
07.31A 
AGENDA 

POLICY COUNCIL 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 

April 25, 2007 
1:00 – 3:00 p.m. 

School of Education  
IUB - Room 2140  

IUPUI - Room 3138E 
 

I. Approval of the Minutes from March 21, 2007 Meeting (07.30M) 
 
II. Announcements and Discussions 

Dean’s Report 
 

Agenda Committee 
 

III. New Business 
Standing Committee annual reports 
 

IV       Old Business 
Core Campus Report (07.32) 
 

V. New Course Requests 
 M200 Artifacts, Museums and Everyday Life 3 credits BL/IUPUI 

In a combination of museum visits and classroom exercises, develop museum-going 
skills by exploring a range of artifacts reflecting varied media, world cultures, and 
inquiry disciplines.  Discussion, guided conversational techniques, readings and 
analytical writing assignments draw on “learning from objects” literature, art history, 
criticism, and museum education materials. 

 
 

http://profile.educ.indiana.edu/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=oV0rebscRR0%3d&tabid=3740&mid=5155
http://profile.educ.indiana.edu/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=lND6f1B9%2fag%3d&tabid=3898&mid=5355
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Core Campus and System School Operations 
  

March 2007 
 
 The current structure of schools and programs within Indiana University grew out 
of the restructuring of the university in the middle 1970s.  The structure created at that 
time included campus-based programs in the arts and sciences accompanied by 
professional programs, many of which were linked across two or more campuses.  Those 
linkages facilitated the growth of professional programs more quickly and with more 
explicit attention to quality than would likely have been the case had each been created as 
a stand alone program.  
 
 In the intervening years many of these programs matured, as have the smaller 
campuses in general, to the point that the utility of earlier organizational structures were 
called into question.  The concept of a core campus school – a single academic entity 
which is geographically dispersed on both the Bloomington and Indianapolis campuses – 
appears to remain valid, at least on  the basis of information gathered in the review.  

 
The Regional Campuses and the System Schools 

 
The IU system schools—aside from the School of Medicine, which was excluded 

from the review, and the School of Social Work, which is discussed below—that operate 
on the regional campuses appear to be headed toward more of a federation structure than 
a system.  Reorganizations are being considered on some of the campuses that could 
result in the withdrawal of a system school from that regional campus.   If such 
reorganizations should occur, school federation councils are a possible alternative to 
preserve desirable levels of program coordination. 
 

The School of Social Work, a system school which has broad support in all 
quarters, is an exception.  The importance of a university-wide school to the accreditation 
of each campus program plays a significant role in garnering this support. Consequently, 
no structural changes are recommended for the School of Social Work.   

 
 

Schools of Public and Environmental Affairs, Nursing and Informatics 
 
Proposed Action 

 
For SPEA, Nursing, and Informatics, the present system school structure will be 
replaced by a set of agreements between each campus and each school.  The 
agreements will be developed by the campus chancellors and the school deans, 
working with the school faculty on that campus.   These agreements should then 
be codified in memoranda of understanding that include transition steps, if 
needed.  In particular, the memoranda should address changes, if any, proposed in 
the manner in which degrees are awarded, and the specifics of financial issues.  
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There is no particular template for these agreements, and, in each case, the 
proposed relationship should allow the program to develop –or remain 
unchanged—based on its nature and history, as well as the needs of the campus, 
School and local constituencies.  Written agreements should be in place by June 
2008. 
 
The designation “system school” will end June 30, 2008.  Programs that are now 
part of system schools and who choose to terminate that relationship will be 
named in ways that make clear the independent status of the campus program.   
   

 
The Core Campus Schools 

 
On balance, evidence suggests that the IUB / IUPUI relationship, while not 

without costs, yields significant benefits to both campuses, to the university and to our 
constituents.   The goal is for each professional program on each campus to achieve the 
best it possibly can, and integration enhances the opportunities for each..  It is particularly 
the case that the strengths of the programs in one school have the propensity to increase 
the national ranking of programs on the sister campus  

 
 

Leadership of the Core Campus Schools  
 

Proposed Action 
 
The concept of a “Core Campus School” is reaffirmed as an academic unit that 
carries out its basic mission at both IUB and IUPUI under the broad academic 
leadership of a single dean. Each dean will work with the respective campus 
administrations and is subject to the same campus policies and procedures as any 
single-campus-based dean.   
 
The dean of a Core Campus School is the academic leader of the school and has 
responsibility for such matters as: 
 

• Curriculum changes and new degree programs; 
• Faculty affairs, including recruiting, appointments, evaluation, promotion  

and tenure, and professional development; 
• Accreditation and program evaluation; 
• Alumni affairs and development activities; 
• Budget development, faculty salaries, and cross-campus financial issues; 
• Teaching policies; and 
• Opportunities and incentives for intercampus research collaboration. 
 

The Deans of the Core Campus Schools and their faculties should explore, with 
the leadership of the two campuses, where impediments to collaborations exist 
and how further program integration can be facilitated. 
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 The title of University Dean will cease to be used on July 1, 2007.  As 
described above, those who currently hold the title, University Dean, and head a 
Core-Campus School will have the same roles and responsibilities as a single-
campus-based dean, and will have the title, Dean. 
 
 
 
 
School-specific Strategies for the Core Campus Schools  
 
 

The Schools of Business, Informatics, Library and Information Science, Nursing and 
Public and Environmental Affairs: 
 
Proposed Action 
 

The IUB/IUPUI operations of the schools of Business, Informatics, Library and 
Information Science, Nursing and Public and Environmental Affairs have proven 
to be very successful and have demonstrated the benefits of the Core Campus 
concept.  The current structure should be continued and strengthened wherever 
possible.  
 

The School of Education: 
 
 With regard to the School of Education, the advantages of the Core Campus 
structure have been noted, in general terms.  Specific examples have been provided by 
faculty and administrators.  However, as described in the 2004 report of the Long-Range 
Planning Committee, there continue to be unresolved differences between IUB and 
IUPUI on the integration, coordination, and direction of the School.  Accordingly, 
 
 
Proposed Action 
 

The Dean of the School of Education should work with the leadership of the two 
campuses to reinvigorate the core campus status of the school, to remove 
ambiguities where possible and to clarify expectations, authority, and 
responsibilities.  These discussions should result in a written agreement by June 
30, 2008. 
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The Jacobs School of Music and the IUPUI School of Music:  
 
 The IUPUI School of Music and the Jacobs School of Music in Bloomington have 
not had a formal core campus relationship; however, the Jacobs School has reviewed 
proposals related to the faculty and curriculum at IUPUI on a regular basis.  Recent 
events have indicated that it is now appropriate for the IUPUI program to operate 
independently.  Accordingly,   
 
Proposed Action 
 
 The Indiana University Jacobs School of Music and the IUPUI School of Music 
 programs shall operate as independent programs. The music program at IUPUI 
 will retain the current masters degrees in Music Technology and Music Therapy.  
 Future masters programs will have similar technical or health-related emphases.  
 The current minor in music for undergraduates and courses in music appreciation 
 at IUPUI are appropriate; however the undergraduate options will not be 
 expanded to include conservatory programs similar to those offered by the 
 Jacobs School of Music. 
 
 
 
The School of Journalism: 
 
 The Indianapolis community offers significant opportunities for students and 
faculty in journalism and public relations to interact with large business, government and 
sports organizations.  These opportunities are at present underutilized.  To facilitate the 
development of high-quality programs in journalism, which take advantage of the 
Indianapolis environment, the following structure is proposed: 
 
 
Proposed Action 

 
There is evidence that, with new leadership in the IUB School of Journalism, 
there are significant potential benefits resulting from a core campus structure. For 
this reason, there should be an effort by the School of Journalism and the IUPUI / 
Bloomington Administrations and the respective faculties to develop a 
reinvigorated and strengthened cooperative core campus program.  For example, 
it is natural for an IUPUI-based professional masters program to have an 
emphasis in political or sports journalism and/or public relations.  .  These 
discussions should result in a written agreement by June 30, 2008. 
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Operational Matters 

 
In addition to the very substantive areas identified above (such as curriculum, promotion 
and tenure, etc.), there are operational matters which affect individual students, or groups 
of students, faculty and staff whose activities involve multiple campuses.  It is common 
for these matters to be resolved in individual cases, although sometimes with 
considerable effort, but collectively they pose a barrier to achieving the full benefits of 
multi-campus linkages.  Accordingly, 
 

 
Proposed Action 
   

The core campus schools operating in both Bloomington and at IUPUI should 
work with the administrations (campus based and central) to identify and 
eliminate the practical, everyday barriers (many identified in the report) that stand 
in the way of cooperation and integration.  This will require the deans and their 
faculties, the campus financial offices, the academic leadership of the campuses, 
and the President to work together toward these ends: 
 

• to specify the requirements for a successful relationship and    
• to help provide the tools needed.       

  
Major operational issues should be identified and remediation plans developed by 
June 30, 2008. 

 
Examples of concerns that should be addressed include: 
 

• Structural barriers for core campus faculty and students arising in meeting 
scheduling, course scheduling and master calendar scheduling can be 
improved to provide better options for the students.  Each dean must establish 
a mechanism for fostering and implementing core school integration and 
harmonization.  

 
• The deans, chancellor/provost and university budget office must develop 

consistent budgetary policies and procedures that encourage budget 
administration that facilitates adequate flexibility so that budgets do not 
inhibit innovation and program creativity within a core campus school.  This 
should include developing mechanisms for funding cross-campus activities. 

 
• Additional and more integrated use of seamless, jointly-delivered programs, 

such as distance learning and “blended” academic programs. 
   

• Consider the detailed recommendations listed in the Report of the Long-
Range Planning Committee of the School of Education. 
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From: Gonzalez, Gerardo M.  
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 6:08 PM 
To: UFCOFF 
Subject: UFCOFF Request for Input on Education Core Campus Recommendations 
  
Dear Ted and Bart: 
  
I am writing in response to your request for input on the recommendations President Herbert 
made to the Board of Trustees regarding the School of Education Core Campus operations.  
Working in a Core Campus environment sometimes can be so frustrating that I must admit I’m 
guilty of at times wondering if we might not all be better off without a Core Campus arrangement.  
In each case when I felt that way, however, once I step away from the immediate source of 
frustration and am able to reflect more objectively on the relative advantages and disadvantages 
of the Core Campus, I’ve always come to the same conclusion:  The Core Campus is good for 
the School of Education and good for Indiana University. 
  
Every study ever done on the Core Campus arrangement, including the recent Bonser Report 
and an internal 2004 report of the School of Education Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC), 
has concluded that the benefits of having Core Campus schools outweigh the drawbacks.  
Indeed, I can point to a myriad of specific instances where being a Core Campus School has 
made it possible for the School of Education on both the Bloomington and IUPUI campuses to 
achieve goals and perform at a level that would not be possible without a Core Campus 
arrangement.  For instance, a multi-million dollar grant we recently received through the Reading 
First federal initiative to improve reading instruction in high-need schools made it possible to 
generate sufficient professional development graduate tuition to help the School of Education on 
both campuses offset the budget cuts of the last two years.  Without these funds, we would have 
experienced a budget deficit on both campuses.  Not only were we able to serve high-need 
schools in Indianapolis and rural areas, but both campuses benefited in the process.   
  
When I interview candidates for faculty positions on either campus, I consistently hear that one of 
the attractions for them to come to IU is having access to a vibrant urban environment as well as 
a traditional, residential research campus.  There have even been instances where faculty 
members being recruited by other institutions have been able to transfer their tenure from one 
campus to the other within the School of Education in order to more closely align their primary 
research interests with what the campus has to offer.  As such, we’ve been able to retain some 
outstanding faculty who otherwise may have left IU.  These campus transfers have occurred both 
from IUB to IUPUI and from IUPUI to IUB. 
  
In addition, several of our academic programs, including our educational leadership program 
which is ranked among the very best in the country, are truly Core Campus programs.  That is, 
they have a fully integrated faculty who teach on both campuses, vote on tenure and promotion 
jointly, work on committees with graduate students, and otherwise function as a single faculty. 
These programs would be significantly weakened if they were broken apart and the faculty was 
separated.  Moreover, if these programs were broken apart there’s a real potential for internal 
competition and duplication of effort that would lead to a rapid erosion of program quality and 
reputation. 
  
The examples above are just a few of the reasons why I feel that the Core Campus arrangement 
is good for the School of Education and good for IU.  However, there are significant and growing 
problems that must be addressed if the Core Campus is to remain a viable concept and realize its 
full potential.  First among these is the need to clarify the role and responsibilities of the Core 
Campus School Dean.  Without question, ambiguity has been growing and sometimes deliberate 
action has been taken recently to undermine the role of Core Campus Dean.  A Core Campus 
school cannot function effectively unless there are clear lines of authority and responsibility 
vested in the Dean to recommend new degrees, appoint associate deans and other school 
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personnel, make budgetary decisions, and otherwise act as the chief academic officer of the 
school.  It must be made very clear that regardless of campus location the Dean is the person 
ultimately responsible and accountable for all operations of a Core Campus school and should be 
consulted as well as involved in all major decisions impacting the school.  Of course, a Dean can 
and should delegate some of the responsibilities of his or her office to appropriate personnel 
within the unit.  But there should be no misunderstanding or miscommunication from central 
campus administration regarding who is ultimately responsible for the overall operations and 
performance of the unit. President Herbert has recommended specific steps to reaffirm that the 
Dean of a Core Campus School is the academic leader of the school and I support these actions. 
  
Beyond the fundamental principle of clear lines of authority and responsibility for the Dean, there 
are numerous structural factors that must be addressed in order to reduce the existent barriers to 
a fully functioning Core Campus school.  Many of these barriers are identified in the School of 
Education LRPC study document 
http://profile.educ.indiana.edu/Portals/28/Policy%20Council/Committees/LRP%20Report%20200
4.pdf referenced above.  I will not attempt to repeat all the LRPC recommendations here but 
some of the more salient concerns are worth mentioning: 
  

• Course load expectations set by central administration are different on the two campuses  
• There is significant ambiguity about IRB protocols when students work across campuses  
• The class schedules are different in Indianapolis and Bloomington; the Fall semester 

begins on different dates  
• Students who are enrolled at both campuses in the same semester are charged student 

fees on each campus  
• There are different campus protocols for presenting faculty tenure cases  
• The General Education requirements on both campuses are different, which can make it 

difficult for articulation within and across institutions  
• Financial aid policies and restrictions vary somewhat across campuses and can be 

troublesome for students taking courses on both campuses  
• Course scheduling is handled differently on each campus and therefore assigning 

classroom space for courses taught on both campuses can be cumbersome  
• Mechanisms for accounting and transferring funds from one campus to another when 

fees are collected on both campuses also are cumbersome  
  
Eliminating these barriers will require a substantial commitment on the part of the administration 
and in some cases possibly action by the Board of Trustees.  Nevertheless, they are 
surmountable if there’s a will and leadership support for the Core Campus concept. 
  
In sum, as the School of Education’s LRPC report says the Core Campus “It’s a great idea 
but….”   Consistent with the findings in the Bonser report, the School of Education’s LRPC found 
general agreement that the Core Campus concept enhances opportunities among faculty and 
graduate students for engagement, collaboration, and professional growth that are not available 
to each campus separately, but there are a variety of practical and structural barriers that 
interfere with its full implementation.  Not the least of these barriers is that the very difficult 
challenge of managing complex Core Campus programs becomes an impossible task if the 
central campus administration is not fully supportive of the concept.  I am concerned that there 
has been a systematic erosion of support for the Core Campus idea recently.  As a result, there’s 
growing ambiguity about the role of the Core Campus School Dean and the extent to which 
academic units should endeavor to reduce the existing structural barriers to full implementation of 
the Core Campus concept.   
  
I believe the recommendations made by President Herbert clarify expectations, authority and 
responsibilities of the Core Campus School Dean and can help identify and eliminate the 
practical, everyday barriers that stand in the way of cooperation and integration of programs  
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across the two campuses.  Such actions would potentially reinvigorate the Core Campus status of 
the School of Education and, therefore, I fully support them.       
  
I hope these comments are helpful.  If you have any questions or I can be of further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to let me know. 
  
Gerardo   
  
  
Gerardo M. Gonzalez 
University Dean 
School of Education 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, IN 47405 
gonzalez@indiana.edu  
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Indiana University School of Education, IUPUI 
 

Faculty Response to Core Campus Issues 
  

February 21, 2007 
Approved February 28, 2007 (24 approved, 0 reject, 2 abstained) 

 
 Faculty in the School of Education at IUPUI recognize the multiple benefits that 
accrue to both the Indianapolis and Bloomington campuses as a result of our core campus 
relationship, and believe that these mutually beneficial activities should continue.  
However, this relationship also poses unique challenges that need to be addressed in 
order to make the relationship manageable, equitable, and sustainable.  The IUPUI 
campus has grown, matured, and undergone significant positive changes in recent years. 
The School of Education is deeply embedded within the fabric of IUPUI as an active 
participant in its changing dynamics and urban mission.  Our time and resources have 
been spread thin and we must continuously align our work with our mission, vision, and 
values.   
 
 For the past four years the faculty at IUPUI have been engaged in a long-term 
review of the core campus relationship (For an analysis of the core campus relationship 
conducted in 2003 and included in The Review of IU’s Core Campus and System School 
Operations Report see 
http://profile.educ.indiana.edu/Portals/28/Policy%20Council/Committees/LRP%20Repor
t%202004.pdf ). This review has led us to conclude that since the distinct programmatic 
advantages of the present system are beneficial to both campuses, the core campus 
arrangement should be strengthened and preserved through a significant administrative 
restructuring that would allow for realignment and increased equity, integration, and 
viability. The proposed changes to the existing structure are as follows 
 

1. Change the Role and Title of the Executive Associate Dean 
The roles and responsibilities of the Executive Associate Dean position have 
grown significantly in recent years to the point that the position is virtually 
untenable.  The position requires triple responsibilities related to IU-Bloomington, 
IUPUI, and joint Bloomington-IUPUI activities, not to mention national, state, 
and community level responsibilities.  With the growth of IUPUI, the demands of 
the Executive Associate Dean have increased in the areas of public relations and 
involvement in a wide array of external affairs. We request changing the title of 
the Executive Associate Dean of the IU School of Education at Indianapolis to 
Dean of the IU School of Education at Indianapolis. We believe this proposed 
change in role and title better promotes the school’s profile and better positions 
the school’s leadership to interact with internal and external audiences.   

 
2. Change the Promotion and Tenure Process 

The promotion and tenure process for the faculty in the School of Education at 
IUPUI needs to be adjusted to be more equitable.  We recommend having dossiers 
reviewed first by a primary committee.  Each department would organize their 
own primary committees comprised of relevant faculty from each campus. These 
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committees would make recommendations involving IUPUI faculty members to 
the Executive Associate Dean at IUPUI. At the next level, a unit committee of 
IUPUI faculty would consider IUPUI cases across departments and would in turn 
make recommendations to the Executive Associate Dean at IUPUI. Once the 
Executive Associate Dean at IUPUI made a decision, a candidate’s dossier would 
be forwarded to the Dean of the Indiana University School of Education for 
recommendation*. The dossier would then be returned to the IUPUI campus 
committee for a final decision.  This change would allow the candidates from 
each campus to construct their dossiers to match their respective campus.  
Currently, IUPUI candidates design their dossiers to match those of their IUB 
colleagues and then must revise them to meet IUPUI requirements after the 
second layer of review. 
 

3. Restructure Core Campus Committees  
The IUPUI School of Education faculty are much smaller in number than the 
Bloomington faculty, yet we serve double duty regarding committee involvement 
at both IU-B and IUPUI.  The agendas of core campus committees are often 
dominated by Bloomington campus concerns. Faculty representatives from each 
campus should only serve on core campus committees that regularly deal with 
issues related to both campuses. Core campus committee meeting agendas should 
be studied and members surveyed to ascertain the extent to which each committee 
functions as a core campus committee. This change would reduce the burden of 
committee work for the IUPUI faculty and provide more opportunities for us to 
serve on IUPUI campus committees.  

 
4. Program Review 

All undergraduate and most graduate programs reflect the unique mission of the 
campus offering the program   With the exception of core campus programs such 
as counseling, HESA, and educational leadership, the programs are designed, 
delivered and evaluated by faculty on the campus offering the program.  
Therefore, the process for reviewing and approving changes to the programs 
should rest with the individual campuses with final approval being granted by the 
system-wide Education Council.   

 
5. Doctoral Program 

Without doctoral programs at IUPUI it is difficult to attract and retain highly 
productive research faculty and doctoral students.  The Dean of the School of 
Education should fully support the development of advanced degree programs, 
specifically doctoral programs, on the IUPUI campus. In addition, doctoral 
faculty at IUB should be encouraged to alert doctoral students at IUB of the 
expertise available through their IUPUI colleagues for mentoring, research 
opportunities, and committee advising. 

 
6. Alumni Relations 

                                                 
* The italicized text represents a change made on 3/2/07 to the document to align it with University policy. 
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The Constituency Relations Task Force study conducted in 2006 by the IU 
Alumni Association recommends that all IUPUI academic units should have 
campus-based alumni relations programming, including core campus units. 
Further, the study specifically names the School of Education at IUPUI as one of 
only two units left on the IUPUI campus that do not have specific campus-based 
alumni relations programming. (The Kelley School of Business is the other unit, 
but it is already implementing a plan to create IUPUI-based programming). 
Currently, the School of Education’s alumni relations activities are based heavily 
upon the needs and interests of Bloomington alumni. As the IUPUI campus has 
grown, so has its national reputation and standing within the higher education 
community. With a total of more than 12,000 alumni - of which approximately 
82% live in Indiana and 62% live in central Indiana - it is imperative that the 
School of Education at IUPUI engage and serve its alumni with programming 
specifically designed for their needs and interests. Therefore, adopting a model 
that has worked very well for SPEA’s core campus arrangement, we request that 
an IUPUI-based alumni volunteer council be created and charged with developing 
alumni relations for the School of Education. This council would report to and 
receive funding from the IU School of Education Alumni Association board, and 
work in collaboration with the IUPUI Office of Alumni Relations to directly serve 
Education IUPUI alumni.  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the core campus relationship in order to address 
aspects that have proven to be problematic.  By addressing these areas of concern, we 
believe that the relationship will become more productive and remain viable 
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MINUTES 

POLICY COUNCIL 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
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1:00 P.M. 

School of Education 
IUB Room 2140 

IUPUI Room 3138E 
 
**The following are summaries of speaker contributions** 
 
Members Present: Bichelmeyer, Cummings, Dilworth, Eckes, Helfenbein, Korth, Levinson, 
Lopez, Rosario, Williamson Alternates Present: Berghoff, Hay Dean’s Staff Present: 
Gonzalez, Kloosterman, Lambdin, McMullen, Murtadha Staff Representative:  Student 
Representatives:  Visitors: Banta, Baumgart, Flinders, Galindo, McCarthy, Skiba, Slota, 
Warren 
 
I. Moment of Reflection 
 
 The Policy Council members observed a moment of reflection in memory of the students 

and faculty affected by the Virginia Tech tragedy and in remembrance of School of 
Education staff member Chris Essex.  

 
II. Approval of the Minutes from the March 28, 2007 Policy Council Meeting (07.30M) 
 

 A motion was made by Bichelmeyer and seconded by Korth to approve the minutes from 
the March 28, 2007 Policy Council meeting. The motion was approved unanimously. 

 
III. Announcements and Discussions 

 
a. Dean’s Report 
 
Dean Gonzalez updated the members on budgetary matters significant to the School. The 
Trustees are likely to be much more conservative regarding undergraduate tuition than 
what was originally anticipated. Graduate tuition is expected to rise significantly, as 
proposed by the School.  
 
Dean Gonzalez announced that the Education Council met recently to approve a number 
of new programs and license additions. Additionally, they discussed the common lower 
division curriculum for elementary majors. The campus reports were positive regarding 
the discussions that the regional campuses are having with Ivy Tech and internally. Diana 
Lambdin and Jill Shedd have discussed issues with the Bloomington Ivy Tech campus to 
identify specific courses that will articulate with our program. Although progress is being 
made with this issue, further work needs to be completed. 
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Dean Gonzalez announced that the School of Education Alumni Association will be 
sponsoring a program tonight in Indianapolis that will address high school reform. Charlie 
Barman, Ethan Yazzie-Mintz, and Gene White will be serving on the panel of speakers.  
 

IV. New Business 
 

a. Standing Committee Annual Reports 
 
Levinson asked Don Warren to elaborate on the statement regarding “uneven reliance on 
the rules of evidence in various sections of dossiers” in the Promotion, Tenure and 
Contracts Committee’s annual report.  Warren stated that the number of publications 
varied in the different sections of the dossier, including the chair’s letter and the 
candidate’s vita. Additionally, the categories of the publications (teaching, service, and 
research) could vary. Warren stated that he believed these issues should be dealt with at 
the departmental level. The committee also noticed that in the personal statements of the 
candidates there were supposed assertions of fact that could be better characterized as 
opinion. Cummings added that uniformity needs to be made in the candidate’s letters, the 
chair’s letters, and throughout the dossier. Korth questioned the committee’s finding 
regarding clinical faculty, and Warren stated that campus-wide positions need to be made 
on the Bloomington campus to clarify guidelines, and that the Policy Council may need 
to address this. 
 
Enrique Galindo presented the Long-Range Planning Committee’s annual report. 
Regarding the follow-up to the 2006 retreat, the committee decided to submit the 
recommendations to standing committees, rather than creating new task forces for these 
matters. As the committees review these retreat recommendations, Galindo encouraged 
the committees to think about ways to monitor progress toward reaching the strategic 
goals. Secondly, the committee was charged with revision of the constitution. As a first, 
step, the committee polled the chairs of standing committees. The responses received 
indicated that major revisions were not needed, but further inquiries will be made to 
committees that did not respond to the committee’s requests. The committee also polled 
faculty about themes for this year’s retreat. The committee has decided on a broad theme 
that includes research, engagement, and outreach. 
 
In addition to its annual report, Levinson commented that the Undergraduate Scholarship 
Committee, through Dorothy Slota, has submitted comments about ways to organize the 
workload of the Scholarship Committee differently. Dilworth encouraged the Scholarship 
Committee to consider the demographics of the scholarship recipients. Gonzalez added 
that he has been impressed with the diversity of scholarship recipients in recent years. In 
regards to the reorganization of the committee’s workload, Lambdin clarified that as new 
scholarships become available that are not a result of an endowment, the organization of 
the Scholarship Committee may need to be reconsidered.  
 
Several questions were raised about the overlapping work of the Undergraduate 
Scholarship Committee and the Recruitment, Admission, and Financial Aid (RAFA) 
Committee. These issues were raised in the RAFA Committee’s annual report. Gerardo 



 3

Lopez commented that RAFA spent time trying to understand its identity as a committee. 
The formal charge and actual practices of the committee do not seem to agree. Levinson 
said that these issues will need to be addressed by the Long-Range Planning Committee 
in their revisions to the Constitution.  
 
Sara Baumgart commented on the Distinguished Alumni Award Committee’s annual 
report. She asked that the Policy Council consider the inclusion of emeriti faculty from 
each campus as committee members. Their knowledge of the profession and alumni base 
are critical to the committee’s discussions.  
 
Levinson emphasized the concept of “distributed leadership” that the Committee on 
Diversity included in its annual report. Committee chair Russ Skiba commented that the 
committee has continued to work on recruitment and retention efforts over the past year. 
As they took on this initiative, they were often confronted with institutional issues. These 
issues included a lack of senior faculty on the committee, and that if diversity is to be 
considered a core value, it needs to be integrated into all the activities of the departments 
and committees. Bichelmeyer asked Skiba to further address the issue of Praxis. Skiba 
commented that Christine Bennett has completed research regarding the Praxis exam 
being a barrier for admission for students of color. Furthermore, some students take the 
Praxis relatively late in their academic career, so they have completed coursework in 
education, but are not admitted. Larger questions may need to be addressed regarding 
whether we as an institution agree that Praxis should be a certification instrument. Skiba 
pointed out that a number of recommendations have been considered by the committee, 
including increasing scholarships for underrepresented populations, increased preparation 
seminars for students, and encouraging students to take the Praxis during their first year 
of college.  
 
 Levinson introduced the annual report of the Lectures & Seminars Committee. He 
questioned the committee’s mission to exclusively be limited to coordinating the Miller 
lecturers. He stated that many faculty members feel there should be other structures in 
place to facilitate more speakers. Committee chair David Flinders commented that in 
addition to the Miller series, a subgroup of Lectures & Seminar committee member have 
been involved with the Faculty Research Colloquia. Flinders stated that there is no 
standing pool of funds that are available for small lectures.  
 
Levinson commented on the International Program Committee’s annual report. The 
International Programs Committee was directed by the Dean to manage a global and 
international initiatives fund to begin activities related to international issues. The 
committee used the early part of the year to decide how to use these funds and guidelines 
for grants and funds that will be available next year. A graduate assistant position has 
been created to help coordinate efforts with the Research & Development Office relating 
to International programs. 
 
Kloosterman commented that the IUB Faculty & Budgetary Affairs Committee annual 
report describes their activities, which included addressing equity issues and promotion 
within the research ranks. They also tried to address issues of service fatigue, but they 
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believe this issue will now best be addressed by the Long-Range Planning Committee’s 
efforts. 
 
Dean Gonzalez responded to the IUPUI Faculty & Budgetary Affairs Committee’s 
annual report. The issue of salary disparity for teaching summer courses has been an 
issue at IUPUI. A summer cap was intended to be a temporary measure during difficult 
financial times at IUPUI. Unless a good rationale can be made to support continuation of 
this cap, Dean Gonzalez would like to explore opportunities for changing this policy. He 
will be speaking with committee members regarding this change. He clarified that in 
regards to the proposed changes to the committee’s description, he assumes that they 
mean that the committee will advise the Dean through the Executive Associate Dean, 
especially on budgetary affairs issues.  
 
The Council also reviewed annual reports from the following committees: 

• IUPUI Committee on Teacher Education 
• Graduate Studies Committee 
• Committee on Teaching 
• IUB Grievance Committee 
• IUPUI Grievance Committee 

 
IV.  Old Business 
  

a. Core Campus Report 
 
Levinson referred members to document 07.32 which includes the President’s report to 
the trustees with recommendations about the Core Campus system, a response written by 
Dean Gonzalez to the University Faculty Council, and a document approved by the 
IUPUI faculty in February about the Core Campus issues.  
 
Cummings asked where the February document from IUPUI had been sent. Dean 
Gonzalez responded that the document was sent to him, and this document was the 
impetus for his recent meeting with a number of senior faculty members at IUPUI. 
Following this discussion, Dean Gonzalez sent his response to the UFC. Since that time, 
the document has been sent to the Policy Council as part of this discussion. Murtadha 
added that the document was also sent to the chair of the IUPUI Faculty Council, who 
had solicited responses to the Core Campus Report and the Bonser Report.  
 
Dean Gonzalez stated he was originally encouraged by the affirmation of the Core 
Campus by the IUPUI faculty response. However, when reading the specific 
recommendations, he felt like some of the recommendations were antithetical to the Core 
Campus idea. Based on its original definition in the 1970s, the Bonser Report defines the 
Core Campus idea as a single academic entity that is geographically distributed on both 
the Bloomington and Indianapolis campuses. One of the critical issues of having a single 
academic entity is having a well-identified academic leader in the form of a faculty-
approved dean. As reflected in his response to the UFC, Dean Gonzalez stated that there 
has been ambiguity involved with the role of Dean. Dean Gonzalez said that there have 
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been experiences in the last couple of years in which the University Deans have not been 
involved in discussions that involve both campuses. He said he strongly supports the 
President’s recommendation to clarify the role of the Dean. He is also concerned about 
campus specific processes for tenure and promotion. He believes there needs to be a 
single process, but that process can and should include participation on both campuses. 
Regarding core campus committee participation, Dean Gonzalez reminded members that 
the last constitutional amendment process, including requirements for Indianapolis 
faculty on Core Campus committees, was a response to IUPUI faculty members’ request 
for greater representation and involvement. In regards to program review, Dean Gonzalez 
stated that Committees on Teacher Education approve programs on both campuses 
separately and then both filter up to Policy Council. This is important, because changes to 
teacher education programs will impact the School at large. Dean Gonzalez said he has 
engaged in discussion with IUPUI faculty members about the criteria for recommending 
doctoral programs. If a proposal should come forward, the Graduate Studies Committee 
and Policy Council will consider those proposals. Dean Gonzalez said he believes there 
are opportunities to accomplish the suggested changes to alumni relations. He has 
engaged in discussion with the Alumni Association to give more attention to alumni from 
each campus. He said he expressed these concerns to the group of senior faculty that he 
met with in Indianapolis. Parts of these opinions are included in his response letter to 
UFC. 
 
Cummings pointed out that the faculty response from IUPUI was approved by 24 faculty 
members with only 2 members abstaining. This certainly shows that there is consensus 
among the Indianapolis faculty on these issues, and it is a powerful statement.  
 
Bichelmeyer asked whether this is represented in the Bonser Report, because it does not 
sound positive about the Core Campus. Helfenbein said that the Bonser Report was based 
on the ad hoc Policy Council meeting that took place last summer. Helfenbein said there 
was no agenda for this meeting, so there was no opportunity to discuss issues with other 
faculty members. It was after that meeting that many IUPUI faculty members felt that 
they needed to become engaged in conversation about Core Campus issues. These 
conversations and Dean Gonzalez’s visit to an IUPUI faculty meeting resulted in the 
creation of the IUPUI faculty response. Bichelmeyer added that the Bonser Report was 
also based on additional data that had been collected at the multi-campus level. She said 
concerns that were expressed at the summer meeting were not necessarily represented in 
the Bonser Report on the School of Education. She understands now that the issues that 
were addressed in the IUPUI faculty response may not have been issues that were 
discussed fully in the summer meeting, and therefore were not addressed in the final 
Bonser Report. Bichelmeyer added that one result of the summer meeting was that there 
is awareness of more hardship experienced by IUPUI faculty with the Core Campus than 
there are with Bloomington faculty.  
 
Lopez said he understands the IUPUI faculty response is that we talk a great deal about 
Core Campus, but we do not act like a Core Campus. If we want the Core Campus 
system to work, we must begin acting differently. For example, faculty are affiliated with 
one particular campus, not with a single Core Campus academic unit. 
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Bichelmeyer added that one issue that was discussed in the Bonser meeting is that there is 
a lack of opportunities for faculty to meet face-to-face. She suggested that the availability 
to have a bus that commutes between the two campuses would allow more interaction 
between the faculty on the two campuses.  
 
Gonzalez responded that this idea has come forward in other places. He said some of the 
issues that have become barriers for specific schools to becoming Core Campus schools 
are institutional in nature. He believes that there is a natural tendency to want to identify 
with your campus. Forces outside any particular school affect the Core Campus, and that 
needs to be addressed by the Trustees and the President. Transportation issues are one 
issue that the School could not do by itself, but is an institutional issue.  
 
Berghoff stated that the notion of what “single entity” means causes confusion, and she 
doesn’t believe that Indianapolis faculty are talking about being one school. The contexts 
are different on both campuses. She believes that at Indianapolis, the faculty see the Core 
Campus potential as a dynamic, not a single academic identity. The Core Campus could 
provide some level of differences based on the context, and would allow further 
interactions to take place outside of the single campus concept.  
 
McCarthy stated that she believes we need to have face-to-face interactions to discuss 
these issues. Since to her knowledge no one has ever suggested that the School of 
Education pull apart into two different entities, we need to carefully consider the 
strategies that will promote the Core Campus.  
 
Bichelmeyer asked how the School should move forward with these issues. Levinson 
responded that it will depend partially on whether the Trustees approve President 
Herbert’s recommendations, and that the issue then becomes what methods are used to 
have discussions among faculty on Core Campus issues. Korth suggested that we honor 
the work that has already been completed as a start to get IUPUI faculty members to talk 
about their proposed changes.  
 
Bichelmeyer asked what faculty can do to support Dean Gonzalez in addressing the 
changes that are needed at the institutional level. Dean Gonzalez responded that he 
believes that faculty can help by the Policy Council acting on the President’s 
recommendations.  
 
Rosario mentioned that the meeting that Dean Gonzalez had with senior faculty recently 
was the beginning of an ongoing conversation. The faculty members continue to engage 
the Dean in conversation about Core Campus obstacles. The faculty plan to include the 
Chancellor and the Provost at IUPUI in discussion about these issues, and then they will 
continue to discuss them with the Dean.  
 
Gonzalez stated that the discussions that are happening now are different from previous 
discussions about the Core Campus, because these discussions are happening at an 
institutional level. The problems that the School of Education have experienced are also 
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happening in other academic units. Gonzalez said that the President has asked that the 
School engage in a year-long dialogue about ways to strengthen the Core Campus. The 
Trustees are likely to discuss the recommendations at their next meeting in May.  

 
VI.  New Course Requests 
 
 M200 Artifacts, Museums and Everyday Life 3 credits BL/IUPUI 

In a combination of museum visits and classroom exercises, develop museum-going 
skills by exploring a range of artifacts reflecting varied media, world cultures, and 
inquiry disciplines.  Discussion, guided conversational techniques, readings and 
analytical writing assignments draw on “learning from objects” literature, art history, 
criticism, and museum education materials. 
 
Levinson adjourned the meeting at 3:10 PM. 
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