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To:  University Faculty Council                   
From:  Student Affairs Committee 

Ellen Brantlinger, chair 
Date: April 5, 1996 
Subject: BFC vote on the FAC's and Dispute Resolution Group's Motions 
 
 
The Student Affairs Committee and members of the Dean of Students Office are grateful to the groups and individuals 
who have communicated their concerns about various drafts of the Student Code during the revision process. We 
believe that we have responded constructively to suggestions and that revisions made in response to feedback have 
significantly improved the Code. I do think, however, that two of the motions supported by BFC are not reasonable 
and I urge you to vote "no" to them. 
 
The Student Affairs Committee has not met since the April 2 BFC meeting, so I speak for myself, not the committee.  
 
Motion C: Shirley Boardman, Affirmative Action Officer for IU, will address the problems with this motion. 
 
 
 
Motion B: NO HEARING MAY BE HELD UNLESS ALL MEMBERS OF THE GRIEVANCE 

COMMISSION ARE PRESENT.  
 
Although I agree in principle with this motion, it prescribes a practice that is inflexible. For example, as a member of 
the Faculty Hearing Commission, I recently attended a case in which 9 individuals were to attend. After comparing 
busy schedules, a three-hour block of time to meet was eventually found. Just prior to the hearing, one Hearing 
Commission member had a family emergency and could not be present. All parties (complainant, defendant, and 
hearing commissioners) decided to proceed with the evidence, tape the hearing, and have the commission meet in 
judgment after the fifth commissioner could review the tape and other documents. This discretionary alternative 
expedited the process.  
 
We did not vote on Motion B, because SAC drafters and the Dean of Students and his staff, with my same reservations, 
decided not to contest the motion. I believe a better statement would be:  

NO HEARING MAY BE HELD UNLESS ALL MEMBERS OF THE GRIEVANCE COMMISSION ARE 
PRESENT (OR UNLESS THE COMPLAINANT, DEFENDANT, AND PRESENT GRIEVANCE 
COMMISSION MEMBERS AGREE TO PROCEED). 

 
In terms of convenience and expediency, such an addendum seems in the best interest of the complainant and 
defendant as well as the Grievance Committee members. 
 
 
 
Motion A: THE CAMPUS GRIEVANCE COMMISSION MUST CONSIST OF FIVE MEMBERS, 

INCLUDING FOUR TENURED MEMBERS OF THE FACULTY OF THE CAMPUS 
INVOLVED AND ONE STUDENT FROM THE CAMPUS.  

 
I first must remind the UFC that BFC voted on the motions as recommendations of their position to UFC members. 
(BFC does not have responsibility for passing the code, UFC does.) The vote was 25 in favor and 19 against. 
There are actually two revisions of the Code in this motion. The first is to add "tenured" to "faculty." Requiring that 
faculty be "tenured" is a good idea--not because tenured faculty will necessarily make better decisions, but because, 
sadly, non-tenured members are vulnerable and might be subject to retribution by involved faculty. 
 
The second proposed revision is the most serious. The present code specifies two students, so the motion increases 
faculty representation from two to four, while decreasing student representation from two to one. 
I recommend opposing the motion on the grounds: 
 
1.  Both graduate and undergraduate students feel very strongly that their current level of representation should 

be continued. They see the BFC vote (and discussion) as a put-down of students. The discussion included 
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comments that students were "not mature enough," "not reliable enough," or "might be partial to" the student 
complainant, that is, students were "not fair enough," nor could they "be objective." I think these negative 
representations of students are only true of some students and that the comments also are equally true of some 
faculty. After serving on about a dozen Student Hearing Commission hearings over the past two years--
hearings which include one student and two faculty members--I have been extremely impressed with the 
wisdom, discretion, and fairness of undergraduate student representatives. My experience leads me to 
conclude that students are good members of hearing commissions. I also believe that no group should be 
categorically denigrated unless we have actual empirical evidence for doing so.  

 
2.  Faculty governance is embedded in University community life which consists of a number of constituencies. 

All constituencies (students, staff, faculty, administrators, public) deserve respect and representation. 
 
3.  It seems that the BFC vote was influenced by AAUP guidelines that "a faculty hearing committee consisting 

wholly of faculty members selected by faculty" [a partial, out of context quotation] that was circulated to the 
BFC members. Firstly, this is a "guideline" not a "mandate." Secondly, the hearing commission in this case 
concerns the careers of students as well as faculty. Thirdly, little rationale except the negative comments 
about students was offered for reducing student representation to one person. Guidelines become dogma 
when they are blindly adhered to without credible local rationale for following them. I hope that participants 
in faculty governance can think more critically about issues that concern the whole university community in 
making these important decisions. 

  


