effort on the part of a history professor to get the word historical in 
the document. 
 
?I’ll plead guilty. 
 
Brand:  OK, any questions or objections to that?  No.  Go ahead. 
 
Miller:  OK, number 5 on my list for consideration is on Circular U12 this comes from the IUB 
Athletics committee, this is item number 4 on their list and actually it’s just an editorial comment 
so I am assuming there won’t be any difficulty with this it just inserts a word that was obviously 
missing from the original text.   
 
Brand:  Anyone who wants to address that speak up now.  OK. 
 
Miller:  We are trying to take the suggestions of our colleagues seriously that’s why we are going 
through this.  Item number 6 has to do with numbers two and three on the IUB Athletics 
Committee list that circular U12.  Two and three there they involve language in the original 
document on page 6 at the bottom of the page there is a section focusing on functions of the 
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Athletic Coordinating Counsel and you see there are three items listed there.  Item number 2 on 
the IUB Athletics Committee list focuses on the first of those functions, number 3 on the list 
focuses on the second of those functions and the ultimate recommendation of the IUB Athletics 
Committee we discussed this at some length in the Agenda Committee today.  The ultimate 
recommendation is that end of item 3 on their list, where they in effect suggest that the first two 
functions because of various possible misunderstandings the first two functions should be 
stricken from the document, that is their proposal. 
 
Brand:  So the main function of the Athletics Coordinating Counsel is to convene at least 
annually, the heads of the Athletics programs to discuss areas of mutual interest and concern and 
anything that might grow out of that as well, but not to have specific responsibilities for serving 
as a form to resolve conflicts presumably the university AD does that nor to insure operational 
consistency between programs that have very broad differences already amongst them.   
 
Miller:  That appears to be what they are suggesting.  I will have to say on my own part we talked 
at some length in the Agenda committee about this phrase “operational consistency” and you 
have seen how they interpreted the twist they have given this in their report and really the 
language we are really struggling as to what exactly was intended by this language and of course 
we didn’t know so we are a little . . . 
 
Brand:  Is there anyone who is a member of the committee in the room?  David do you want to 
address that? 
 
Orensten:  Yes, basically with Operational Consistency we thought a lot of questions that we 
didn’t have the answers for could be interpreted from the phrase operational consistency the point 
that (133) athletic director brought up was the situation of how different IUPUI and 
Bloomington’s athletic programs are and operational consistency would be both functioning the 
same.  For example at IUPUI is as I think is stated here does not use student, or we at 
Bloomington don’t use student fees and at IUPUI there are fees for this so does operational 
consistency mean thus they need to be operating on the same funding basis,  for example at 
Bloomington(138) student fees to be operational consistent with IUPUI and we thought in terms 
of competitiveness right now we are not consistent with that and what are the actual goals behind 
having this committee deal with operational consistency.  We just saw a lot of problems with this 
in more and more discussions coming out of it and we really thought section three handles the 
most issues (141) sub point two resolving conflicts we thought there were issues that would arise 
that would have a lot more timely (142) being dealt with more easily handled by the athletics 
director.  In addition there is still some discussion as to what exactly (142) University Athletic 
Director would entail and this sort of thing would grant it and ultimately maybe need to be dealt 
with again and so we thought in terms of the function right now for the coordinating counsel 3 
fulfilled that in our opinion and the other to cause more problems. 
 
Miller:  Now Dave is a member of the IUB Athletics Committee he’s giving us the committee’s 
perspective, Rick French is a member of the study committee that produced the language that we 
are trying to understand so we get a different view here. 
 
Brand:  Dave I thought you were on the study committee, sorry, go ahead Rick. 
 
French:  ...you talked about operational consistency we started discussions with all the different 
campuses and then when we looked at all the different campuses we kept looking for consistency 
and we couldn’t find it.  Because of the disparity of the size of the campuses the programs etc. 
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The different participants the different levels of competition we found that there was not a lot of 
consistency so actually at that point and time we came back to the NCAA Division I and thought 
that was some form for consistency or some basis for consistency and that’s why we looked at 
the athletics coordinating counsel as looking at the or reviewing the operational consistency of 
the NCAA Division I Athletics programs for Indiana University.  That’s basically the discussion 
that took place. 
 
Brand:  Go ahead. 
 
Fineberg:  I just wanted to say that the way that the doctor was discussing IUPUI (161) was in 
fact that it was in the context of NCAA or Division I Athletic Programs and not necessarily the 
day to day operations, the nuts and bolts of how it operated but rather that the programs should 
be consistent with all the rules and regulations of NCAA Division I. 
 
Arnove:  So when we are talking about our norms or principals that should be consistent across 
the board. 
 
Brand:  Maybe the word operational should be struck and that would capture the idea. 
 
Keffer:  If the two functions are eliminated one and two could I get to be a member of this so I 
could have dinner (172) mutual understanding.(Laughter) (174) maybe then I could feel more 
connected with the Athletic program. 
 
Brand:  We’ll keep that in mind. 
 
Keffer:  Yes, I could take tickets or something.  (176) I understand it being a novice and frankly 
being in a graduate nursing program I have little or no interest in sports obviously you can tell 
anyway I wonder why then bother with the Athletic Coordinating Counsel? 
 
Brand:  I think the main reason to bother was actually in item number 1, which was now that IU 
has two division I programs there has to be some coordination between them even though they 
are very different programs at this point. 
 
Keffer:  So maybe function one is still a legitimate concern. 
 
Brand:  Right.  Laura. 
 
Ginger:  It sound like I wasn’t there (184) instead of operational consistency of the programs 
with each other the problems more about compliance of all of our Division I programs with the 
rules and regulations ....(186) 
 
Brand:  I was suggest a different word ...(187) 
 
Ginger:  So maybe you could salvage I mean that idea (188) is a good idea so maybe we could 
salvage one by changing the operational something (188) 
 
Brand:  Let’s vote on one and two separately if you will and judging from the conversation may I 
suggest a wording change in one “serves to ensure consistency in norms and principals for 
NCAA Division I Athletics Programs at Indiana University”.  Are you comfortable with that?  I 
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think that, if I understand the committee that was the intent not to worry about the day to day 
budgeting issues. 
 
Senchuk:  I just want to raise a concern about it (194) it does seem to me that nationwide the role 
of student peace is coming under increased scrutiny and quite a part from operational consistency 
does seem to me that the students on campus like IUPUI would have a legitimate concern here 
that as the language goes so long as they don’t aspire big time they pay big bucks or whatever. 
 
Brand:  That very well may be right I’m not sure that this is the place to make that point, it really 
has to be made on the campus and how the campus decides how it wants to support its athletic 
programs through student consultation and so on.  How about item number 2 maybe the 
augments of the BFC group mainly that the conflict resolution problems should probably be 
handled elsewhere isn’t a bad point.  Strike two do you agree with that?(204) 
 
Findling:  Would there not be conflicts between the two campuses or among more than two 
campuses concerning athletic principals, norms and policies that this coordinating counsel could 
resolve more effectively than a university athletic director. 
 
Miller:  My sense of the athletics committee language was that they were concerned about 
vesting authority to resolve conflicts in this committee and my sense is that a little extra language 
for example serves as a forum to assist in resolving conflicts would kind of give the committee a 
role of discussion and so forth but the actual kind of decision making would lie elsewhere.  It 
would be a place where people could talk about these things. 
 
Brand:  (217) 
 
? (218) and so we should say intercampus. 
 
?...(220) clarification related to point number 1 it’s from what my understanding it’s primarily 
the campus governing committee, the campus athletics committee that makes sure that the 
campus pays attention to the rules and it really serving the essential body to cover the NCAA 
requirements.  Are we being redundant by having a university committee that does that also? 
 
Brand:  There may be differences in interpretation and how to implement this and this is a good 
forum to exchange our ideas and reach some consensus. 
 
?But the campus committee still has that authority  for that campus and (229) fills the 
requirements at the campus. 
 
Brand:  So let’s see about 2 serves as a forum to assist in resolving intercampus conflicts, any 
one have any problems with that.  OK are we through all seven. 
 
Miller:  No that was six. 
 
Keffer:  (232) my request to be on the committee now. (Laughter) 
 
Brand:  OK we need to move on here go ahead. 
 
Miller:  The final item is on page Circular U12, these are amendments, well actually I guess there 
are going to be eight, amendments from the South Bend Athletics committee.  This has to do 



 25 

with a variety of issues you can see item number one on their list pertains to membership of the 
campus athletics committee and this language proposes a rather wholesale change on page 4 of 
the document campus athletics committees roman I D membership there are two paragraphs 
proposed to be inserted in place of the first two existing paragraphs and if I understand this 
correctly the third paragraph is to be stricken and the idea there, contained there is to dealt with 
in one of the two proposed substitute paragraphs.  One of our problems today is that we do not 
have one of the South Bend representatives with us so we are at something of a disadvantage in 
discussing these ideas. 
 
Brand:  Anyone have any view about the first two paragraphs and 1D on page 4. 
 
Schneider:  The agenda committee decided against incorporating these changes from IU South 
Bend and in part I think the reason is they really weren’t there to defend it, what we might do is 
pass this along as a separate item if the trustees want to consider it, it was such a wholesale 
change that it, no Laura.  Any way the Agenda Committee actually voted not to incorporate these, 
the first change from South Bend number one. 
 
Brand:  Any further discussion of that?  Please. 
 
Findling:  Was the university considering leaving it up to the individual campus unit to determine 
whether the chancellor or the faculty counsel on that campus select that committee, we have 
committees on our campus some of which are appointed by the chancellors, some of which are 
appointed by the faculty senate and it’s nominating committee and it may be that (265) and make 
everybody happy. 
 
Peterson:  It seems to me with all respect to that comment that this is a campus issue rather than a 
University Faculty Counsel issue.  Is that the way you intended it? 
 
Brand:  Any other comments on that?  What is your desire here, would you like to see this 
change?  No. 
 
Peterson:  I would move against that and leave this up to campus (274) 
 
Brand:  OK. 
 
?:  But doesn’t the first paragraph (276) 
 
Brand:  The change says it leaves it up to campuses, the original document from the (278) 
committee describes how the committee should be chosen.  Right?  So if you like what we have 
in place right now as the (280) committee recommends you will stay with the current language.  
If you want to move to a pure campus decision making process you’ll vote for the South Bend 
one.  Is that a fair description of where we are.  Please Pat. 
 
P. Brantlinger:  I would just like some clarification from you folks (284) as to why the IU (285) 
is preferably, it seems that the language that’s now in the document is pretty flexible. 
 
Brand:  And this is the current procedure the one in the (286) document.  We need to move on so 
you’re going to have to make a decision on this.  All in favor of leaving it the same please raise 
your hand, opposed.  It stays the way it is, let’s go to the next one. 
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Schneider:  OK the final item has to do with number 2 on the South Bend list, this has to do with 
membership of the Athletics Coordinating Counsel.  This is on page 6 Roman I B membership.  
Essentially what this does is to propose adding three new members to the counsel that effectively 
would represent the smaller campus interests in athletics on this coordinating.  My understanding 
is that there would be an Athletics Director from one of the campuses, and two faculty so there 
would be three additional members added.  
 
Brand:  You’re right.  Three additional members. 
 
Zaret:  And the Agenda Committee voted in favor of recommending this change. 
 
Brand:  Is there any objection to enlarging the all university counsel to include a representative 
from the small campuses? 
 
? (can’t hear what he said) Laughter. (306) 
 
Brand:  Good, OK anyone else (306) 
 
Keffer:  Three’s the budget (307) 
 
Orr:  Why did the agenda committee recommend the substitution, if I understood you correctly? 
 
Schneider:  The main reason was to allow, because this counsel wasn’t just for the two NCAA 
Division I campuses that it did affect the regional campuses, they ought to participate in it, it 
seemed perfectly logical and just. 
 
Brand:  Last time when we discussed this, representatives from the regional campuses were here, 
suggested strong desire to participate and I don’t see why not.   
 
Keffer:  I’m sorry, I don’t know why I have another question and I can’t remember Bill, what we 
decided last week at IUPUI Faculty Council, but I’m looking under Principles and Authority and 
Responsibility item 3, the University Athletics Director shall have operational authority . . . . and 
oversight authority for all campuses intercollegiate athletic program.  What did we decide to do 
about that and what does that mean for IUPUI’s program with respect to Bloomington’s mega 
program? 
 
Schneider:  It’s a side issue, we decided to wait and see how it works out, we took no action on 
it. 
 
Keffer:  Well, I didn’t see that on our discussion here in Circular U11-98, I’m bringing that up to 
ask what should be done. 
 
Schneider:  We took no (326) on that but on this matter of allowing the regional campuses, the 
counsel actually did express support for that.  There was general support on this particular item, 
number 2 from IU South Bend.  As the functions of the Athletic Director I don’t remember us, it 
wasn’t voted on certainly, I don’t even remember it being discussed much. 
 
Keffer:  Talk about the oversight authority. 
 
Schneider:  Of the Athletics Director? 
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Keffer:  Yes, I’m still confused. 
 
Brand:  Let’s finish up on this one first. 
 
Schneider:  Let’s vote on this (332) first. 
 
Brand:  Are there any objections now having discussed the additional members to the all 
university athletics counsel.  Any objections to that, adding two faculty members from the small 
campus plus an AD from the small campus.  Hearing none, OK.  Those are all of the 
amendments we have before us right now for this document.  They are not so much amendments 
as parts of a report that go to the trustees.  Everything has been accepted except those changes 
about committee membership which you voted down.  I’d like an overall vote, now, for the set of 
changes that will be transmitted to the trustees, OK?  All in favor of transmitting everything you 
agreed to (laughter) please raise your hand.  Those opposed, OK we now have an official vote, 
thank you.  This accompanies the original document. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #7:  POLICY AGAINST SEXUAL HARASSMENT 
 
Brand:  Moving on to the vote on Policy Against Sexual Harassment.  Paul and Rebecca, who is 
going to make this presentation? 
(Started tape counter over at 0) 
 
Eisenberg:  I hope that (001) (can’t hear him) using my full lecturing voice here, let me go on to 
say that the committee consisted also of Julia Lamber and Dorothy Frapwell.  The document that 
you see before you now, Circular U10-98, is one that has been worked on quite a bit over the 
course of the last several months and it is a document that has already been recommended for 
passage here both by the Bloomington Faculty Counsel and by the Faculty Counsel at IUPUI.  I 
would point out that there are a couple of changes which should still made in this document 
before we consider it today.  The two changes that I have in mind are extremely minor ones, in 
fact they are basically typographical errors I suppose, but I should call them to your attention.  In 
the heading Provisions Section C the next to last line on page one should have some (032) or 
retaliation against compliance complaints is a misprint.  In the final item on page one the word 
(035) should be subjected.  Let me also point out once again that what is before us is a kind of 
skeletal policy which is designed for the entire university and that it is recommended which in 
this policy that the regional campuses work out the details as they (043). 
 
Brand:  Good, thank you Paul.  Any comments on this, Dottie do you have any comments on 
this?  No.  Anyone have any comments on this?  Please. 
 
?:  One question I have the second paragraph first page that reads “once a person in a position of 
authority at Indiana University”, then in the second sentence it names several people in authority 
but then it adds faculty members, and I was wondering if, to me it sounds sort of inconsistent, 
your first paragraph saying once a person in authority and then you’d have administrators, 
supervisors, managers or a faculty member.  Why aren’t our faculty members in staff sort of on 
an equal status in terms of their authority or not?  I was wondering why are faculty there and not 
other staff members, what elevated faculty to a special role in terms of their liability under this 
policy. 
 
Brand:  Dottie do you want to answer that? 
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Frapwell:  By (057) situations involving students?  I would say you are the ultimate authority in 
those situations and if you were aware of it I think it give you an added responsibility. 
 
Brand:  OK fine, Dennis. 
 
Senchuk:  What percentage does the provision C that was just addressed (062) subjected to (063) 
I wonder why that is being called since it doesn’t seem to me that while subjected is kind of an 
odd word to use (065) at least that was suggestion that something would be done.  Now it makes 
it seem as though you may or may not be disciplined. 
 
Brand:  Dennis, I am not following you, where are you exactly? 
 
Senchuk:  Last sentence, it’s on page one.  If harassment doesn’t end then such acts or further 
acts will be subjected to, strikes me as having teeth to it than just being subject to. 
 
Brand:  Any comments? 
 
Frapwell:  I think actually if you look at it dramatically it might be the act will be subject to. 
 
Senchuk:  OK. 
 
Frapwell:  I think we are talking (079) 
 
Senchuk:  No, no not with respect to the issue to whether or not your actually having to do 
something or not. 
 
Frapwell:  I’m confused (083) 
 
Senchuk:  Well, to say that the acts or persons will be subjected to the measures, is indeed 
specifying by way of policy that something will be done.  But to say you’re subject to 
disciplinary actions is to say you are in danger. 
 
Brand:  He thinks it’s mandatory that you get a punishment under the present reading. 
 
Senchuk:  So I think the change to be a weakening and I am asking why the weakening? 
 
Eisenberg:  It wasn’t intended as a weakening it, this point came to my attention through Rebecca 
Porter where the suggestion seems to be that this is simply a misprint or a typo in the first place.  
I don’t think that it is actually any substitute change occurring when one means subjected that 
you have there to subject which seems to be dramatically preferable, however, if this not in fact 
(100) that this is really just a might be appropriate (101) action but if there needs not be that’s 
certainly some further change would have to make to make that one clear. 
 
Brand:  And what is your suggestion, such persons will be subject to? 
 
Senchuk:  Fine. 
 
Brand:  Is that what you are suggesting? 
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Senchuk:  Oh, wait a minute, I’m sorry, subjected to, it’s all very odd in the way that it’s put and 
I’m not as you say (109) we don’t want to fine tune these matters here but it does strike me that 
there is a weakening of the affect in this call. 
 
Brand:  Can I ask that Dottie and Dennis and Paul please have a brief conversation after this 
meeting to get that language straight. 
 
Eisenberg:  Yes, I think that’s (114) I think we’ve all agreed.  Clear about what kinds of things 
are said here. 
 
Brand:  Substantive disagreement.  Just a line. 
 
Cobb:  Does this apply to students harassing other students? 
 
Brand:  Yes. 
 
Eisenberg:  Yes. 
 
Cobb:  So if the faculty isn’t aware then we are alright, if we are aware of it we need to have a 
policy to do something about it. 
 
Frapwell:  I think if you see it or if a student comes to you and complains you have an obligation 
(122). 
 
Brand:  Bob. 
 
Arnove:  I have no problems with the policy on Sexual Harassment but for the record I wanted to 
express a concern that I expressed at two previous meeting of the BFC is that there is a need for a 
policy on sexual assault and rape that follows up on this policy.  A particular policy that 
examines the appropriateness of referring a felony crime to student judicial proceedings, hearing. 
 
Brand:  OK  Whoever writes policies did you all hear that? 
 
Miller:  We are aware of Professor Arnove’s concerns on this matter and we are going to follow 
up on them. 
 
Brand:  Very good, thank you. 
 
Porter:  Two additional comments not changes in the policy but if the policy is to be effective we 
have to make sure that there are consorted educational efforts so that all members of the campus 
community are aware of the policy and their responsibility in enforcing the policy, particularly 
the concerns about faculty members and when they become authority figures and how they need 
to respond in these various instances.  Also, out of the discussion of IUPUI came the concern that 
this policy does not cover guests and visitors and we were persuaded that it was appropriate not 
to have guests and visitors mentioned within this policy but feel that it is appropriate that we 
come up with some type of statement where we say either as all university or at each of the 
campuses how we expect our guests and visitors to be treated in relationship to a number of 
different discrimination policies. 
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Brand:  Those are two very good points.  May I assume that the Affirmative Action Committee 
will address your second point generating such a statement and also discuss how it should be 
disseminated. 
 
Porter:  Or maybe we will recommend to the President (160) 
 
Brand:  Oh, that’s fine but let the committee generate the statement so that you are comfortable 
with it.  Going back to the first point, does the committee have a recommendation on how this 
new policy, once adopted, will be transmitted to all faculty and accompanying material of making 
the points along the lines you suggested Rebecca. 
 
Porter: (168) recommendation, we were just scrambling to get the language (170) 
 
Eisenberg:  Again, (170) to individual on the individual campuses.  We do, however, speak to the 
point about education in item C 3 towards the top, page 2 (175) document we state our 
considered view that it is indeed the best tool both (178) elimination of sexual harassment and 
then we indicate that each deemed directive department officer etc is responsible within his or 
her area for the implementation of this policy.  That certainly does not re-cede other things being 
done on individual campuses. 
 
Brand:  I will interpret your comments as saying, that if this is accepted by the group and 
transmitted to the trustees I will then ask each of the lead administrators on the campuses to 
begin that process. 
 
Wagor:  Two other questions, one is really just information, under enforcement principles talk 
about each campus must have procedures, is there a deadline by which these campuses need to 
do that.  That’s something we’ve stated in similar kinds of policies in the past but I didn’t pick it 
up here.  Then the second one, again going back to the opening in the second paragraph, the 
questions was ask earlier about the role of faculty within the classroom and the statement in there 
says “has knowledge or should of had knowledge”, I wondered if you could expand a little bit on 
those circumstances where faculty should have had knowledge, but don’t.  In other words, what 
does that mean?  Does that mean because it involves students in my class that therefore I should 
of had knowledge, it’s one thing if  
 
Tape 2 Side B did not tape correctly. The conclusion of the meeting is unknown. 
 
 
 
 
 


