
Minutes Indiana University UNIVERSITY FACULTY COUNCIL University Place Conference Center 132 Indianapolis 
Campus November 22,1994 1:30-4:30 P.M. 

Members Present: President Myles Brand; Elected Faculty Members Barbara Cambridge, Jeanette Clausen, Donald Coffin, Ronald 
Dehnke, Michael Downs, Paul Eisenberg, J. Vannoy Faris, Janet Feldmann, Edwin Fineberg, Edgar Fleenor, Kyle Forinash, Donald 
Gray, Edwin Greenebaum, Steven Hollander, Elton Jackson, Carlyn Johnson, Marilyn Kintzele, Eugene Kleinbauer, Peter Kloosterman, 
Angeline Komenich, Joan Esterline Lafuze, Robert Lehnen, Elizabeth Lion, Catherine Olmer, Byron Olson, Lloyd Orr, Thomas 
Osgood, James Pattillo, Curtis Peters, Richard Peterson, Albert Ruesink, Ruth Russell, Paul Scherer, Myrtle Scott, James Sherman, 
Martin Spechler, Karen Teeguarden, David Towell, Kathleen Warfel, Karen West, William Wiggins, Nanci Yokom; Student Member 
Thomas Stilling 

Members Absent with Alternates: William Nunez for Chancellor Emita Hill, Gilbert Atnip for Chancellor Leon Rand. 

Members Absent without Alternates: Vice Presidents Gerald Bepko, Kenneth Gros Louis; Chancellors Daniel Cohen, David Fulton, 
Hilda Richards, Michael Wartell; Faculty Members Christoph Lohmann, Allen Maxwell; Student Members Fetewi Ghaim, Jeff Nowak, 
Todd Schmidt. 

Visitors: Lee Caldwell (Information Technologies), P.A. Mack (Board of Trustees), James Neal (Dean of University Libraries), Barbara 
Fischler (Director, IUPUI Libraries). 

Agenda 
1. Approval of Minutes 

2. Presiding Officer's Business 
(President Myles Brand) 

3. Agenda Committee Business 
(Professors Paul Eisenberg and Kathleen Warfel) 
(Announcement of Ad Hoc Academic Handbook Committee) 
(Report on Clinical Ranks) 

4. Question/Comment Period 
(President Myles Brand) 
(Professors Paul Eisenberg and Kathleen Warfel) 

5. Discussion of Domestic Partners 

6. Introduction of and Report from Lee Caldwell 
Associate Vice President for Information Technologies (Office of 

Information Resources) 
Dean of Academic Computing (University Computing Services) 
Professor of Business Administration (School of Business) 

7. Report from James Neal, Dean of IU Libraries 

8. Report from Trustee P.A. Mack and Others Associated with the Joint Committee on Learning 
regarding its Work in Progress 

9. Honorary Degrees to Be Awarded 
(Professor Eugene Kleinbauer, Honorary Degrees Committee) 
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IU University Faculty Council: 11/22/94 AGENDA ITEM #1: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
BRAND: [First, I'd like to ask that we] reorder the last three items of our agenda (#6, #7, and #8). The reason is that Trustee Mack will 
not be able to be here at the time he is scheduled but rather will be here towards the end of the agenda I need unanimous consent for 
that. Is there anyone who objects to reordering the agenda? Seeing no objections, the first item of business, then, is the approval of the 
minutes of March 8th. Any comments on the minutes? Seeing none there, I will assume that they are approved as written. 

AGENDA ITEM #2: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS 

BRAND: There are no particular items of business I have, except to remind you that we are moving forward with the Strategic 
Directions Project, and I invite each and every one in the room to either volunteer or nominate a best friend [laughter] to participate. 
You can do that directly by e-mailing Jerry Bepko or myself or one of the two Co-Chairs of the UFC. 

AGENDA ITEM #3: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 

BRAND: Let me move on to item #3 now, Agenda Committee Business. Paul? Kathy? 

WARFEL: I'll start by following up with something about the Strategic Direction Steering Committee. I think this is an instance where 
the new improved Agenda Committee served us very well, because having the elected faculty leader from each of the campuses in that 
forum has allowed us as a faculty as a whole to make sure that everybody is working to get the nomination coming forward from the 
campuses. At this point, I believe, each of the campuses has put forward the names of faculty members to serve on the various Task 
Forces. We have also been able to use the compiled list to help us make recommendations about chairs. At this point, the Steering 
Committee is focussing on getting chairs nominated and in place for each of those working groups and hopes to complete that work 
tomorrow morning. So this is the final hour for those of you who would like to have some input about who should chair the various 
committees. 

Another item of Agenda Committee business is represented largely by the handout which you should have picked up. This is a 
presentation of the background and issues related to the clinical ranks. Clinical ranks issues will have to come before the UFC in the 
spring. I don't want to take a lot of time today going through this stuff, but I hope that you will read it and get your minds in gear so that 
when we do bring before this body some information regarding clinical ranks we will all be familiar with what the background is and 
what some of the issues are. I did not intend to discuss this document today, but we certainly can if anybody wants to. Paul? 

EISENBERG: I have a couple of items, too. First, a very brief item concerning the Academic Handbook Committee. It is correctly 
listed on Circular U2-95 dated 11/10/94 as an ad hoc committee. Earlier, it was thought of as a regular, standing committee of the UFC, 
and then it was realized that the UFC some several years ago voted against having the Handbook Committee as one of the standing 
committees. Rather than producing new legislation canceling that old legislation, the Agenda Committee thought the simplest thing 
would be to have the committee come into existence again on an ad hoc basis. A subgroup from the Agenda Committee, consisting of 
Kathy, Ed Greenebaum, Myrtle Scott, and me, are to vote as soon as possible on the explicit charge for that committee, which we will 
of course then convey to committee members, who in the meantime have at least a loose sense of what they should be doing. Myrtle 
Scott is going to be a member of that committee, and whereas earlier Ed Greenebaum had been indicated as the UFC's Agenda 
Committee liaison, he in fact is going to be serving on the University Structure Committee. 
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The other thing I wish to report on concerns the action of this council of last spring that the then co-secretaries be authorized to pursue, 
with members of the state legislature, legislation that would, if passed, create a permanent slot on the IU Board of Trustees for an IU 
faculty member. I wish to report that I have, in fact, conferred already with Representative Mark Kraz an. That was prior to the election 
when he was not sure how things would then turn out. He has indeed been re-elected and has expressed his willingness to continue 
working with me and through me with all of us in the furtherance of that goal. Meanwhile, President Brand has spoken on that topic 
with us on the Agenda Committee and has indicated his reservations about the idea of a Faculty Trustee and has proposed a plan that 
would introduce a definite slot during each business meeting of the Board of Trustees for a report from the UFC. That is something 
which we do not now have guaranteed to us. Moreover, and I'm sure much more importantly, the suggestion is that a regular faculty 
member be appointed or perhaps elected (entailing a process that we have to work out) and that that person be permitted to participate 
in the meetings of Trustee subgroups and in at least one (if not both) of the executive sessions held by the Trustees. If that happens, the 
person will have full speaking privileges, though there is some question about the extent of the voting privileges that person would or 
would not have. It was agreed by the Agenda Committee which met prior to this full meeting of the UFC that this matter should be 
pursued further. The Task Force from the Agenda Committee, in this case, consists of Ed Greenebaum, Don Coffin, Kathy Warfel, and 
me. We will continue to meet with President Brand, with President Walda on the Board of Trustees, and perhaps with one more of the 
Trustees, and we are hopeful that something along these latter lines can be concluded to our mutual satisfaction in the future, even as 
we continue with our attempt to take a further legislative route. That concludes my report this afternoon. 

BRAND: Let me, if I might, just clarify a small point. The Trustees have not yet been consulted on this issue, and what Paul was 
reporting was my proposal about faculty involvement in meetings. Having just heard from the Agenda Committee right before this 
meeting, I will now take it up with the Trustees, asking for the leadership of that group (the Chairman and perhaps one or two others) 
to meet with the faculty group to begin to look at that suggestion or others. So, we are a little ahead of the game if we think that that is 
already on the table. It is not yet there for the Trustees, but it will be shortly. 

AGENDA ITEM #4: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD 

BRAND: We are moving to item #4, now, the question and comment period. Did we receive any written questions? Are there any issues 
or comments that people would like to make from this group? 

AGENDA ITEM #5: DISCUSSION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERS 

BRAND: Seeing none, we will move on to item #5, a discussion of domestic partners. This is being referred to the Faculty Affairs 
Committee and Fringe Benefits Committee and to campus councils. Issues of faculty governance amongst other items are now open for 
discussion here. 

EISENBERG: To report upon this briefly: I remind you that I did say at our first meeting this year that after this matter was extensively 
discussed last year at the BFC, and after that council had indicated overwhelming support for a proposal regarding extension of fringe 
benefits to domestic partners, the matter was considered by the Trustees at their meeting last June in a way that did not then permit 
faculty governments to have a say. As many of you already know, the Trustees voted against the extension of such fringe benefits. 
Indeed, they did so without allowing the faculty governments or its representatives to speak to the issue. We on the Agenda Committee 
have considered among ourselves what course of response we should make to that action by the Trustees, and it was our thought that it 
would suffice for us simply to move the question of the extension of fringe benefits to domestic partners to the UFC level and, of course, 
therewith to the level of the individual campus faculty councils. We are not, at this point, contemplating further action with regard to 
the 
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Trustees themselves. So that is the background, and, as President Brand indicated, we have some time today for discussion. 

BRAND: Any discussion? 

SHERMAN: Yes, I can just report that the Fringe Benefits Committee of the UFC met a week or two ago (sometime still within my 
memory) and agreed to put forward to the different campuses the suggestion that they discuss this at their campuses and come back to 
the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee by, I believe, January 15th with a report from their campus and that at that time, with or without 
reports from each and every campus, the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee would consider the issue and then, presumably, come back to 
this body with some recommendation. 

SPECHLER: I'm co-chair of the other committee to whom you in all your generosity have unloaded this proposal. [Laughter] (Thank 
you, Paul. IH remember you the rest of my life.) The University Faculty Affairs Committee also have discussed this matter, and we too 
are in the process of referring it to the parallel bodies on the campuses to discuss this with the chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee on 
the Indianapolis campus. We will, if desired, come back with our views on the matter. However, I am of the opinion that in view of the 
Trustees vote 7 to 1 against this proposal, it should be tabled and discussion ended here. I am prepared to speak for that motion. 

BRAND: You want to move that presently? 

SPECHLER: Yes. 

BRAND: Is there a second for that motion, that the discussion on domestic partnership be tabled at this time? Is there a second? I see 
no second. Further discussion of this issue? 

ORR: I am not sure about the appropriateness, but I voted for this proposal on the BFC when it came up this fall. I was not on the BFC 
last spring when it first came up. I have since forwarded a short proposal to the Fringe Benefits Committee suggesting that there may be 
a way to deal with these issues that would probably in some ways be more difficult but in the long run might be much more beneficial 
and that is to consider moving to a menu fringe benefit type program for the whole university which would obviate the necessity of 
addressing issues in this way. The advantage of fringe benefits are twofold: they are tax savings for the university and for the individual, 
and they give you some advantages of group- buying in certain places. I was, I must say, rather put off last spring and in the fall that the 
university put itself in the position of judging that some kinds of partnerships were deserving of its support but that other kinds were not 
deserving. I was further appalled by administrative judgments about who was sufficiently committed and who was not sufficiently 
committed and so forth and so on. When I came here thirty years ago, we had a fringe benefits structure that was pretty much the same 
as it is now. What has changed over that intervening thirty-plus years is the nature of domestic structures, and they have changed rather 
radically. It seems to me that the traditional mode of fringe benefits had simply been outmoded and it is time to look at the basic structure 
and build in a flexibility that would allow individuals to make better use of their hinge benefit package and get the university out of the 
business of judging who is deserving and who is not deserving. And, it seems to me, it might also serve to depoliticize the issue. That's 
a long run consideration, but it seems to me there are alternatives to achieve these goals that are not as confronting which is the issue 
that Professor Spechler was addressing. 

BRAND: Professor Orr, have you tried that idea of a menu-driven fringe benefits with anyone or have you gotten response to your 
proposal? 

ORR: IVe forwarded it to people associated with Fringe Benefits and Fringe Benefits Committees and their response was not 
enthusiasm, I would say, but it was at least interested in an alternative route. 

BRAND: Would you do me the favor of forwarding a copy to me? 

ORR: Sure. 

SPECHLER: Lloyd is the other economist at the table and I am relieved to learn that his mind runs in the same direction. We've also 
considered this idea. Let me just elaborate what it would be. The university would contribute a certain sum to everybody's fringe benefits 
— the whole scope of fringe benefits. Then you could distribute them as you like. In our idea, they could be spent on your own health 
benefits, alone, or the same dollar amount could be spent on yours and your wife's, or yours and your family's, or yours and any 
dependents that you designate. The university's up-front charge, 
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however, would be the same. This would avoid getting the university involved in the kind of symbolic and probably quite divisive debate 
that my friend Lloyd Orr points out. 

Now, there is one great deficiency of this proposal. It assumes that the premiums that IU pays is the end of its financial commitment. 
This is not true. IU is a self-insuring body when it comes to its health benefits, as most large institutions are. Either directly they self-
insure and cover their own risks by pooling, or they negotiate their rates according to their experience. Both of those mean that higher 
casualty rates generate a higher dollar amount for the institution. (Am I right, Lloyd?) Therefore, extending the benefits to a larger 
number of people, not to say a riskier population, would, in the end, commit the university to a higher dollar amount Now, how much 
that dollar amount would be is bound to be conjectural. It probably can only be computed on the basis of several years of experience. 
But the idea of a menu-driven fringe benefits will not mean that the dollar commitment of the university is something that is fixed and 
under our control. It will depend on the selection of risks and the selection of dependents that university employees select. 

BRAND: I presume what one could do is keep the dollar amount the same and vary the benefits, so that you increase the risk by 
enlarging the pool in some way, but what you would do, then is offer fewer benefits and that would be a choice that people would make. 

SPECHLER: Well that would be the expense of sacrificing the whole insurance principle, if I understand your view correctly, President 
Brand. If you chose, let's say, a large pool of dependents, then, I take it your idea would be that the university would present a certain 
amount and you would pay the rest. But, you would have to evaluate the risk of that pool of dependents, and that is extremely difficult 
in the best of circumstances. It defeats our best actuaries, really. It also defeats the notion of community rating, which I take it has some 
value to this community. 

ORR: There is a whole host of issues — this is not Nirvana. I think, probably, this is not the place to discuss them. But there is a myriad 
of cross-subsidies and subsidies of various kinds in our fringe benefits package. It means that the equity and efficiency questions of the 
switch are quite important and quite large, and not only those that have been stated here but there are many other issues that would have 
to be addressed. 

BRAND: Fair enough. Please, Professor Lion. 

LION: I am not an economist, but I have heard two statements contained in the proposal that Lloyd brought forth here, and I am 
interested in the part that defines the reconfigured family. Because the reconfigured family is very much a part of our society. The 
traditional definition of family doesn't work for all of us or many of us here. Even the United States Census Bureau, who is not known 
for making changes or moving with any rapidity, has redefined the family with regard to whom you make a commitment and under 
what circumstances. So, I am interested in Lloyd's proposal for two reasons. Not so much the menu, but the redefinition of family. I 
think the university should also be out of the business of making judgments and defining those judgments to which we will pay attention 
and those to which we will not pay attention. So I think the proposal, as brought forth by Lloyd, is deserving of the BFCs consideration, 
our consideration, and the consideration of all of the campuses. The 7 to 1 vote by the Trustees does not discourage me. What is says is 
that they, like us, need to think of a new definition that is inclusive of the newly configured family as we know it. I have great hopes, 
not only for this menu (and I'm not sure I understand it), but also for the new definition of family. And I hope that we put equal efforts 
into both and whatever we present to ourselves and to the Trustees we will have a reasoned, current, cohesive and congruent rationale 
for the new definition and the new way we spend our money. 

SHERMAN: One further comment: I believe that a major reason that was given by the Trustees and is often given by groups who are 
faced with this decision of extending benefits to domestic partners has to do with the economic impact. I know we tried to look very 
carefully at the data that are available from a number of universities and cities that have adopted policies like this, and I would certainly 
hope that Lloyd and Marty and other economists who might be better able to judge these data and their impact would look at some of 
these data that have been generated from other universities so that if it is in fact a valid argument then we should know that. If it is not, 
then we should know that, too. I believe that at the last decision by the Trustees, those issues weren't considered in any significant way 
other than just to say it must cost more, therefore we will forgo it. So I hope you'll be helpful in that regard as well as looking at this 
alternative. 

BRAND: Other comments? How would you like to proceed on this issue? 

EISENBERG: This isn't.. . 

BRAND: I know, but we have some suggestions on the floor about looking at alternatives. I wonder if anyone has a 
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motion or suggestion to make as we proceed. SPECHLER: It is already referred to committee. 

BRAND: Okay. It's off to committees. 

AGENDA ITEM #6: INTRODUCTION OF AND REPORT FROM LEE CALDWELL 

BRAND: I would like to introduce Lee Caldwell, Associate Vice President from Information Technologies from the Office of 
Information Technologies, as well as Dean of Academic Computing and Professor of Business Administration. Lee? 

CALDWELL: It is always chancy taking a shot at information technology, and I didn't quite have time to get it set up—so I'll hand 
around our traditional media which is a printed copy of overheads that I was going to use. I thought I'd give you a quick introduction. I 
have now been at IU for almost a year (I arrived 12/1/93). I thought it might be useful to spend a minute or two reviewing the status of 
things when I arrived on campus and where we are today and the challenges that we are after. I am not going to go through all of these; 
I'm just going to go through mostly the first page and maybe a bit towards the end. I hope then we can get more time on questions and 
answers. 

When I arrived here at IU, what I found was a computing organization that was considerably out in front of other computing 
organizations at major universities. A number of very difficult steps have been taken here, and I think overall they have resulted in a 
computing organization that is much more efficient and delivers a much better mix of services. Let me just give you one indication. We 
just did a survey of computers available for students at CIC institutions. It turns out that IU-Bloomington has 5 times as many computers 
in public labs available to students as any of our peer institutions. I think that is a remarkable achievement, and I think it is reflected in 
the sophistication that our students have in the use of technology and certainly the sophistication that our faculty have in the use of 
technology. 

So we have a good merged computing organization. My unit, with the two combined academic and administrative units, managed to do 
$3 million in permanent base budget transfers out to various academic units. That represents roughly 15% budget decrease, and those 
were permanent. They are ongoing, that is, once those transfers occur they are not being taken back. We also have one of the best 
networks available in higher education in place in the country. That makes communication relatively good, and it certainly has positioned 
us well as we have been participating in the information super-highway. We also had an aggressive distributed computing strategy, so 
we have PC's and Macintosh's every place throughout the university. We have a lot of expertise in the various academic units in dealing 
with the technology. 

When I arrived on campus there were a number of major issues. The first one hit me right in the face. I have to say I came in knowing 
something like this was present, but, when I showed up we were projecting a $1 million shortfall in my operation. We had to figure out 
how to deal with that. One way, of course, is to run to the central university administration and ask them to bail us out. I chose to take 
another strategy which was to tighten our belt. Unfortunately, we did end up letting six people go. We had some major contracts that 
we had to adjust before we were able to accommodate that $1 million deficit Second, we had a multi-campus technology project proposal 
that had gone through legislative funding, but it stalled in the state Budget Committee, and we never saw the funds. Of course, just 
before Tom Ehrlich left we were able free up at least a reduced budget of those funds, and we may make progress here. I was also 
informed when I arrived on campus that our library system was totally over capacity, that our mainframe was over capacity, and that 
the only path feasible to pursue was to spend $3 million on a new mainframe. Needless to say, neither Jim Neal nor I thought that was 
a correct path for this university. We have tightened our belts and worked very hard and very creatively over a number of months. We 
now have bought ourselves considerable additional capacity on our existing mainframe due to some very creative and energetic work 
on the part of the library staff and the technology organization. We were in the middle of major vendor disputes with DEC and Xerox. 
These were multi-million dollar disputes, and those have been resolved very favorably to the university and in a way that preserved the 
relationship with those vendors. My unit was also in the midst of anumber of turf wars. We were fighting the Physical Plant operation. 
We were fighting with Instruction Systems Technology and the Dean of Faculties Office in Bloomington. We were also fighting 

6 



IU University Faculty Council: 11/22/94 

telecommunications organizations. I am glad to say we are not battling on those turfs anymore; we are collaborating and trying to get 
service there. 

Now, for this fiscal year we think we have seven major challenges that we are trying to do something about. I have to say this is a bit 
of a challenge for our organization because in the past we have been able to mount two or three major strategic initiatives 
simultaneously. So taking on seven is a bit of a stretch. We have had to get our management culture and strategy retuned to be able to 
handle this. We know we're going to have a whole new set of challenges come July 1st, so we are trying to get through these things by 
July 1st so we can take on the next set. 

(1)  We need to improve our departmental and individual support. Let me just mention briefly: The model that my organization 
had is that we bought big computer systems and we installed the software on the big computer systems and that took care of everybody. 
Meanwhile, we've done a bunch of things that have really stimulated the acquisition of personal computers and Apple Macintoshes and 
so forth, and we wanted to stop or support basically at the network connection, because that was our old model. We are trying to teach 
our people that we have to think about what you as a faculty member see on your desktop or what our students see on their desktops. 
We have to think about all sorts of things to make that easier for you and less expensive for the university. We haven't always made 
appropriate technology decisions. One of the big breakthroughs that we are working on is a new sort of software licensing agreement. 
I have to say the Chemistry Department in Bloomington gave me the idea for this. So the Chemistry Department in Bloomington said, 
you know, you told us to go out and buy this technology and we did, but if you owned it you'd buy the software. If we own it, we have 
to buy the software. So I went to one of our major vendors, Novell, who has since acquired Word Perfect, and I said give us a different 
kind of a license. Give us a license that covers all of your technology families and gives us a take-home license for faculty, staff, and 
students. So, in other words, yes we license Word Perfect for use on campus, but we also let our faculty take copies home to run on 
their machines at home. Because that is really part of our computing environment, the environment where we have to do this for you. 
They have been somewhat responsive. We are at the final stages of executive approval for this kind of license agreement. We are getting 
it on extraordinarily attractive terms, assuming we can get it through the top ranks of Novell. We intend to go after other software 
vendors as we are able to set this new pact. But again, the idea is a shift from making individual departments pay $50 a copy for software 
they put on machines to more or less a university-wide license that covers all these kind of technologies. 

(2)  We need to pool our appropriate services. Again, we have lots of big machines. At last count, we had 159 different machines 
on our machine room floor. Some of those are good technologies that are getting a lot of use; others are obsolete and beginning to 
languish. We have to go in and re-engineer those boxes in ways that make sense to support what you see on your desktop in a better 
way. 

(3)  Library Automation. Frankly, we bought back time for the library by backing off on aggressive service plans that the library 
has had. Our library is one of the most aggressive and creative libraries in the academic world. So, as the technology organization I feel 
pretty bad to tell them to slow down. That's not my business. So we are in the process of, under the leadership of the library, essentially 
redoing the entire library automation system so that we can buy ourselves more flexibility to bring in even more advanced services in 
the future. Our library system today is essentially a system of pointers: we point you at the information you need. The next generation 
of library service will actually deliver that information to you in the form that you want to see it. So, you'll see more electronic texts 
and more multimedia presentations on-line. We need to redo our entire library automation system to make it possible to make network 
transfer. 

(4)  Our electronic mail environment. At last count, we were supporting electronic mail on twenty different major platforms. The 
only way I can describe this environment is that we have a whole bunch of junctures where we've got band-aids going across it. It works 
sometimes and sometimes it doesn't. We get heavy traffic and then two systems don't talk to each other and the whole system shuts 
down. So we may have single points of failure. What we are trying to do is basically re-engineer our entire e-mail system, recognizing 
that it is now a mission critical resource. It is no longer one of these little academic things that we do on the side, the way we've done 
in the past, but it is central to the intellectual fabric of the institution and the mission of the university. The direction that we are taking 
is to put as much of the power as we can on the desktop to make it easy for you to get e-mail from home or when you are on the road 
at a conference or someplace else, but at the same time provide this higher reliability on the back end. And again, licensing of powerful 
Pine software that we essentially give to you is a very important piece of that. 

(5)  We also need to redo our network. Again, on the data side our network is made up of tiny little steampipes that break very 
frequently, and you see this almost every fall when we try to register students or in the spring and summer. When we put any kind of 
stress on our network at all, it breaks. We are in the process with Ameritech of doing a major reengineering effort on the network that 
connects all of the campuses together and then also re-engineering campus 
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backbones on each of the campuses to position us to take advantage of high technology multimedia presentations and get ready for the 
business education initiatives that we see sprouting up on every single campus. 

(6)  We've got to do something about improving teaching and learning support. Today it is estimated that it takes between 50 and 
100 hours for a faculty member to get a high-quality multimedia presentation ready for class. And it takes, on average, about 2 hours to 
get it set up for use in classroom, if they are going for advanced technology. Our stated objective here is that we want to cut the production 
time down to 2 hours and we want to cut the set up down to 2 minutes. Now, those are ambitious targets, and we understand we probably 
won't make it in this fiscal year. However, if we don’t set it at that level we will never make it. We expect to make dramatic progress in 
cutting the production time. Again, it is not something that we as a computing organization can do alone, but we expect to do this in 
partnership with the library and partnership with the faculty support and structural support operations. 

(7)  Finally, the last one seems like kind of a little thing, but it is a big thing to many of our campuses, and that is we have to 
review the way we do mainframe printing. Again, it doesn't mean a lot except if you are Kokomo, for example, and your campus is 
spending $65,000 a year to lease dedicated mainframe printers, and we can replace them with $2,000 Hewlett-Packard laser printers, it 
means a great deal. Also, we just discovered the last time the transcript of the University was redone was 10 years ago. With our current 
mainframe printing architecture, it will probably be 10 years before we redo the transcript again. So we want to redo the way we do 
print jobs from the mainframe so we have more flexibility over these forms and we don't have to wait for 10 years before we respond to 
suggestions from the Faculty Council that we ought to have indexed grading and so forth on transcripts. 

So, those are areas that we are working on. If you would, turn back to the last page of this handout that I gave you. I gave you a few of 
these things because I know some faculty members have questions about some of these initiatives we are pursuing, and on the next to 
last I kind of review some of those. On the last page, I'm trying to make sure that our organization understands the nature of changing 
information technology. The problem that we have (and look at the last slide there) is that in our technology organization we can't do 
piecemeal transformation of our technology. E-mail is the classic example. Part of it breaks, so we transform that part. We never really 
step back and make a complete transformation process. So we are trying to work on that. Couple that with the second point, that changes 
are always more revolutionary than we expect. We start on these things, and we think that they are going to be band-aid solutions, and 
we always underestimate how much change we have to make. Then the third point, and this is a really critical one, is that anytime you 
make a technology change nowadays we have many more people involved than in the past. It used to be maybe 500 people in the 
university would be involved in a technology change. Today, we think that number is closer to 50,000-60,000 people who are involved 
in a significant way. Certainly we touch all 110,000 people in the university when we make some change. So, just entertaining the scope 
of that, it means we are going to spend more time talking to individuals, getting focus groups, and doing a better job of planning before 
we start on these technology changes. It is a big effort We have a lot of culture to change going from this mainframe centrist mentality 
to one where we think about what sits on your desk and the kind of services that we support. 

BRAND: That’s very helpful. Are there any questions or issues you'd like to discuss? 

SCHERER: When you talk about licensing for software and so on, are you negotiating this for the whole system, or just for Bloomington. 

CALDWELL: We always start with the assumption that we are negotiating it for the entire system. However, we typically negotiate 
these so we don't force any campus to come into the deal. Let me give you an example. In the Novell deal, if we have at least 30,000 
people in the pool the price is about 50% of what it would be with 10,000 people in the pool. So we think it would be a serious mistake 
not to include all campuses to allow them to opt in at that lower price point. So that is the way we always approach the vendor. On the 
other hand, what you find out is that Bloomington and Indianapolis are large enough independently they can usually get the best deal 
themselves. But we don't want to leave out any other campuses because they happen to be small. That's the way we start. 

SPECHLER: I see at the beginning of the presentation that you contemplate $3 million in base budget transfers and you have a $1 million 
deficit, and in a way it is a relief to know that the computer operations of IU are cognizant of cost and the value of money. My experience 
(before you came into this job, obviously) is that resources flow much more rapidly and readily to computer technology than they do to 
other aspects of our operations. But, you'd probably agree that the mission of the university to teach, to create new knowledge and 
research, and to serve our community, are not the means by which we produce these. Now my question is, in view of the shortage of 
funds, even in computer technology (not to say the rest of us), are you doing any kinds of exercises in cost-benefit analysis to make sure 
that you are giving priority 
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to those projects which have the biggest pay-off in terms of our basic missions: teaching, research, and service to the community? 

CALDWELL: Yes. That certainly is central to what we are trying to do. We kind of couch that in different terms. Again, I came from 
an organization that believed in one kind of planning and that was technology planning If you talk to chief financial officers at any of 
the major universities they'll tell you that computer organizations are black holes: you put money into them, and it disappears. That's 
why I thought it was important when I came here that we drew the line on that $ 1 million shortfall. We learned how to tighten our belt 
in that process. And frankly, some of that $ 1 million shortfall was because of the commitment that was made 3 years ago to begin that 
phase-in process of budget transfers. So it wasn't all caused by the university computing organization. We had to be very creative in 
how we balance it. 

SPECHLER: Can you give an example of things you are pursuing as a high priority because they have a big pay-off relative to their 
cost and other things that you are deferring because the benefits are more modest compared to their cost. 

CALDWELL: Well, again there are a number of ways of doing cost-benefit analysis. In the technology arena, one of the areas that we 
try to follow, and again, we have done a good job with this, is to recognize that in a commodity marketplace (and with much of our 
technology multi-millions of dollars are being spent on commodity technology) that our faculty and students inherently know what they 
are doing. In other words, when they make market choices and they buy a particular machine and they bring it in that it has certain kinds 
of software that they can use. What we are looking at are ways to take those dollars and reduce the overall university expenditure for 
that, especially since our dollars are largely taxes on academic units throughout the university. We are very concerned to find what I 
call idle leverage points where we can return a veiy rapid value back out to the academic units. So, in terms of a formal cost-benefit 
analysis, we still might do some training on that. In terms of at least shifting our focus over to the academic mission and recognizing its 
centrality and coming back in and trying to figure out how to support that technology, we are trying to do that. Now keep in mind, in 
the university we spend 2 to 3 dollars outside my department for every dollar we spend in my department on technology, and we have 
2 to 3 full-time workers in Information Technology on the outside. So when I do this I can't just think about my little part of the world; 
I have to think about the university as a whole. What we do with these central dollars to increase the value of. .. 

[Tape was changed; some words were lost.] 

... cumulative result of the centralizing decision making and Information Technology. And I think that's a good reflection of what the 
market inside the university is for Information Technology. 

PETERSON: I have a question about software licenses. Awhile back we did have Word Perfect software licenses on this campus at 
IUPUI, and I am currently told that we don't have a blanket license for that here, and you alluded, I think to negotiating such a license 
for Word Perfect in your discussion today. What is the status of those pieces of software that we installed on our machines when we 
had a license, now that we don't have a license? [Laughter] 

CALDWELL: Typically, the way the software industry works is once you buy a license you have a license at that release level. The 
question is, what do you do about subsequent releases. Of course, in the old days, Word Perfect did a major upgrade every 3 to 4 years. 
Now the software cycle is closer to a year or 18 months. One of the problems we have as a university is that we can't afford to upgrade 
our licenses every year or 18 months for all the software. That's why we approached it the other way. The other thing that we told Novell 
and Word Perfect is that they were turning us into an accounting operation. We were in the business of trying to count machines. We 
can't count them. I mean you guys buy them faster than we can count them. It is not under a central control. The closest tab we can get 
is we go seek guidance to find all our purchasing and it kind of gives us a rough estimate. Trying to keep track of those licenses was a 
nightmare, so we said why don't you let us count something we know how to count, which is students, faculty, and staff, and we will 
pay you a dollar per dollar whatever it ends up being head count fee, and in exchange for that we have unlimited rights to use this 
software within the university and, by the way, we want the right for our faculty, staff, and students to take this technology home and 
put it on their own machines. That means we have to tell Word Perfect now they have to sell to our graduates instead of our freshman. 
You know, they sell upgrade licenses to our students when they graduate. So it's been a bit of a shift we have had to go through, but we 
are confident that it will be a good deal for the university and will let us clean up a lot of the software accounting problems that we have 
had. The main reason we want to do it is to do a better job of supporting with our limited central dollars the centralized expenses, which 
is $15 million a year. 

PETERSON: So under the conditions of the new contract, as I understand what you are saying here now, is if this contract is negotiated 
and you are a graduate student or a student here and you take one of these programs and install it 
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on your computer then you can upgrade that as a regular upgrade ... 

CALDWELL: ... as long as you're a university student. The second that affiliation breaks away you have no right to use that software 
whatsoever. What Word Perfect plans to do is sell essentially an upgrade kit. 

PETERSON: At that point.. . when you leave the university? 

CALDWELL: Yes. When you leave the university they'll offer an upgrade pass so you can go in and buy ... what it'll be is a certificate 
with a serial number and your proof of license and maybe a documentation set or something. Our license will not cover documentation. 
If we need documentation, we will order it directly from their printer. So it is a very attractive cost, and all of the documentation will be 
available on-line, and we will be doing our own special purpose short kinds of documentation. We also have the right to reproduce these 
by xerox copies, though actually it is cheaper to buy it directly from their printer than it is to xerox it. 

LEHNEN: I'd like to continue the discussion on software licenses. It's been an ongoing issue. Can you give me information on who I 
should talk to in terms of trying to get licenses for software installed in teaching labs here on this campus for next semester? I've been 
working on that for the last nine months with no success. Maybe I'm not talking to the right people. 

CALDWELL: Well, this is a problem. When I came here in Bloomington we had seven different organizations managing software 
licenses. So in Bloomington, we've been trying to consolidate it down to a single unit. They are a bit centralized here in Indianapolis. 
When you addressed your comments, you talked about university site licenses, so I am responding to that. I understand that you are 
negotiating site licenses for all eight campuses? 

LEHNEN: Right. Is there someone in your organization to whom I should address my concerns to see if there is in fact a site license 
available? 

CALDWELL: Yes. Our access microcenter, which is based in the Indiana Memorial Union, is now the central point for all these licenses. 
We've brought all the licenses into that one place. Frankly, we've made it very difficult for other campuses to deal with computing 
services because we have seven different places for these licenses. But again, the way we have done this with the Word Perfect licenses 
is basically to .. . 

LEHNEN: Do I call someone in Bloomington, or do I call someone here on this campus who will deal with... 

CALDWELL: I'd recommend calling here and then ... again, Bloomington views itself as a university resource, and we are happy to 
support however we can. There are some licenses here at IUPUI that we don't have licenses for in Bloomington; that's one of the other 
things that we've got to work on is getting an information base about where the licenses are and whether we can extend licenses that we 
have in Indianapolis to Bloomington and other campuses and so forth. We haven't been as coordinated in this area as we should have, 
either in Bloomington or on a university-wide basis. 

LEHNEN: Related to this, you gave some numbers on, I think, PC labs per student. Were those figures just for the Bloomington campus? 

CALDWELL: Yes, those were just for Bloomington. That was done as part of the CIC survey on teaching and learning technology. 

LEHNEN: Do you have that information for the other campuses? 

CALDWELL: We've been working on it. I think the report has been referred to the Trustees. I will say in general the university is in 
extraordinarily good shape compared to peer institutions, and there has been a huge commitment to use student technology fees for 
students. 

LEHNEN: When you use the phrase "university," are you referring to the Bloomington campus only or are you referring to all the 
campuses? 

CALDWELL: I am referring to all the campuses. 

LEHNEN: Kokomo, South Bend . .. 
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CALDWELL: Right. The first thing you need to recognize is that only 10% of universities (about 350 of the 3,500 colleges and 
universities) have a student technology fee. That generates a lot of revenue for the university, and of the 10% that have fees, many of 
them track a lot of those revenues for faculty use or other uses in the university. Here, there is a huge commitment to making those 
dollars go into technologies that have a big impact on the student environment. Now, there are a lot of pressures. One of the things that 
we see is that the pressure to use those dollars to remodel buildings and facilities chews the dollars fairly quickly. I think the tradition 
has been really to spend more of those dollars on things that have a direct impact on the students. That's one of the reasons that I think 
IU is if not the best in the country certainly among the best in the country in terms of resources that we provide for our students. 

BRAND: Do any comparable campuses at other institutions have requirements that students purchase machines coming in? 

CALDWELL: Most of the large public universities do not. But this is one of the challenges. If you look at the University of Illinois, 
twice as many students at Illinois own machines as here at IU. 

BRAND: So it is in terms of our public availability of technology resources that we excel, but not necessarily that every student has a 
machine more so on this campus than others. 

CALDWELL: Right. And I think that is one of the challenges is how do we increase that ownership. Again, that is why I like this idea 
of the university getting software licenses for software we expect to use in our environment. It reduces the cost of student ownership of 
the technology. It takes some of the fear away that what they buy as a freshman won't be usable when they are a senior. I think it also 
encourages faculty members to set higher standards for the quality of work coming in from students throughout their academic career. 

EISENBERG: Lee, I would like to return to a question that I raised with you some moments ago, especially now that I have you if not 
in a comer at least near one. [Laughter] I think you probably know at least what the topic is. 

CALDWELL: I believe I do, yes. 

EISENBERG: It is a topic that is near and dear to us as the winter months draw nigh. That is, what steps, if any, since our last 
conversation with regard to the creation of a two-way interactive system that will allow us in case of very bad weather during the winter 
months to have a UFC meeting involving people at different sites around the state rather than having to cancel meetings (as sometimes 
happens) or else requiring people to travel very long distances under very bad conditions when we come from Bloomington? 

CALDWELL: We are making good progress. It's not that we can't do it; the question is how much will it cost. I have to tell you we put 
a bid out about four months ago, and the bid came in at the rate of about $ 120,000 a month for such a service. 

EISENBERG: We're doing it monthly? 

CALDWELL: Yes, $120,000 a month. Now, we have been working very hard with Ameritech. We hope sometime around January to 
have a service on-line that would come in somewhere around the range of $30,000-540,000 a month. Now, in order even to afford that, 
we are going to have to fold other services into this. [Our] system data network we will probably fold into this. The current data network 
cost us somewhere around $20,000 a month, so if we can phase some of that over... we won't be able to phase all of it, but we might 
pay $10,000 or $15,000 towards it. Obviously, with the multi-campus technology project we expect to teach courses across this 
environment, so we think by consolidating two or three things, we can figure out how to spend $30,000 or $40,000 a month and get that 
service. Once it is up for those purposes, we expect to see demand grow astronomically on that level. We know there are some 
technologies coming down the pipeline over the next year to 18 months that will dramatically reduce that cost and increase the 
performance of it. We are just anxious to get on path of these more advanced digital technologies as opposed to the piecemeal analog 
technology solutions we have been using in the past and also did not have any interactive component to them that this stuff does. So the 
answer is we hope we can get the price down sometime in January or February to have some pilot services up and let that expand as 
fast as faculty members use it. We'd love to see this thing as soon as possible. Now, this would be a good position to go back to our 
vendor and say okay we want four times the capacity at the same price. 

STILLING: I have a comment and a question. First of all, I have had the opportunity to travel to six of the Big Ten schools for student 
government, and I must admit that I am favorably impressed by the accessibility of the computers on 
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at least the Bloomington campus. I think it is remarkable in terms of the accessibility and the sophistication of the machines that we 
have. On a lighter note, regarding the e-mail culture on our campus, many students from other schools don't understand it. They don't 
know how we can communicate like that. It has gotten to the point where as of last week someone broke a relationship with me over e-
mail. [Laughter] So I guess I should thank you for opening up the highway 
  [Laughter] My question is concerning the licensing agreement. If it is successful, and if students are part of it and 
have access to the software, what mechanism (at least at the Bloomington campus) would students have to get that software. 

CALDWELL: That's a big challenge. Obviously, we are going to have to do this in a variety of ways. We would obviously let students 
download it through the network if they have a network connection. We would have a download facility available on several points on 
campus. Probably all of our public labs would essentially have machines set up where you come in and plug your machine in and 
download the software. For a price, we probably would also give you diskettes if you want copies of the diskettes. But keep in mind 
that with this sort of license what we are getting away from is the diskette distribution. And in fact, most of the major software houses 
have now gone over to CD-ROM distribution for their products anyway. If you get down to 30 diskettes for a product, that costs about 
$20-$30 just to have the diskettes done. If you do a CD-ROM, it costs $1.50. So the economics of the CD-ROM distribution are 
compelling. For us, we'll get the CD-ROM and let you borrow our CD-ROM and load the stuff up. So we understand we are going to 
have to do 10 or 15 different ways to let people get this software and especially if we are committed to having people have the latest 
[upgrades], which we are. 

JACKSON: Could you briefly explain your epigram, "People Don't Scale"? 

CALDWELL: Well, I went back ten years, and I collected some rough numbers of the university of how much money we spend on 
information technology and how many people we had supporting that. It worked out to be $50,000 per person. And if I do that same 
figure here in 1994 it also comes out $50,000 per person. What that means is that as a university we really have not made significant 
headway in managing technology. It is not that technology isn't helping us in many ways, but that as a technology organization we are 
not leveraging our own technology to help us manage the technology better. In many industries, that ratio is closer to $200,000. So what 
I’m saying is that if we think energetic and creatively, e.g., software licensing, management and distribution of software, etc., we should 
be able to increase the dollars being spent on technology and reduce the dollars being sent on people supporting the technology directly. 
Again, we have to think of it in terms of partnership because there are two to three people outside my organization for every one in and 
their full-time job is supporting that technology. So that's the epigram. 

BRAND: Any other comments or questions? Thank you, Lee. 

AGENDA ITEM #7: REPORT FROM JAMES NEAL, DEAN OF IU LIBRARIES 

BRAND: It seems appropriate now that we move on to the next item and that's James Neal, Dean of IU Libraries. 

NEAL: I enjoy (or suffer) several distinctions among my academic library director colleagues around the country. I believe I am the 
library director who probably has more opportunities to meet with faculty and its various councils and forums at the university than any 
of my colleagues, and for that I am very appreciative. Secondly, I think that I was unique among my colleagues in chairing the search 
committee that brought the head of information technology to his university. I chaired the committee that brought Lee here. And third, 
I think that I am probably the only library director in the world responsible for elections to the Board of Trustees of his university by 
state law. And so when I hear Paul talk about faculty representation on the Board of Trustees and the prospects of an election process I 
begin to get a little bit nervous. 

There is an outline circulating which highlights some of the important accomplishments and issues that I would like to discuss with you 
today. I am often asked. "Why a system of IU libraries?" I think it is important to remember that we enjoy 57 libraries on 8 campuses 
at IU. Increasingly over the last five years, that system of libraries has come together in very important ways to the benefit of research 
institutions and services of the university. Certainly one of the hallmarks 

12 



IU University Faculty Council: 11/22/94 

of the last five years has been our cooperative efforts in developing and implementing coordinated services. This is clearly a case where 
working together has translated into greater benefit and reduced cost, and we have tried to accomplish the same objective. We are also 
seeing a greater focus on the coordination of our collection development and resource sharing programs. There is more movement of 
collections, materials, books, journals, and other materials around this university than ever before. We are also recognizing that to affect 
greater breadth and depth of collections across this university, we are going to have to take responsibility with different disciplines and 
in different areas. As a system, we can accomplish that objective. We are also seeing, particularly through the use of technology, whereas 
many services and many activities have to be centralized in Bloomington, we now have the ability to achieve an optimal mix and to 
begin to move and to distribute some of those activities out to various campus locations and really to develop distributed and shared 
expertise across the university in terms of technology, in terms of subjects, in terms of language, and in terms of just general operational 
support for the system. I think that as a university, we are seeing the libraries drive many of the network expansions and the kinds of 
activity and capacity that we are talking about. Certainly, what we want to achieve as a library is to put information in the hands of 
faculties and students regardless of the format and regardless of the location in need. The network is going to be a central link in that 
chain of information service. Lastly, librarians and staff at this university are going through dramatic change in terms of the role they 
play and in terms of the type of knowledge they need to bring to their assignments. Cooperatively, we can develop those skills and bring 
a new capability into the library among our librarians and staff. I think these are some examples of why IU as a system of libraries is so 
important and so valuable. 

Clearly, one of our major thrusts is to continue to develop our collections. And as I have mentioned to you several times, we are 
continuing to experience a crisis in scholarly communication. World production information continues to expand at extraordinary rates. 
The cost of that information is inflating at prices which are (1) unpredictable and (2) very high. We are getting reports already that prices 
for next year for most of the journals that we purchase at academic libraries will increase an average of 12-15%. We also know that in 
some disciplines, particularly the science and medical fields, that will probably reach somewhere in the 20-30% range. If you consider 
the cost increases as compared to the budget increases that we are able to provide for the development of our collections, we recognize 
that there is a shortfall and other strategies need to be developed. As a result, we have to develop timely coverage in our collections of 
the world's production of information. And when you factor in the growing importance of electronic information, which proliferates in 
most disciplines now, you can see the challenge that all academic libraries across the country are facing. 

We know that there is mixed campus support for acquisitions. The increases for this year range anywhere from 0% increase to 20% 
increase. Many of the campuses when faced with the inflation factor are choosing to sustain journals as their high priority, and as a 
result we are experiencing significant cutbacks in some campus libraries in the purchase of monograph materials. This is not unique 
among academic libraries. This is a trend that is happening nationally, and as a result we are seeing some mixed development of 
collections and erosion of support in some disciplines. As a result, both within IU and among the academic library community generally, 
we are talking about distributive support for acquisitions. Clearly at IU we do not put high focus on purchasing materials in some 
disciplines where we don't have academic and research programs to support. We are going to rely on other universities, other academic 
settings around the country, in order to make those materials available to our faculty and students. In the same way, we are going to 
serve as a national (if not international) repository for scholars and students around the world in some other disciplines as well. 

There is an increasing tension in the development of our collections between purchase, ownership, and access to information. Should 
we acquire, store, and service information or should we rely much more on providing access to that information for our students and 
faculty? It is a dynamic environment whose costs we don't have fully analyzed, though it is one which we know the trend is to expand 
the access part of our vision and to rely much more heavily on cooperative collection development and resource sharing. We also need 
to recognize that we have made a multi-million dollar investment in our collections, and we have a responsibility to our future students 
and faculty, as well as to the future scholarly community to make sure that that investment is preserved. Therefore, we have to invest in 
conservation, binding, and protection of those collections at an increasingly high level. 

I wanted to impress you with the scope of the collections we have developed here at IU. You can see on the chart where we stand across 
this university in terms of the various types of materials and the size of the collections we have assembled. Last year alone, we added 
225,000 new volumes to the collections at IU. If you move down to the bottom of that list, you see that we also have remarkable and 
unique resources with over 12,000,000 manuscript and archival pieces. One might argue that that is Bloomington and the Lilly Library. 
If you look across this university at the extraordinary collections developing on this campus at IUPUI, the Northwest archives — all 
campus libraries really investing in regional archives and manuscript development, we are putting together some unique resources that 
are going to serve scholarship within the state and across the nation in very important and meaningful ways. It is those unique resources 
that I think become 
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very important candidates for the developing electronic environment which will deliver more and more information that won't require 
scholars to come to libraries and archives in order to take advantage of these collections. 

Certainly, what has driven us over the last several years has been our expanding investment in our technology programs. As Lee has 
indicated, information on-line (or "10") has been fully and successfully implemented, but to a large extent we are a victim of our 
extraordinary progress. We are monitoring very carefully the mainframe and CPU situations. We have taken some extraordinary steps 
and can probably recapture about 18 months of CPU time. But we are also working on a co-development initiative with Ameritech. We 
want to move off of the mainframe into what were are calling the client/server environment. We want to make sure that the technical 
architecture decisions that are made are ones that will allow us to be efficient and to grow and not to face this type of extraordinary 
situation in the future. We want to make sure that the system functions well, that it is usable, that it can scale up to the level of use, to 
the size of the database, and to the complexity of a place like IU. We want to make sure that as we move off the mainframe into this 
new environment we don't lose things that we've invested. One of those things that we've invested in is this 10 database. There is now 
over 3.5 million records in 10, nearly 1/2 million larger than when I spoke to you last fall. We put a lot more focus in the libraries on 
retrospective conversion of the card catalog records. We know that the federal grant sources for this type of activity are almost gone, 
and therefore we have had to reallocate resources within the university and within the libraries to enable us to move this program forward 
with a lot more success. Our focus is going to be on the completion of the serials conversion, so you will have a complete understanding 
of all the journals and magazines and other regular publications that are part of our collection. We think there are about 800,000 to 1 
million records in the IUPUI and Bloomington collections that need to be converted. We also need to focus in some systematic way on 
the unique collections that are in the Lilly Library where we have about 250,000 records that remain unconverted. IO is also a university 
database. It does not only provide access to the collections in university libraries, but will increasingly tell us what exists around the 
university in various collections like the Kinsey Institute, the film collection in Bloomington, and various other repositories of 
information that you as faculty and our students want to know about. We are also providing gateways to other library catalogues. If you 
use IO now, you know that we provide access to most of the academic library collections at Indiana. The next step is for us to bring the 
Big Ten institutions into that environment. We will be doing so with software we developed here on a federal grant and in cooperation 
with Ameritech and which is now being used around the entire country'. 

We also recognize that there are a lot of repositories of information sitting out on the network. You want to get at those sources, and so 
we need to point at them through our on-line catalogue system. You need to do that through a very sophisticated interface that we need 
to provide for you. Certainly, at Indiana this is a major development piece in our efforts to provide support for the scholar workstation 
project. We want to provide a graphic interface that really leads the student or faculty member in a much more sophisticated way through 
the complex information environment that is created. 

Our database program is extraordinary. We probably provide more access to a variety of databases here at Indiana University than any 
other academic library in the country. Increasingly, we are providing that access remotely, so that students in residence halls and 
apartments and faculty members from offices and homes can have access to that information. This includes a variety of bibliographic 
files, but also increasingly a number of whole text files. So one can look, for example, at the database of English poetry that we have 
brought up from the Bloomington libraries and is now accessible over the network to students and faculty around the University. Many 
of our bibliographic files now have full text of journals and newspaper articles attached to them. When you search IO today at many of 
our campuses, you can also bring up the full text of those articles and newspapers. We also recognize that many of your scholarly fields 
are increasingly not producing print journals but are instead looking at electronic distribution of research information as the right strategy. 
Whereas, there have been several thousand journal and newsletter publications developed over the last several years, only in the last 
year has there been major movement in terms of peer reviewed, refereed scholarly journals coming up in electronic formats. Those are 
important to you; therefore, we need to provide access to them. We are looking at IO as a tool to point at that information and also to 
provide access over the Internet to those files of electronic journals. There are many, many specialized needs which are being addressed 
through a variety of electronic programs. 

There is an increasing multimedia focus. I mentioned the LETRS project, which is humanities computing based in Bloomington. LETRS 
provides access to a variety of sources in literary, philosophical, and theological works. We have pumped out, for example, the Oxford 
English Dictionary, twenty years of the Modem Language Association's bibliography, and all of the poetry that was produced prior to 
the 19th century in the English language in Great Britain. Those are remarkable resources to have not only available in an electronic 
format, but to have them pumped out and available for individual use in homes and in offices. The VARIATIONS project in the Music 
Library is also very exciting. It is an effort not only to bring text material into the electronic environment, but to create a sound database 
so that when 
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you search the 10 catalogue, you have the ability to bring up the sound and playback the work of music through your computer. You 
can also bring up an image file for the score of that work. If there is an appropriate full motion video (e.g., of an opera, a ballet, or 
interview with a composer), you can also bring it into that environment. You can also search keywords by notes, that is, by musical 
notation. These are an exciting series of prospects which are getting a great deal of national attention. We are digitizing art slides, video 
materials, and so forth. I think that it is extremely important that we also look at our own internal materials -- the records of the university 
— a major resource to which we need to provide effective access. We have just received a grant from the National Historical and Public 
Commission which will enable IU to begin the exciting project of beginning to digitize and make available over the network its records 
of university business. 

There are many critical issues that we are facing as we work through this process. We need to be involved in distance education issues 
at the university. Students and faculty who are involved in delivering instruction and support out across the state and out across the 
world need to have confidence that the library information sources that support the work of students will be there as part of that distance 
education initiative. We need to understand how your work as scholars is changing and how you are gathering research information. 
Are you waiting for the print journal in your field to come out and appear in the library and on the shelves before you become aware of 
research information in your field? Probably not Probably you are increasingly seeing more and more of that research information 
appearing on your workstation in your office or in your home. We need to understand how better to organize and support that type of 
scholarly communication. Probably the linchpin of our ability to move forward in a very productive way over the next several years 
will be to get a handle on the copyright and intellectual property issues. There is probably no more troubling and no more difficult issue 
that we face than trying to understand how copyright is going to work in the electronic environment. Publishers, the legal community, 
and the scholarly and library communities are struggling to come up with the right answers. Perhaps IU should be serving as a pilot site, 
a model site for testing out some of these issues in this new environment. As Lee has indicated, as this information technology 
environment becomes more complex, you as users are going to expect a higher level of support. You are going to want technical support 
available to you as you work through the use of this technology. We need to be focussed on that. 

We have been working with a number of groups around the university over the last several years, and the one thing that comes through 
most clearly as we talk to students and faculty is the issue of human touch. It is very well and good to have this information out there 
and available for use, but if there is not that support mechanism in place both on the technical side and on the content side, it really 
erodes the effectiveness of your use of that information. That means our staff also needs to be prepared. They need to be well-developed 
in terms of understanding this technology and the use of information in this environment and we are working with School of Library 
Information Science as well as with a number of professional organizations around the country to make sure that we have that support 
in place. Users need to be aware of what they are doing. They need to be trained. We talk in libraries about the importance of information 
literacy. That is being sure that everyone that graduates from this university is knowledgeable about user information so that they can 
become the future scholars in our university or productive workers in whatever field they may choose. We know that the information 
and technology is going to change, but if they appreciate the complexity and if they have some of those basic skills that we in the library 
can provide them with, then I think that they will be more effective and efficient in the use of that in the future. The ergonomics of the 
electronic workplace is becoming real important to us. We need to understand what it means for an individual employee to sit at a desk 
or at a workstation for eight hours a day, forty hours a week. That is a part of the life of many of the individuals who work at our 
university and certainly the federal government is looking at a variety of new strategies that will require us to be more attentive to this 
ergonomics question. 

We cannot make progress at IU if all of the information agencies (the library, the telecommunications, the information technology 
organizations) are not working together in effective and creative ways. I travel a great deal around the country, and I try to understand 
this issue, and I would argue that at this university we receive a high level of collaboration. We recently did an international 
teleconference which was a cooperative effort between the library, the School of Library Information Science, and University 
Computing Services. That was pumped out across the world to about 10,000 viewers, both in the United States and internationally. In 
the teleconference, we talked about issues involved with electronic scholarship. That, I think, is a clear example of what we can achieve 
through our cooperation. The telecommunications and information industries are going through dramatic changes. I worry, because the 
result is one company buying up another, and the consumer electronics, the cable, the telecommunications, and publishing industries 
are going through dramatic changes. We need to monitor those very carefully. We need to understand them. We need to make sure that 
your access and the students' access to information is not compromised by some of these developments. We also know that federal 
funding opportunities are changing rapidly. I was at a meeting in Washington several weeks ago, and I counted the number of times 
that representatives from various federal agencies used the phrase "national information infrastructure" and the number of times they 
used the phrase "digital library." "Digital library" won 4 to 1. 
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The rhetoric at the national level in terms of what is important in terms of the network and telecommunications has obviously shifted. 
What is important is not what is in place in the minds of many people but what we use a telecommunications network for. I am always 
reminded when I think about this issue what Mark Twain said when telegraph service was established between Maine and San Francisco. 
He said, "Telegraph service is now established between Maine and San Francisco, but unfortunately, Maine has nothing to say to San 
Francisco." I think that as we think about technology we need to remember that what is really important is the application — what we 
put on it and what it is used for. 

By whatever measure you want to put forward of the service pro gram, the level of activity in the libraries has accelerated rapidly. Over 
the last three years we have seen a 35 percent increase system-wide in our circulation. Interlibrary loan and resource sharing now 
represents fully 10 percent of our circulation activity. Each year we touch about 60,000 faculty and students through the formal 
instructional work that we do in the library. There are probably 12 million users who physically enter our library facilities each year and 
now countless many others who enter the library electronically. In a typical week, there are 25,000 reference questions asked (and 
hopefully answered). The typical activity on IO has now reached in excess of 500,000 transactions a day. When I mention that to my 
colleagues around the country, they are sure that I have misquoted and that I surely mean per week or per semester. That is not the case. 
It is a very high volume environment. Whatever we put up, it gets used heavily and stretches our resources to the limit. 

Space planning is a very important issue for the libraries at IU. Over the last six years, we have seen extraordinary new and standing 
facilities. (I have give you a list of these.) This is a real evidence of the commitment this university has to the development and support 
of its libraries. We also need to be sure that this library space that we are creating is adaptable to the new electronic environment. We 
need to be sure that in some areas that we have the support we need for the storage and preservation of that collection. We talked last 
time about the difficult situation we have developing on the Bloomington campus, where many libraries are at or near capacity in terms 
of the growth of the collections. We know that we are going to continue to build collections. We need to have space to store them and 
preserve them, and we are working with the campus to put up a compact collection storage and preservation facility. 

As we look forward to 1995, there are several things that we are going to be focussed on. These include the physical management of 
collections and an improvement of library space. The high touch expectations that individuals have and that continues to bring people 
to the library for access and guidance to the information they need. We are going to have to re-engineer IO. It can no longer continue to 
survive on the mainframe platform. We've got to be creative. We’ve got to take some risks. We've got to provide some national 
leadership in terms of where we are going with basic library systems. More and more information is going to be provided electronically 
and more and more of the services that we provide to you as faculty or as students is going to be electronic based. That is inevitable, it 
is necessary, and it reflects the type of work that you are doing as scholars and students will be doing as they move on and leave IU. 
Therefore, information and network literacy have got to be an important part of our vision and mission for the libraries. We need to 
continue to touch students and faculty in instructional ways so that they have a level of confidence, and also so that they have connectivity 
to the library and see the library as a resource that they can turn to to get the support that they need. We need to complete the IO database. 
We will continue to add the catalogue collections to that file and will also point out to a variety of electronic resources that we have 
made available across the country and across the world. Staff development and training will be central and coordinated collection 
development will be critical. We need to be sure that we are maximizing the depth and breadth of our collections, not only at IU, but 
across academic research libraries. Certainly, in the CIC community, this will become front and center. The question was raised earlier 
about cost-benefit analysis. We've been involved throughout the IU libraries in the process of assessing our services and operations — 
of talking to users to make sure that what we put forward in fact supports the research and teaching mission of the university and making 
sure that what we provide is efficiently and effectively delivered. A storage facility would be an example. Resource sharing is an 
example. Access versus purchase. Coordinated collection development. These are all examples of our efforts to try to maximize our 
investment while maximizing what we can make available. You are going to be involved in developing new models of scholarly 
publishing. We need to understand not only how you use information, but how you produce information as a researcher and scholar. 
Fund raising, grants, public relations activities — the university provides solid support, but we also recognize that there is a gap that we 
need to fill and that excellence is going to be achieved by our ability to go out and interest individuals, foundations, and federal agencies 
in what we are trying to achieve as a library and as a university. I think, ultimately, our success will be measured by our ability to create 
creative partnerships, not only within the university, but outside with our school systems, our hospitals, our government agencies, and 
with the commercial sector. 

If our collections and services and staff as a system of IU libraries were ranked, we would be among the five top academic in North 
America. Increasingly, as we think of ourselves as a system of libraries and behave as a system of libraries, in 
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fact, the level and quality of services that we can provide to faculty and students will be expanded, will be enhanced, and will be better 
able, I think, to cope with this complex information environment. 

BRAND: That's very helpful. Comments? 

[Tape was changed; some words may have been lost.] 

SPECHLER: I'd like to talk about one priority that you have for 1995 which is the coordinated collection development. As you 
certainly know, and I hope most people here know, we've recently completed here on the IUPUI campus a brand new, state of the art 
university library. I hope people will have a chance to visit it — it is the pride and joy of this campus. Now, the natural reflex is to fill 
that with books as well as electronic equipment. Well, that's a very expensive process. Very expensive. I have been following that 
because this campus is not particularly wealthy. I found out by talking to people on the ground who are doing this, that in purchasing 
new volumes for the university library here in Indianapolis, very little if any attention is paid to which volumes are available elsewhere 
in the system — whether they are at Richmond, or South Bend, or (quite commonly) in Bloomington. Now I don't believe that IU can 
get by with just one copy of many books used widely, but there are quite a few books with which we can get by with one volume. So I 
asked the people involved, and I have been asking them, "Why is it that you don’t take account of the existence of these volumes 
elsewhere in the system?" And the answer is, "It takes too much time to get them." It takes too much time to get them. The Bloomington 
delivery service, which you, I must say, in response to faculty suggestions, have developed and developed well, is not available to 
faculty on other campuses. They have to wait days and days to get volumes from the main library in Bloomington and even more days 
to get them from other campuses. I'd like to suggest that this be a high priority, that a faculty member on the Indianapolis, the Gary 
campus, the Richmond campus, etc., should be able to get a volume from Bloomington or elsewhere in the system in about the same 
speed that a faculty member at the home institution be able to get them plus the actual delivery time by campus mail. Campus mail is 
not free, in the larger sense. But I dare say it would be more cost effective than to buy three, four, five, or six copies of a book which is 
used throughout the system only a few times during its lifetime. I believe that Barbara Fischler would join me in thinking that this 
system is not yet where it ought to be in a university increasingly devoted to research on all of its campuses. 

NEAL: There are many questions there, Professor Spechler, and I appreciate your comments about some of the improvements that we 
have made in the libraries. I believe that as we develop the collections across IU, there is a recognition that each of the campuses needs 
to develop a core collection of materials that support the primary activities that are taking place in instruction, in particular in basic 
research support at that campus. I think that as new publications come forward, there is an effort at the expense level, and certainly at 
the journal level, and increasingly when retrospective buying takes place, to understand what type of duplication and overlap exists 
among the collections at that university. Much of the discussion of coordinated collection development at this point has been focussed 
on taking responsibility for specific disciplines or subdisciplines and in doing so trying to reduce the overall level of duplication and 
not to achieve that necessarily at the title level. Increasingly, libraries are also focussed on using blanket order or approval plans as an 
efficient tool to make sure that the decreasing print runs of many of our monograph titles in particular in fact are available for acquisition. 
Very often, if you try to purchase an item a year after publication, it is not possible. But by using a blanket order or approval plan 
process, you are able to profile the areas in which you have primary collecting interest and to bring those new publications into your 
library. That does result in a level of duplication, but also makes sure that those important new monograph items are in your collection 
on your campus when they are needed. 

On the issue of the delivery service: You and I talked about this when I made the presentation last fall, and I indicated then that we had 
to make significant progress in turn around time for eight campus delivery. In fact, I think that has continued to improve. When I came 
to IU (and I look to Barbara Fischler for some acknowledgement), the typical pattern was for an interlibrary loan or intercampus loan 
request to take about two weeks to turn around. That is now reduced, I think, to about three or four days (on average). That, I think, is 
an enormous progress. We have also put in place the ability to deliver information within hours. We've done that through a variety of 
ways. If there is a particular special need that a faculty member or student has, we can deal with that in an exceptional way. We can use 
telefascimile and other means to get the books and journal articles into the hands of the student or faculty member very quickly. Clearly, 
not everything can be seen as a priority in that way. Our goal is to bring that number down even more. The Bloomington Delivery 
Service is a cost service. It is not provided free. Individuals pay for it. But it is still a subsidized service on the Bloomington campus. 
After you raised this issue last year, I raised it with the Council of Head Librarians, who are the directors of the libraries of the IU 
campus libraries. It was their recommendation that we continue to try and improve the turn around time for eight campus delivery 
activities, and in fact, I think we have. I think that more and more we are hoping to be able to provide electronic texts and by joint 
investment in that type of capability, it really obviates over time the type of problem that you've spoken to. 
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LEHNEN: There has been a freeze on this campus for the last ten years for new general subscriptions. When will that change. 

NEAL: I don't know if that's a fact. Barb Fischler is here, maybe she can help answer that question. Barbara? 

FISCHLER: Bob, that is not totally true. We had put a hold on the purchase of new subscriptions and standing upon cancellation of 
others because of the shape of the budget. We had reached a point where close to 90% of our budget was going into journals. We had 
not been able to purchase monographic ones. So I instituted a hold depending upon what was important to you that you wanted to keep 
and what could be canceled so we could open up for new ones. Now, we opened three years ago with the purchase of new journals, and 
with the budget that we received this year we are ordering a considerable number of new journals with discipline. You know we have 
liaisons to every school and in some cases to every department within schools that should be working with faculty. If you have not been 
in touch with your liaison, 
I would suggest that you do that immediately. 

NEAL: I have just looked at the figures as well. On the Indianapolis campus, last year there were 13,200 journal titles, this year there 
are 13,400. So there has been some modest growth over the last year. 

BRAND: Some of you may know that for the last 18-24 months the Association of American Universities, in cooperation with the 
American Research Library association (ARL), has been undertaking a project for a nationally distributed library. 
I chair that national group and have been working on that. They formed three Task Forces which were reported out recently. One is 
looking at geographic and regional areas of interest, particularly looking at shared collections in Japan and certain subject matter areas 
including Germany, Mexico, and Argentina. Another is looking at science and technology journals in particular, seeing to what extent 
those could be put up electronically and how university presses could play a role in that above and beyond their present roles. They also 
look at intellectual property rights. Much of that work has been supported by MEL Foundation. 

After a number of meetings throughout the country, two issues have emerged as the most challenging in terms of moving forward with 
shared collections electronically, not just within a single university but on a national basis. Neither have to do with technology, although 
all the technology issues have not been resolved for sure. The two issues are: (1) Intellectual property rights and legal issues. IU has a 
number of experts in this field, and I expect we will play a role in that. And, under Jim Neal's leadership, I expect our library will be 
involved in those issues. Also at issue is (2) faculty culture. To what extent will faculty accept the fact that access to information rather 
than its acquisition is the key to information development? The reason why geographic area specialties was chosen was because it was 
felt that in those particular areas of the humanities there would be most resistance to switching to a national collection as opposed to a 
locally held collection. After some discussion, it seems that it is beginning to move in that direction, but there is still considerable concern 
on the part of some people at giving up acquisition in favor of access. I think eventually we will see over the next twenty to forty years 
a move towards more electronic access, if we can resolve the intellectual property rights issue. I think for a long period of time we will 
have movement in both directions at once; we will not be giving up the books next week, but it will be sometime before we are able -- 
not just because of technology but because of these other reasons — to move towards a more nationally distributed library collection. 

Any other issues about the library? 

COFFIN: Just one question: Jim, what's your e-mail address, in case we want to drop you a note? 

NEAL: "jneal@indiana.edu" — this might reinforce what President Brand said. I think the schizophrenic environment in which libraries 
will continue to find themselves over the next couple of years creates some major resource challenges for us. We are making some hard 
decisions on achieving that balance between the continuing development of our traditional collections and the expansion of access that 
we have made between the library' and other information resources. It is not going to be an easy transition. I spoke to you last year about 
concepts of virtual library where we should be providing information, regardless of where it is and putting it in your hands when and 
where you need it. I say that that is not sufficient. Virtuoso libraries are going to be needed, like at IU, to make sure that that information 
is collected and archived and made available in effective ways. But also virtuous libraries, libraries that are willing to make [their 
resources] available. There are libraries in this country who acquire large repositories of important information and make it somewhat 
difficult for us to provide access to it to our faculty and students. Professor Spechler asked about interlibrary loan. You have to remember 
that (1) you have to know that we've got it, (2) you've got to let us know that you want it, and (3) we've got to get it to you. Each of those 
steps involves a certain amount of staff involvement, staff time, and a dependence on a partnership with another library or another 
source. And that, I think, [contributes to] our ability to create 
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this new information sharing environment. 

BRAND: Exciting things to come. Thank you, Jim. 
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AGENDA ITEM #8: REPORT FROM TRUSTEE P.A. MACK AND OTHERS ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON LEARNING REGARDING WORK IN PROGRESS 

BRAND: We need now to move on to the next exciting issue, and that is a report from Trustee Mack and others associated with the 
Joint Committee on Learning regarding work in progress. I am pleased that Trustee Mack is able to be with us today to discuss the Joint 
Committee on Learning. 

MACK: Mr. President and members of the UFC, I want to give a special thanks to Professor Eisenberg and Dr. Warfel for extending 
this invitation. I received it with tremendous surprise. As a preface, and on a personal note from the heart, when I am at university 
gatherings and meeting new people, sometimes in getting acquainted they ask, "Are you on the faculty?" Well, I only wish I could say 
yes because of the great esteem that I have for the IU faculty and the belief that you have one of the highest callings in life. There was 
an IU professor who made a great change in my life, and for that I am sitting here with you today. I would like as an introduction to 
share from a letter that I received from one of the members of the Joint Committee last week. And I quote: "It seems to me that the work 
of the Joint Committee has radiated across the university and has contributed to a fundamental change in the ethic of the university on 
the subject of teaching. The Joint Committee serves as a symbol of the university's continuing commitment to student learning." 

And so, on that note, it is a great pleasure for me to report to this body on the activities of the Joint Committee on Learning, The concept 
of the Joint Committee was approved by a unanimous vote by the Board of Trustees in June 1993, and its creation occurred on November 
5, 1993. At that time, the Trustees created the Joint Committee and instructed it 

to pursue objectives that encourage, promote, and reward excellence in teaching within the environment of a multi-
campus public research university. It will focus on internal and external policies and programs that further teaching 
excellence and effectiveness, particularly at the undergraduate level. 
Such policies and programs will include, but not be limited to, those that enhance and reward faculty development, 
examine the productive use of faculty time, improve student preparedness, advance the use of new teaching 
technologies, and ensure appropriate training and evaluation of faculty members, including part-time faculty and 
graduate student instructors. 

What is unusual about the Joint Committee is suggested by its name, which itself was suggested by your former cosecretary, Professor 
Dick Fredland. The Committee's membership includes faculty leaders, students, administrators, and Trustees. The current membership 
is listed for information and should be at your place. You will note the majority hold faculty appointments. In keeping with this charge, 
the Committee established seven working groups at its first meeting last December. Each of these had a convener. During the past year, 
the working groups, and I mean working groups, individually and as a part of the Joint Committee as a whole have focussed on faculty 
productivity, associate instructors and part-time faculty, faculty development, evaluation of faculty teaching, the use of technology, 
student preparedness, and communicating with the public and the faculty reward system. The Joint Committee has attracted national 
attention, both because of its work and the uniqueness of its membership. At its recent meeting in Indianapolis on November 11, the 
Joint Committee with some of the working groups having concluded their work, agreed to refer current documents of other working 
groups to appropriate strategic direction Task Forces, which, as you know from President Brand's speech to you in October, will be 
formed within the next month. Today, I would like to summarize the major work of each of the working groups and identify major 
actions that have been taken, as well as those that will be considered by one or more of the eight Task Forces. 

(1) The working group on Productivity, convened by Vice President and Chancellor Gerry Bepko, focussed initially on global 
measures of productivity that have been in place and used by IU. These global measures show that IU has enrolled more students; those 
students have made increasingly better progress toward their degrees by taking more credit hours; IU has graduated more students; IU 
has attracted more grant and contract funding; IU has enrolled and graduated more 
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minority students; and all of this has taken place during a time when the real support from the state was diminishing. 

The second project of the working group was to refine and recommend a system of data gathering that can most accurately show the 
classroom teaching activities of the faculty on all campuses. After some discussion, the working group recommended adoption of the 
University of Wisconsin model that includes five measurements of teaching effort: (a) average number of weekly contact hours per FTE 
faculty; (b) weighted student contact hours per FTE faculty; (c) average number of course credit per FTE faculty; (d) weighted student 
credit hours per FTE faculty; and (e) average number of course classes per FTE faculty. These five measurements are divided into two 
categories: group instruction and individual instruction. 

Third, the working group recognized that the best analysis of faculty effort is made at the point that is closest to the student learning 
process. Usually, this is at the school or department level. To this end, the working group selected deans to make presentations to the 
Joint Committee on models that reflect the best grass root analysis. Based on these presentations, the working group recommended that 
the general analysis made by the College of Arts and Sciences in Bloomington — sometimes referred to as the teaching capacity model 
(and I would say, the IU teaching capacity model) — be adopted by the Joint Committee and distributed as a good example to academic 
units across IU's eight campuses. 

(2)  The working group on AI's and Part-Time Faculty, convened by Trustee Ray Richardson, has recommended that each campus 
designate an office to be responsible for the oversight of both teaching groups. The oversight of AI's is for the purpose of assuring 
appropriate training, supervision, and evaluation. The oversight of part-time faculty is to oversee the process of appointment, evaluation, 
and professional development. This recommendation was adopted by the full Joint Committee and approved by the Board of Trustees. 
A second recommendation from the working group has been referred to this Council and is essentially in two parts. The first part contains 
a statement of principles regarding the appointment, evaluation, and professional development of part-time faculty. The working group 
and the Joint Committee also recommends to the UFC the use of the title "associate faculty" rather than "part-time faculty" as more 
representative of the spirit of collegiality that we believe exists on all campuses. My understanding from your co-secretaries is that these 
recommendations have been sent to the appropriate UFC committees. 

(3)  The working group on Faculty Development, chaired by Chancellor Emita Hill, has submitted its final report and is pleased 
to recommend that the faculty leadership in the university-wide FACET group assume responsibility, together with the academic vice 
chancellors, for initiating and coordinating faculty development efforts on all campuses. To support this effort, university funds will be 
required, and Professor Eileen Bender of South Bend has prepared a proposed budget, attached to the FACET proposal, requesting 
funds both for centralized and local initiatives. In my opinion, this is a major accomplishment of the Joint Committee and I hope we 
succeed with this structure. It is noteworthy that faculty on the eight campuses were galvanized by the request for information and the 
obvious interest of the Joint Committee in excellence in teaching and research into creating voluntary groups dedicated to this issue, 
groups typically composed of FACET members, winners of teaching awards, and junior faculty eager to improve their own teaching 
techniques and enhance student learning. This working group has also encouraged campuses and schools to explore flexible teaching 
assignments. 

(4)  The working group on Evaluation of Faculty, convened initially by Professor Don Gray and now by Vice Chancellor Debbie 
Freund, met several times to discuss whether student course evaluations ought to be mandated and if so, whether each of the IU campuses 
should be required to use the same forms. The group has come to the following conclusions, to be referred to appropriate task forces: 

1. It should be mandatory that each campus use student course evaluations. However, to preserve flexibility on each 
campus, student evaluations need not be the same on each of the campuses. 

2. Campuses should be allowed to determine whether the student course evaluations are identical across all units or 
whether each unit should develop its own. 

3. A mechanism should be developed to ensure sharing of forms and experiences across campuses. 
4. The group urges the use of a core set of 7 to 10 questions (the number is arbitrary) that measure overall student 

satisfaction. In addition, it strongly suggests lhat the instrument also include questions designed to measure faculty 
effort, student performance, and effectiveness of instruction. Finally, additional questions should be added to 
measure the overall impact of different kinds of courses, including: laboratory, seminar, clinical, studio, etc. The 
working group understands that student evaluations should be an integrated part of a larger effort to evaluate 
instruction that includes but is not limited to peer review, syllabus evaluation, and so on. 
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(5)  The working group on Instructional Technology (I'D. chaired first by Professor Dick Fredland and now by Lorilee Sadler, 
was originally asked three questions: 

1.  What is the state of IT on each of the campuses? 
2.  How many faculty use IT in their teaching and research? 
3.  How does faculty use of IT at IU compare with faculty use of IT at peer institutions? 

The working group distributed an IT survey to campuses computing center directors on all eight campuses and compiled the responses 
to form the answers to questions 1 and 2. Briefly, all campuses have at least minimal capacities to use IT in the classroom. Bloomington 
and IUPUI have a much larger store of more advanced IT than do the smaller campuses. Faculty use of IT ranges from about 3% at 
some of the smaller institutions, to approximately 10-12% at the Bloomington and IUPUI campuses. Based on the results of the IT 
survey, the working group recommends that several subsequent issue questions be addressed by appropriate Task Forces. First, these 
relating to the technology itself: 

1.  a funding model for repair and replacement of IT on a regular basis 
2.  a mechanism by which to inform faculty about IT in a way that is meaningful and concrete 
3.  the need to develop faculty support mechanisms for classroom-based instructional technology that meet the needs 
of faculty on all campuses 

Issues and questions relating to faculty development include: 
1.  incentives for the development and use of IT 
2.  appropriate personnel and equipment support 
3.  assessment strategies 
4.  guidelines for the use of both existing and future technologies 

(6)  The working group on Student Preparedness, led by Professor Paul Eisenberg with strong assistance from Trustee J.T. Forbes, 
identified a series of questions that the Joint Committee recommends be referred to the Task Force on retention. These questions relate 
to areas such as opportunities for academic leadership, expectations of academic advisors, student expectations, resources for 
underprepared students, opportunities for faculty leadership to enhance students' commitment to lifelong learning, and means by which 
campuses can engage students by in learning by helping them connect their studies with their other concerns and activities. 

(7)  The working group on Communications and Rewards, chaired by Dean Barbara Cambridge, has focussed on the faculty role 
of teaching and ways teaching is rewarded. The first concrete accomplishment of the Joint Committee and a high priority for me was 
the group's proposal and each campus approving the addition of base pay of university-wide distinguished teaching award winners. The 
group collected information from all campuses regarding annual review forms, evaluation of teaching of potential faculty members, 
and procedures for determining salary increments. 

On October 14,1994, the working group organized a university-wide conference on Perspectives on Faculty Goals and Rewards. The 
invited participants heard talks by Russell Edgerton and Pat Hutchings from the American Association for Higher Education on national 
perspectives, especially regarding peer review of teaching; President Brand on possible directions in documenting and rewarding 
teaching at IU; and Vice President and Chancellor Gros Louis on current data and current and future practices which emphasize 
teaching. Four workshops led by IU faculty and administrators focussed on reporting teaching (annual review forms), peer review of 
teaching, developing teaching (faculty development, FACET), and documentation of teaching. Conferees unanimously affirmed the 
importance of both the conference and the topics of the conference and suggested future actions. The conference was reported 
extensively in the IU Newspaper to inform all faculty and administrators about the topics and events of the day. 

In addition to the recommendations concerning associate faculty, the UFC, through its Educational Policies Committee, has also been 
considering a statement that describes the faculty teaching mission at IU. I am told by Paul and Kathy that this will come to the full 
council early next semester. 

A remarkable amount has been done in less than a year. Ken Gros Louis, Vice Chairman of the Joint Committee on Learning, Teaching, 
and Scholarship, and a person without whom we could not have accomplished as much, and I agreed to take this opportunity to thank 
the members of the Committee for the time and creative energy they have devoted to the seven working groups as well as their 
commitment through the strategic direction Task Forces to ensure that the work in progress of the Joint Committee, as well as those 
activities that we believe are now included, receive a full hearing by the university community and, hopefully, your endorsement. 

And now I conclude with the same introduction by quoting from the letter of a Joint Committee member: "It seems to me that the work 
of the Joint Committee has radiated across the university and has contributed to a fundamental change in the ethic of the university on 
the subject of teaching. The Joint Committee serves as a symbol of the university's 
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continuing commitment to student learning." I appreciate very much the opportunity to make this presentation, and I and other members 
of the Joint Committee present would be pleased to respond to your questions. Mr. President? 

BRAND: That's quite an agenda that the Committee undertook in a short time, as you have pointed out. Any discussion or questions? 
Paul? 

EISENBERG: Yes, a footnote, I suppose. I wanted to say that the recommendation from the working group chaired by Trustee Ray 
Richardson, the working group on AI's and Part-Time Faculty (recommended hereafter to be referred to as associate faculty), completed 
its work quite some time ago, and accordingly its motions were already passed some time ago to the appropriate standing committees 
of this Council for their reflection and eventually reported back to us. The document from FACET concerning activities possible for 
and desirable for faculty members' teaching was something drafted in the course of last year and seen last year by this Council's 
Educational Policies Committee, and in the late spring and early summer was revised by FACET and revised with comments coming 
from Bob Amove, who had been acting on behalf of the Educational Policies Committee of the UFC. As recently as a couple of weeks 
ago, a new draft of that document was developed and it was indeed only at the Agenda Committee meeting preceding this general 
meeting of the UFC that the Agenda Committee had a chance to refer to that document and decide it should be submitted forthwith to 
the Educational Policies Committee as that committee is constituted this year, and to the Faculty Affairs Committee, which will be done 
within a matter of a very few hours. Similarly, the Joint Committee received at its last meeting (as Trustee Mack indicated during the 
course of his report) a lengthy final report prepared by Gerry Bepko on behalf of the working group on Faculty Productivity, and that 
report is going to be referred to the Faculty Affairs Committee of this council for its consideration and eventually reported back to us as 
a whole. 

WIGGINS: Trustee Mack, I'd like if you could perhaps expand a bit on your comments. If I heard you correctly, you said that despite 
a decrease in state funding that there has been sort of a holding of the line at least of the retention of minority professors teaching. In 
your comments earlier, and its something that we've been hearing a lot here, but there w a s . . .  

BRAND: In the last two years, it is my information that minority faculty, particularly African Americans, have increased 33% percent 
at the IUPUI campus and the Bloomington campus, despite (as you well know) decreases in funding. The record at the other campuses 
is unknown to me, but the record on the two core campuses is very positive. 

SPECHLER: The recommendations by the working group headed by Trustee Richardson has been reported to the Faculty Affairs 
Committee and we've had a chance to discuss that in a preliminary way and also at the IUPUI Faculty Council. If you'll permit me, I 
had two questions about that proposal, which was one of the first that was put on the table for us. The first proposal, which has been 
approved by the Trustees, I gather, is to assign to central campus offices the task of supervising AI's on these campuses. Now I realize 
that the reason for this is the very uneven picture across the various campuses at IU. Barbara Cambridge has instructed me on that. But 
several of us on the IUPUI Faculty Council question whether the Trustees and the Joint Committee understood and agreed with us that 
the proper supervision for AI's is at the department level, indeed even at the course level, where the subject matter and constraints of 
hiring are best understood. We understood, and I believe Barbara agrees with this (we had a conversation about it), that the requirement 
from the Trustees is one of reporting only — that you would agree with us that chairs and course-heads are the proper people to be 
supervising the AI's in their day-to-day instructional activities. Can you answer on that? 

BRAND: May I? 

MACK: Yes. 

BRAND: I think you've got it exactly right, that at the campus level would be monitoring and reporting as it were, but that supervision 
needs to be as close to the local faculty members as possible. 

MACK: At the department or the school, didn't we say? 

BRAND: The department, school, or in some cases, individuals, depending upon . . . 

SPECHLER: Well, I know at IUPUI the big departments that higher many part-time or associate faculty are very active in this respect. 
Indeed, it is one of the major tasks that department chairs take upon themselves when appointed to supervise part-time instructors. I am 
speaking now of departments of English, Mathematics, Psychology, and not the rest of it. The second question of P.A. is this: You 
recommend us that we adopt the title of "associate faculty" in place of the 
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title of "part-time faculty." I am sure you realize that "part-time faculty" is an informal term. It is not a form of abuse [laughter], it is an 
informal term. Several colleagues have asked me whether you are wed to this term or what would be wrong with the notion of "adjunct 
faculty." I take it that the idea is to enhance the prestige and responsibility of these very valuable members of our community. 

MACK: I think you're right. This is up to you to discuss and determine. You asked if I am wedded to it. I am a part of them. I feel a 
lot more strongly about some of these other recommendations, I’ll tell you that [laughter]. But when it comes to titles, you figure that 
out. But when it means pay and the base salary and funding and the structure of faculty development, I have a lot more passion for that 
than for titles. So it's up to this group what you do. 

SPECHLER: So you wouldn't be opposed to the idea of "adjunct," a term that is commonly understood throughout the academic world? 

MACK: That is a title I am accustomed to, but, you know, the ball is in your court. 

BRAND: I think the only question is that we be clear about what each title means and [to be aware] that different universities mean 
them in different ways. At some universities, "adjunct" is a non-paying position; at other universities it is just what you're suggesting. 
So I think that as long as you get the definitions right, everyone understands it. 

WARFEL: That point you raise has been mentioned in other arenas and we did promise to have this particular document on our UFC 
Agenda at the next meeting and I think that we can expand on this sort of discussion about what the faculty would choose as the title 
the next time. 

MACK: I'll tell you, Ray Richardson is strong on that, though. 

BRAND: On the "associate" rather than "adjunct"? 

MACK: Yes. He likes that part. It's up to you. 

[Tape changed; some words may have been lost.] 
EISENBERG: [Regarding] the first of the resolutions accepted by the Joint Committee and presented to that Committee by the working 
group headed by Ray Richardson: The intent of that resolution was not to take supervising out of the hands of individual units and make 
it campus wide; I think, in fact, what was meant was a supervising of the supervising of AI's. It seemed to us (and it still seems to me) 
important that there be some officer of the campus charged with the responsibility to make sure that the units do, in fact, engage in 
supervising, etc. Another point that I do want to underscore is that the terminological point to which you refer comes to you in the form 
of a recommendation only. It is a recommendation that has certain difficulties because, for example, there are already associate 
instructors and associate professors, and so that may not be a particularly good piece of terminology and neither, in other respects, would 
the recommendation to use the term "adjunct" which presents similar problems. In any case, it is for us as a group eventually to try to 
figure out what covering terminology we would like to employ. 

LION: I found the scope and depth of your report fascinating, comprehensive, and cohesive. As a matter of fact, is there a way for me 
and other members of this council to get a copy of the report before it appears in our minutes. It set many things going in my head about 
what is happening in the School of Nursing, and I think we would benefit from a little lead time. Thank you for the effort it represents 
and for the challenges you have given us and for the parts of the report for which you have passion. 

MACK: Thank you Professor Lion. I serve as only a spokesman for this twenty member Joint Committee and it was through their 
efforts that accomplished this much in the past year and it was also with their help that we put this report together. This is not original, 
I was only the spokesman for the group. Thank you very much and I will relay that to them and we will make the entire text available 
to you, if that's okay. Kathy and Paul? 

EISENBERG: Indeed it is and would be desirable. 

BRAND: Do you think that it might make sense to expand on that suggestion to find a way to put it in the IU Newspaper? What do 
you think? Would that make sense? 
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LION: Yes. It's more than worthy of such consideration. 

BRAND: Well, why don't we do that, and that may be the quickest way to get in your hands. 

LION: Thank you. I won't let that edition go by me. 

BRAND: Anyone else? 
JACKSON: Well, I'm speaking as a member of one of the academic departments at Bloomington, and it's my general impression that 
the work of the [Joint] Committee has not yet translated into any effect on the average faculty member's life as yet. 

MACK: On the average staff member's life? 

JACKSON: On the life of the average teaching faculty member. 

MACK: It hasn’t? 

JACKSON: That is my impression. That is to say ... 

MACK: Of any, you say? Any? 

JACKSON: Very many? 

MACK: No. Did you say that as far as you are concerned it hasn't touched any academic person in Bloomington? JACKSON: I 

don't think that the work of the Joint Committee has translated into effecting in general.. . 

MACK: Oh. 

JACKSON: ... the teaching faculty of the university as yet. 

MACK: Okay. 
JACKSON: You've got recommendations to do things. You have changes in reporting. You have changes in the base salary for those 
faculty members who have won teaching awards. 

MACK: Right. 

JACKSON: But in terms of the conditions of work of the average teaching faculty member, I don't think a great deal has happened as 
yet. I'd be happy to be corrected about that. But I . . .  

EISENBERG: That is just as well considering that the substantive recommendations require consideration and individual approval by 
us here in the UFC. 

SCOTT: Here, here. 

EISENBERG: What you're saying is just as it should be, in a certain sense. 

JACKSON: I just wanted to append a footnote to this notion that the work of this Committee has "galvanized" the university. I don't 
have any sense that there is anything going on. 

EISENBERG: Some are galvanized, and some are merely rusted. [Laughter] 

SPECHLER: I share Elizabeth's enthusiasm for the objectives of your Committee, but I also share the fears of my friend Elton Jackson 
that this may fall short of expectations about its effect on day-to-day life teaching at our university. I'd like to suggest that those 
recommendations be forwarded to the Task Forces that President Brand will be appointing in the next few days and weeks and that they 
consider it as one of the starting points for their activities. You will recall, no doubt, 
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that one of the Task Forces is on research and teaching. That would be a very appropriate address for this. 

MACK: Right. 

SPECHLER: Not only that, this worthwhile effort shares, I'm afraid, the fate of many other recommendations that have been made 
over the last five or ten years for improving teaching at IU. I recall the recommendations made by my friend Bob Amove of the 
Educational Policy Committee. He and I often disagree, but many of those proposals were worth thinking about, and I'm afraid that 
they have fallen off the edge of the earth. I fear that your recommendations will do likewise unless we build it into ongoing 
considerations and to the agenda for action. 

MACK: Well I don't fear that at all, and I’ll tell you why. We have recommended that these working group members be placed on the 
strategic Task Forces. I even tried to dissolve this Joint Committee two weeks ago, but the membership would not allow it. I am 
convinced that with six members from this Joint Committee that are serving on the Steering Committee, they will not let this die. The 
second reason why I am also convinced is that with the leadership that we have with our new President committed to this, we are going 
to see some results. That is why I don't share that fear. I am enthusiastic. I am excited about this. I think that we made great progress in 
one year. I don't know what you expect in one year. 

EISENBERG: At any rate, I might add that incorporated among the very many points that Trustee Mack made in the course of his 
report was mention of the fact that the Joint Committee at its last meeting upon receiving the latest reports from the various working 
groups also considered which among the various Task Forces to be created should be recipients of those reports. So we are fully 
expecting that not that our action should reach a dead end but that it will feed into the actions then taken by those various Task Forces. 

BRAND: And some actions are already under consideration. 

LION: I can assure Professor Spechler that in the School of Nursing at the IUPUI and Bloomington campuses, the work productivity 
document varied from galvanization to terrorization. [Laughter] But no member of the School of Nursing on those two campuses have 
not been directly impacted upon by that document. The involvement is intense and continues at a high level. There is some peace and 
there is some reconciliation and some acceptance as well. But I can assure you that there isn't a member of the School of Nursing who 
doesn't have an intimate acquaintance, and I can hardly wait to tell them about the document that you have proposed. It has already 
been inspected by us. But we are involved, and it has been disruptive and conducive to rethinking and restabilization. 

BRAND: You know, change is very interesting in an organization or a university institution like this. We would be upset if there really 
were revolutionary change because we would be afraid that we would throw out some of the good with the bad. So we would resist that 
kind of radical, cliffhanging revolutionary change. But what I think you heard today was a report of evolutionary change — of ongoing 
change. Some processes were not originated with this Joint Committee but were inherited; others they brought to the floor that were 
not there before. Some will now come to fruition; others will go to other additional committees or Task Forces to study and bring 
forward. I think evolutionary change of a constant nature will be our future. It would also, I think, be important sometimes to think 
back, especially for those who have been at this institution for a long time (20-30 years) that it really isn't the institution that it was 20-
30 years ago, and that change has taken place and continues to take place. What we need to be very clear about is what is the process 
of change we use so that we consider the best opportunities we have to move forward in those directions. So, I for one would like to 
concur with Professor Lion and a number of others that this Joint Committee has done a very strong positive job and have moved us to 
the next step, which is what it was intended to do. 

NUNEZ: President Brand, I wanted to let you know that this has stimulated some energies on campus. We've started a Committee on 
Teaching Excellence at IUK. The faculty were working all summer. It cost me some lunches, that's about all, to keep this activity in 
motion. But results from those kinds of things include the development of the Teaching Center for Teaching Excellence on IUK's 
campus. We've also had some developmental activities for faculty. We had a speaker in the other day, an outstanding teacher from 
another university7 who shared with us his passion for teaching and gave us some ideas of how we could improve teaching as well as 
help evaluate teaching on our campus. So the Joint Committee's effort has stimulated some energy on the IUK campus. 

BRAND: Good. One or two more comments? 

TOWELL: I'd just like to second Elizabeth's notion as well, because I myself have been involved in teaching a course 
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this very semester that I would not be involved with, I don't expect, were it not for the recommendations of the Joint Committee. And I 
know of other faculty as well in the College of Arts of Sciences who have done the same. 

BRAND: Good. We need to go into executive session. Thank you very much, Professor Mack. 

AGENDA ITEM #9: EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR HONORARY DEGREES TO BE AWARDED 

Adjournment: 4:30 p.m. 

Kathleen Warfel Co-Secretary 
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