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Minutes 

Indiana University 

UNIVERSITY  FACULTY  COUNCIL 

Indiana Memorial Union 

Bloomington Campus 

September 12, 1995 
 
 

Members Present: President Myles Brand; Vice Presidents Gerald Bepko, Kenneth Gros Louis; Chancellor Leon 
Rand; Elected Faculty Members James Baldwin, Julie Bobay, Bennet Brabson, Ellen Brantlinger, Ann Bristow, 
Richard Carr, Donald Coffin, Ronald Dehnke, Kyle Forinash, David Garton, Laura Ginger, Edwin Greenebaum, 
Steven Hollander, Robert Jeske, Carlyn Johnson, Mike Keen, Marilyn Kintzele, Angeline Prado Komenich, Joan 
Esterline Lafuze, Stephen Leapman, Robert Lehnen, Christoph Lohmann, Steven Mannheimer, Gerald Marker, 
Catherine Olmer, Byron Olson, James Pattillo, Curtis Peters, Richard Peterson, Albert Ruesink, Paul Scherer, Myrtle 
Scott, James Sherman, Martin Spechler, Rosalie Vermette, Jane Vincent, Kathleen Warfel, Daniel Willard, Paul 
Zietlow; Student Dan Schmidt. 
 
Alternates Present: Robert Irwin for Henry Besch, Richard Ramsey for Michael Downs, David Marreno for Edwin 
Fineberg. 
 
Members Absent without Alternates:  Chancellors David Fulton, Emita Hill, Lester Lamon, Hilda Richards, 
Michael Wartell; Elected Faculty Members Elton Jackson, Karen Teeguarden; Students Shawn Domeracki, 
Benjamin Hunter, Charles Isley, Todd Schmidt. 
 
Visitors Present:  Moya Andrews, James Baldwin, Paul Barton-Kriese, Peter Burkholder, Paul Eisenberg, David 
Goss, Joseph Hollingsworth, Don Hossler, Florence Juillerat, George Kuh, Shirley Nusbaum, Rebecca Porter, 
Florence Sawicki, Maynard Thompson, Patricia Wittberg, Bill Worpenberg.  
 
 
1:30 in the Solarium:  

University Faculty Council Meeting 
1. Presiding Officer’s Business 

(President Myles Brand) 
2. Agenda Committee Business 

(Professors Edwin Greenebaum and Kathleen Warfel) 
3. Question / Comment Period 

(President Brand and Professors Greenebaum and Warfel) 
4. Status of Strategic Directions Charter 

(Professors Greenebaum and Warfel) (Circular U4-96) 
 
 
2:00-3:15 in the Solarium: 

UFC Committee Meetings 
 
 
3:30 in Alumni Hall: 

President Brand’s Annual “State of the University” Address 
 

 

4:30 in the Solarium: 
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The President’s Reception 
 
 UNIVERSITY  FACULTY  COUNCIL  MEETING 
 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #1:  PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS 
 
BRAND: I'd like to welcome you all back.  Fall is the planting season for universities; spring is the harvest.  It's a 
new and exciting year!  If you are at all like me, you'll always find the fall to be very exciting: the students with new 
notebooks and sharpened pencils are going to class.  It drops off a little bit in the winter, and by spring we all can't 
wait to get out.  The fall is always very exciting!  Welcome back! 
 
This year is one I see in which we will be spending a great deal of our time in planning and creating our future.  
There will be discussions in this group and many other groups, using the Strategic Directions materials as the 
guideposts.  I look forward to working with you all as we move in that direction.   
 
Before I turn it over to Ed and Kathy, let me mention that shortly after this, at 3:30, I will be presenting my annual 
“State of the University” talk.  Amongst the issues I will discuss there will be centralization / decentralization as 
well the Strategic Planning process.  With that, I will turn it over to Ed and Kathy for Agenda Committee Business.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #2:  AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 
GREENEBAUM:  Our program today calls for us to have a half-hour to meet together in UFC session.  Then from 
our adjournment until 3:15 we will have committee meetings at tables around the room.  There are placards on the 
tables, and I have a map; when we do adjourn, I'll help you more with that process. 
 
We are going electronic, as you have been discovering, bit by bit.  We have a listserv running for the council; 
shortly we will have one for each of the council's committees.  Coming a little further down the line we will have a 
World Wide Web site that we hope will be helpful to our work as well.   
 
You have received a compilation of University Faculty Council documents [Circular U3-96].  In the past, we have 
distributed the constitution and bylaws annually; this year we have included other documents the faculty will find 
useful to refer to from time to time.  Of course, when we have the website running, those will be on the World Wide 
Web as well. 
 
Pursuant to our authority, the Agenda Committee has appointed a Parliamentarian.  He is Jim Pattillo, of South 
Bend; he is an ex-officio member of the Agenda Committee as President of the Faculty Council at South Bend.  We 
thank Jim for being willing to serve.   
 
The President has decided to create an office, Vice President for Information Technology.  He has asked the Agenda 
Committee, acting as Nomination Committee (as we do), to make recommendations to him for a search committee.  
The President has agreed to conduct this search under our provisions for searches for administrative officers holding 
positions which bear directly on the teaching / research mission of the university [Circular U3-96].  He felt it was 
important to do that in this instance, in spite of the fact that he doesn't necessarily think that is the binding resolution 
for this position for all time.  Especially because we are creating this office, and it certainly has implications for 
academic work, he has agreed to go that route in this case.  The Agenda Committee is assembling recommendations 
for faculty members of that committee at this time.  Our resolutions say that the University Faculty Council's 
Nomination Committee (which is the Agenda Committee) will be charged with submitting a list of prospective 
search and screen committee members for approval by the UFC for submission to the appointing officer.  We would 
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like the group's consent to our proceeding with making the recommendations without waiting to bring a definitive list 
to the council in October.  The resolution also says that we are to provide the appointing officer with a list of 
approximately 1/3 more names than will be appointed.  Our not bringing the list to the council saves the 
embarrassment of people being named as potential members of the committee and then not being chosen to serve on 
the committee.  Myles, I would ask the group's unanimous consent to that recommendation.  If there is objection, 
we will have to make that a formal motion. 
 
BRAND: Any objection to that procedure?  Seeing and hearing none, the consent is unanimous. 
 
GREENEBAUM: Thank you very much. 
 
The Trustees' University Policy Committee will be meeting (as it always does) in conjunction with the Trustees' 
meeting next Friday, September 15.  Ray Richardson, who is chair of that committee, has informed us that the topics 
he is interested in exploring on that occasion are grade inflation and minority retention.  As always, faculty from all 
campuses are welcome to attend those meetings.  The meeting is in Bloomington this time.   
 
Remarkably (given our past history) the council's committees are fully appointed with their chairs and ready to work. 
 The Agenda Committee and the chairs of the UFC committees held a meeting on August 25 in Indianapolis to scan 
the work ahead of us.  Some joined us by telephone.  Even without the charter, there would be quite a bit; with the 
charter, there is more than quite a bit.  It's very important for us to get a running start.   
 
At our Agenda Committee meeting today, Kathy Krendl (Dean of the School of Continuing Studies) joined us.  
With the evolving role that school is playing in the university's mission, it seems important to pay attention to that 
school: what its mission is,   the nature of the faculty that school has to support it, and the relationship of that school 
to other units.  As an outcome of that, we have agreed to appoint an ad hoc committee of the UFC to work with 
Dean Krendl on those issues--to report before too long.   With the number of issues on the table with the charter, it's 
really important that we have a good, solid School of Continuing Studies. 
 
Those are the matters that I have.  Kathy, do you have any business for us? 
 
WARFEL: No. 
 
 
       
 
 
 
 
AGENDA  ITEM #3:  QUESTION / COMMENT PERIOD 

 
BRAND:  Any questions or comments? 
 
SPECHLER:  President Brand, this is a question that came up for discussion at the IUPUI Faculty Council meeting 
last Thursday.  It has to do with the Teaching Capacity Model.  You are certainly aware (but some of the council 
members may not be aware) that the Teaching Capacity Model involves setting a standard for all full-time faculty 
members with respect to the number of classes they teach in a semester or a year.  If you multiply that by the number 
of full-time equivalents in each department, that gives you some normative standard of how many class preparations 
constitute the capacity and the actual (as compared with the capacity).  The question is this: whether in your view 
and the view of the trustees that number should be on a campus by campus basis, a school by school basis, or should 
be differentiated by department.  Would you give us your thinking and the thinking of the trustees on that matter? 
  
BRAND:  My understanding is, with respect to the trustees (with whom I agree), is that it is campus by campus.  
The normative number is 2 per semester on the Bloomington campus (with concomitant research and service making 
up the rest of the full load); on the IUPUI campus the normative number is 3 per semester (with concomitant 
research and service making up the rest); on the regional campus it is 4.  On the regional campuses, many (if not all) 
of these faculty members will have a lower number than that on the basis of substituting some research for that 
course work.  Having said that, each campus then can make decisions within the campus:   whether that will be a 
campus number for each school, in each department of each school, or other divisions amongst them.  That will 
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depend on what the normative numbers are for the discipline for peer institutions.  That set of normative numbers 
refers to campuses.  Campuses have the ability to make changes within those numbers.  My expectation for regional 
campuses, for example, is that the average will probably be close to 3 per semester; there will have to be some way 
to account (in a non-intrusive manner, I would hope) for the extra course in research and service.  Is that your 
understanding, Ken, as well? 
 
GROS LOUIS:  Yes. 
 
GREENEBAUM:  There is an implementation committee working with Ken; we will in due course (I'm sure) be 
hearing a report on that work.   
 
GROS LOUIS:  Now that Ed has mentioned the committee, I might indicate that, as a result of a report from Marty's 
 committee last winter, this group, and the trustee action, there is a capacity model implementation Committee that I 
chair, made up of individuals from each campus identified by the University Faculty Council as well as Jerry Bepko, 
Emita Hill, Ray Richardson, and P.  A.  Mack.  We met in late May in Indianapolis and agreed on what the task 
was, the campuses.  I've now received from 4 of the campuses their adaptation of the Capacity Model for their 
campus.  I've circulated that to all the members of the committee.  We'll be meeting again a week from Thursday in 
Indianapolis at 1:30 to review and comment on the reasons for reassigned time on the various campuses, the 
differential norms in the various schools.  For example, some of the laboratory courses at Southeast have a different 
norm.  Those are all explained in the materials.  Our meeting on the 21st is intended to allow each of the members 
to see what other campuses have submitted and to comment on them, if they wish to do so, as the next step toward 
finalizing the adaptation that was recommended here last winter.  We expect to get a full report back here and to the 
President before the end of the semester. 
 
BRAND: Good.  Any other questions or issues?  Please. 
 
LOHMANN:  This is the heavy season in Washington, I take it, during which some fairly important decisions are 
likely to be made in Congress about the future funding of NEA, NEH, and other federal funding agencies.  I know 
that there is a fair amount of activity among departments, urging each other to mail letters to their congressmen, 
expressing (presumably) their opposition to such a move.  I wonder what the university as a corporate entity (from 
the administration's point of view) is doing on that score.  How active you are?  Are you simply acting through 
university organizations that lobby Washington. 
 
BRAND:  A little history, Chris.  In the past, we had one full-time lobbyist who worked the congressional 
delegation and not the agencies.  One of the first things I did when I came here was to change that in a dramatic 
way.  We moved away from a single person who worked only the Hill to a large group.  The Hill now is being 
coordinated by Christopher Simpson, who is in Washington as we speak.  The agencies are being overseen by 
George Walker.  So we have easily quadrupled our effort, although we don't have a full-time employee doing it.  
We are doing it as part of our normal workload now, because it is very important.  We've had some important 
successes too.  Let me give you an example.  In the spring there was an effort to close down Title VI funding, 
which is the area studies funding.  Our university would be hurt dramatically by that, because we fortunately have a 
large number of Title VI programs.  We were able to turn that around; not merely did we keep that from being 
closed down, but it was fully funded.  While we did not do that alone, IU gets a lot of the credit for having led that 
charge.  The professional organizations, AAU [Association of American Universities], ACE (American Council on 
Education), and NASULGC [National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges] are the three main 
professional organizations we work through.  While we continue to work through those, (and ACE is the primary 
legislative mover in Washington right now of those three; I serve on the Executive Committee of the Board of 
Directors of that, incidentally), we don't think that is sufficient.  In fact, I would suggest it is far from sufficient.  
We will do that; we will work through the professional organizations.  We have mounted a serious attempt to look at 
student financial aid (that's what we are pushing this next couple of weeks).  We work very hard with the agencies.  
We have been able to assist NIH [National Institute for Health] (for example).  NEA [National Endowment for the 
Arts] and NIH are two areas we are working very hard on, as well.  I would suggest to you that the amount of effort 
that IU is putting into its federal government relations may be larger and more extensive than any other time in its 
recent history.  (We can't say, comparatively, in Herman Wells' day--but recently it's much more significant.)  I 
think we are seeing some results.  Having said all that, we consider it a major victory to keep funding stable.  Any 
other questions or issues? 
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AGENDA ITEM #4:  STATUS OF STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS CHARTER   (CIRCULAR U4-96) 
 
WARFEL:  As I look around, I see many people who have been involved with the Strategic Directions project ever 
since its beginnings last fall.  There are others here who have not been involved with the task force work.  Briefly, 
during last year there were eight task forces who spent a lot of brain power and effort discussing and contemplating 
eight areas of potential change.  Those task force reports were finished as of June.  During the summer they have 
been compiled into a shorter document and a longer document.  The longer one is known as the Strategic Directions 
Draft Charter, the latest version of which we expect in early October.   
 
Now we are at the point in which we as a community need to react to the ideas that are presented in that draft charter 
and come to some consensus about what the strategic directions for our institution appropriately are going to be for 
the next several years.  We have lots of ways of reacting to this document and the issues in it.   
 
On some campuses there are administrative and faculty forums being set up.  There are lots of ways to approach it.  
As the faculty governance body for the university, we (the UFC and the campus councils and all of their committees) 
need to work very hard on making sure that we officially respond in a faculty governance way.   
 
The document in all of its forms (and I'm sure in its October form too) is very rich in ideas and suggestions.  It will 
be a big task for us to respond to everything in the documents during October and November.  We would like to 
suggest to you a way for the UFC (and campus faculty governance) to approach that task.  It's presented in Circular 
U4-96, which begins by the title suggesting that we (faculty governance) appropriately ought to be focussing on the 
academic issues and the main points in that document.  There are other issues that (although they would have an 
impact on our academic issues) are less centrally academic.  Certainly, we (as faculty) can comment on those, but 
we would like our main focus to be on the academic issues.   
 
We propose that, as of today, we introduce some Big Questions.  We tried to go through the draft charter and pull 
out what the main academic categories are.   You see them reflected in this document in Sections I-V.  We would 
ask that the appropriate committees of each of the campus councils use this as a framework for discussions and 
reactions.  It would be our hope that during our UFC October 10 meeting we could answer the Big Questions about 
general strategic directions, then we can (using this framework) move on to more detailed level of examining the 
draft that will come out on October 2.  Hopefully, after discussion in November, we can come to some consensus 
and resolutions at our November 28 meeting.   A big job.  We think we are at a critical point in the process.  After 
all of the work and effort that has gone into this already, we now are at the point where we need to make change a 
reality.  If we are going to move proactively to change the institution (which I think we should do) now is the time 
when we have an opportunity to decide what directions we are going to move in. 
 
We need to develop some enthusiasm for moving in directions.  We need to turn this into a real way to get our 
institution headed in a positive direction for the future.  I think we would be interested at this time in hearing your 
reactions to this approach we are suggesting. 
 
GREENEBAUM:  Let me add two quick words about the process.  In advance of our August 25 meeting of Agenda 
Committee and committee chairs, we had available to us the pending draft of the charter (which could be called the 
advance draft); it is the one still on the table.  However, there has been quite a lot of water over the dam since 
then--retreats and discussions and so forth.  Redrafting is in progress.   The new draft we expect to be different in 
organization and style.  My understanding is that it will not involve substantial changes in content.   While it will 
be (hopefully) more readable (less repetitious in certain respects), and it will deal with some of the conflicts in 
different parts of the charter (which have surfaced in our discussions), your committee chairs are well prepared to get 
you started on the issues that are involved--even without the new draft that is coming in October. 
 
BRAND:  That's fair enough.  There will be some changes, but substantially it will be the same. 
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SPECHLER:  Kathy is certainly right that the Strategic Directions document is a rich document with many ideas.  
Some of them are endorsing directions already taken (very properly).  Some of them call for dramatic changes.  
There are so many of them, Kathy, that I fear that (unless we have more direction and more priorities) even this is 
much too diffuse for a discussion here.  That's my judgement.  I'd like to make two practical suggestions.  I think it 
is very important to get us involved.  First, every member of UFC should take upon himself/herself to read this 
document carefully and to make a list of things more worthy of discussion.  We all ought to let you know which 
topics are most worthy of discussion.  If we start at the top, we won't get 10% down this list. 
Secondly, we have to mobilize our committees.  I believe that if we gave you a list saying 23 members of the 
council want to discuss transferability of credit--and if that is the highest number--then you should immediately alert 
the chair of the relevant committee that this is an issue which you must discuss immediately and you must give us a 
consensus position, investigate what it really meant, and all the rest of it.  So that at the meeting in October we will 
discuss the four or five really important issues for us.  On this timetable, it's obvious that many important issues will 
have to be let go.   
 
BRAND:  Let me add something.  If you haven't yet read the document, I would recommend you reserve waiting 
for October 2's draft.  These documents are about 75 pages long.  This will save you time.   
 
WARFEL:  I think your suggestion is fine.  We would like to hear what the burning issues are for council members. 
 That can guide our discussions and how we use the time we have.  This list of Big Questions tries to stress the idea 
of new or newish directions.  There is a lot in the draft charter that is non-controversial--like we shall be excellent in 
teaching, research, and service.  I don't think the council has to debate that sort of thing.  Marty, you may be right.  
Even with our trimming it down, there may be too much.  If people would like to send the Agenda Committee their 
ideas of the most important issues to discuss, that's fine. 
 
GREENEBAUM:  I think it's a very good idea.  I would expect, in acting on it, to send out a message on our new 
listserv.  In responding to that on the listserv, we will have a developing understanding among our group of what is 
important.  For those who are not as familiar with what is on the table, I think that this [Circular U4-96, the Big 
Questions] will be a helpful way of channeling where attention needs to be given. 
 
CARR:  As we begin to look at these issues, is there a central clearing house?  How is this to be handled? 
 
WARFEL:  For the purpose of UFC discussion, you should put them on the listserv, so that everyone can read them. 
 There is also, of course, the Steering Committee. 
 
BRAND:  Let me suggest what the most useful approach would be: send it to me, Jerry Bepko, Kathy, and Ed.  To 
Jerry Bepko:  because he chairs the Steering Committee; we want to get the information to that group as soon as 
possible.  To me: because I want to know what's going on! [Laughter] [Greenebaum's aside:  and he loves to read 
e-mail!] To Kathy and Ed: so that we make sure it is part of the Agenda Committee's work.  That will get it to all the 
right channels. 
 
LEHNEN:  How will the copy be distributed?  Are we to wait until the October draft? 
 
BRAND:  You are welcome to read the present document.  The October draft will be distributed either in the IU 
Newspaper or as a special mailing.  It will be in your hands.  You are going to have to be out of town--in 
Finland--not to get it.  We'll get it to you.  Any more questions? [None] Right now, the UFC should break and we'll 
go into committee meetings. 
 
GREENEBAUM:  We have between now and 3:15 for committee meetings.  There are placards around the tables, 
indicating where the committees meet. [He then announces the location of each committee meeting.] The President 
will be speaking at 3:30 in Alumni Hall; following that, he is having a reception in this room. 
 
 
Adjournment:  2:00 P.M. 
 
 

Edwin Greenebaum 
Co-Secretary 
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