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AGENDA ITEM #1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 28, 2000
GROS LOUIS: The first item on today’s agenda is the approval of the minutes of November 28, 2000. You’ve had a chance to review them. Are there any additions, changes, or deletions? We’ll take them as approved. I’ll turn to Jim for Agenda Committee business.

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS
Professor S. James Sherman

SHERMAN: I’ve got a few announcements. First, to remind you about voting for the Faculty Council for the next two years. The ballots were mailed and should have arrived last week. They are due the 28th of February. That is a week from tomorrow. Please vote and please try to persuade your colleagues, in whatever department you are in, to vote. I think the importance of faculty governance to us is obvious and I think you should try to communicate that to your colleagues. In case some of you may not have received them, or inadvertently misplaced them, or you have colleagues who may have inadvertently misplaced them, Ellen does have some extra ones here. If you’d like to pick one or more up for yourself or your colleagues, feel free. Second, I know that many people on Faculty Council have been very kind in volunteering your time and effort to another important cause: the search for Chancellor that is taking place now. As many of you know, the committee is down to a handful of people who have been invited on campus and we have been trying to arrange meetings and a lot of you have been kind enough to volunteer your time. I think that’s going pretty well. We’ve had two or three on campus already and will have three or so more. I suspect that the committee will be ready to forward its recommendations to Myles, probably a little bit after spring break. Then it’s in his hands. This is our chance to participate. Thank you again.

Speaking of Myles, I think you all received an email on the BFC distribution list that Myles has invited Faculty Council members to a meeting next Tuesday, the 27th of February, at 6 o’clock in the Solarium. He had wanted to come to a Faculty Council meeting sometime this semester, but it was impossible. He tried to arrange his schedule and it just didn’t work. He decided instead to invite us to his own meeting, which is fine. The main item for that agenda, what I suppose to be an hour meeting, is to discuss the current state of the budget and the role that faculty governance and faculty members in general might play. In line with that, I’ve been having some discussion with faculty governance presidents at various universities throughout Indiana, as well as some AAU people, in trying to look into the possibility of having some public statement or op-ed piece generated by faculty governance people and AAU people around the state to send a message to legislators about the importance of support for higher education. We’ll see how that goes.

My final comment is, and it is always nice to be able to give good news to members of Faculty Council, for those of you that weren’t aware or didn’t read about it, one of our own members has been honored with what I think is a wonderful and richly deserved honor: Elizabeth Lion has been named Woman of the Year, not only at IU, but for all of Bloomington. We are certainly aware of her contributions to the university and to faculty governance, but you might not be as aware of her contributions to the City of Bloomington. This is an honor that is accorded by city government groups, county government groups, university groups. It is a very meaningful recognition. You may have noticed over the months that at least three of us on this side have something in common: Elizabeth, Ellen and myself all have a passion for the same color. (laughter) We all sort of "belong" up here. So please join me in congratulating Elizabeth.

GROS LOUIS: Very richly deserved, Elizabeth. 

 

AGENDA ITEM #3: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS
Chancellor Kenneth R.R. Gros Louis

GROS LOUIS: Under Presiding Officer’s Business, the Agenda Committee reminded me last week that I have not updated the Council on status of various aspects of the freshman curriculum that we have discussed over the last couple of years. I think most of you do know that a Traditions and Culture class was piloted last fall to about 100 freshmen. The course was designed by Jim Capshew and Tom Gieryn. It is a web-based course with a website. The evaluations were very positive. The only criticism is that the students thought it was too much work. It was one credit, and some weeks they had to work three hours on the course. (laughter) Other than that, it went very well, I think. The beauty of the web-based version is that it can be altered and amended as needed over the years. I think I mentioned this last year, but I’ll mention it again since Curt is here: a couple whose son went here gave money to help in developing the course, and I have sent them the article that was in one of the local newsletters about the course. Curt, have you heard anything from them? Good.

There was a committee looking at all the comments on freshman seminars, and it recommended and we are going ahead with 30 freshman seminars for the Fall of 2001, 40 the year thereafter, and 50 the year thereafter. At that point, either that committee or a committee of the BFC, if you prefer, would assess the effectiveness and the desirability of expanding the number of freshman seminars, either to make them mandatory or simply to amend or approve the number. Years ago, when I was Dean of Arts and Sciences, we had attempted to introduce freshman seminars, and even though many students said they found too many large lecture sections here, when we introduced the seminars they had low enrollment. On asking students why, the said they didn’t want to be known by a faculty member in their first semester on campus. (laughter) There you have it. We will see if there is a change in attitude this time around. Each of the deans, by the way, has offered a number of seminars equal to the percentage of undergraduate credit hours that they teach. Clearly, then, the bulk of the seminars are in Arts and Sciences, but every school is offering one. This is, of course, in addition to the Honors College seminars and to the Intensive Freshman Seminars. Julia, how many students go through the Honors seminars?

BONDANELLA: Between 200 and 250.

GROS LOUIS: It’s about 250 in the Intensive Freshman Seminar, so it means that the opportunity for freshman seminar would be available to approximately 1200 to 1400 students this fall. We know that the Honors College Seminars have been very successful over the years, the Intensive Seminars have been successful but have not grown as we thought they would. When initiated, Les Coyne and I thought it might get up to 1,000 students, in which case we break it into four groups of 250 to keep that small size and for different residence halls on campus. It really has never grown over much more than 300. It’s a difficult time, and obviously an added expense for parents. It’s lost income for students who can’t continue with summer employment, and et cetera.

Finally, the Campus Curriculum Committee has sent out a proposal on the First Twenty Credits. Responses are due back by the end of the month.

T. MILLER: The due date was actually several days ago.

GROS LOUIS: I was trying to be nice.

T. MILLER: I think it’s fair to say that a number of responses have come in. The committee hasn’t really looked at them closely so I’m not ready to make a statement about what they say.

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #4: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
Chancellor Kenneth R.R. Gros Louis and Professor S. James Sherman

GROS LOUIS: That’s all I have under my business. The floor is open for any questions you have of the Agenda Committee or me. 

INTONS-PETERSON: This is directed toward Jim. I wanted to commend the Search Committee for Ken’s replacement for inviting some faculty members to sit in on interviews with candidates.

GROS LOUIS: They are also meeting with student groups and with staff groups and with townspeople. They’re spending an hour with me, not as an interview but for me to be a resource person, to answer questions they may have. They are meeting with several faculty groups, in fact, and administrators as well. Any other questions or comments on issues of the moment?

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #5: REPORT FROM FOUNDATION RELATIONS COMMITTEE
Professor James Patterson, Foundation Relations Committee

Mr. Curtis Simic, President, IU Foundation

GROS LOUIS: Seeing no questions, we’ll move to the report from the Foundation Relations Committee, to be introduced by Jim Patterson. I see that Curt Simic is here, as well. 

PATTERSON: Curt Simic is here from the IU Foundation, as well as Barbara Coffman, Director of Strategic Planning and Communications. This has been my first year on the Foundation Relations Committee, and I have been very impressed with what they have done, as far as raising professorships and student scholarships. I asked Curt to share more about that with the group. Curt, I think the podium might be the best place for that, if you’d please talk about some directions you’re going to go in the future.

SIMIC: I appreciate very much being here. I thank you very much. As I look around the room, there are certainly people who have been involved with us over the years. I think Al Ruesink and Rex were on the first committee that we had, when I came in 1988. Ann, you’ve been on that committee, and some of the others around the room as well.

One of the things we really value is the opportunity to interact on a continuing basis with members of the faculty through the Bloomington Faculty Council Committee, because it has helped us a great deal. One of the things that happened recently in the completion of this campaign is that from the beginning of this campaign we had a lot of conversation with that committee about how we should shape the priorities of that campaign and how we should focus the campaign. Out of those conversations came the consensus, the strong consensus, that one of the things we needed to do was see if we could raise more endowed chairs, fellowships and professorships. I’m going to give you a few pieces of information on that. I want to point out that at the doors is our latest Annual Report of giving from the foundation, which is the fiscal year. On the front page of it is the laying of the cornerstone of Memorial Hall in 1924. That was the result of the first campaign, the Memorial Campaign, which was to memorialize those who were killed in World War One. There was Memorial Hall, in Wells Quadrangle, the Memorial Union, and the Memorial Stadium, once on 10th Street and now the Arboretum. I think you’ll enjoy it, as it does lay out our historical perspective as well.

I want to thank you again for being here, and at the outset I want to say that the successes in this endowment campaign belong, in terms of credit, to a lot of people, not the least of which is Ken Gros Louis. From the very beginning, when we started talking about the objectives of this campaign, under Tom Ehrlich’s presidency, Ken was immediately supportive for moving in this direction and as a result the match came about and a variety of other things happened. In the second place, a tremendous amount of credit needs to be placed with the Deans and the Unit Development Officers. When you talk about the Deans, you’re also talking about the faculty of the distributed schools around the institution. Had they not embraced this idea, it would not have gone as well as it did. Just for your information, the goal of the campaign was 350 million dollars, and the endowment portion was 150 million of that. Against that 150 goal we raised 247.7 million dollars. Incidentally, that 247.7 million dollars is more than the original value of all the endowment that came to this campus before this campaign. That’s a fairly substantial amount, and that’s grown a lot since then. It’s still an interesting piece of information.

The Ongoing Support goal was 200 million dollars, and that final number is 256.6 million. Against the 350 goal, 504.3 million was raised, which is really pretty tremendous. I must tell you, I didn’t know how we would do on raising endowment money at that time. At that time the public universities were not having an easy time raising endowment money. I talked to my colleague at the University of Michigan, who had a sizeable piece of their campaign in endowment and it was lagging. One of the things we worried about was how we would make this go and how it would happen. The fact that there was a matching element in this, matching the income, a program Ken and the president put into place, really created a lot of leverage for us in talking to donors. Everybody wanted to believe that whatever they did would have multiple impacts. We see that all over the state currently, especially with the money the Lilly Endowment has made available to community foundations. We have a great one here in Bloomington, and the match that has come from Lilly has really caused people to give. The same thing has happened to us, as far as this campaign is concerned, and that was an important piece of leverage that we didn’t have before that.

This was the biggest campaign goal that we had ever tried for Indiana University, and as you know we surpassed the goal. The focus was on the endowment. Here’s something else: every single school and unit surpassed its goal. That’s never happened in a campaign I’ve been associated with. Every single school and unit surpassed its goal. Now, that’s in dollar goals. There were some things we wanted to get done a little more fully that we didn’t get done, for example endowment for graduate fellowships didn’t go as well as we’d have liked it to. That leads into my conversation of where we’re going from here, with graduate fellowship endowments as a large piece of it.

Faculty participation was astounding. The Campaign for Indiana, which ended in 1989, faculty from the Bloomington campus contributed about 14 million dollars. In this campaign, more than $27 million has been contributed to the campus from faculty. A lot of that is in estate gifts, a lot of that is due to how well the TIAA money went, but 27 million dollars is the largest amount I’ve ever seen from a faculty to a campaign of this type. The number of endowed chairs and faculty positions, which are chairs, faculty positions, and curatorships, as we got a lot of curatorships for the art museum as well, rose from 72 for this campus to 186. University-wide, that number became 332. You can see a quantum leap forward. Again, I credit the endowment match for this. We also did pretty well in student support. The campaign added nearly 50 million dollars in scholarships, fellowships, and other kinds of support for students. I mentioned that we didn’t do so well in graduate fellowships. We haven’t done a good enough job of having our constituency understand the importance of graduate support. That’s something that we’re going to have to continue to work on. Of the $30 million, we were able to convince people to leave enough latitude that it could be used for undergraduates or graduate students. We began to make some inroads in that regard. It’s flexible enough to do those kinds of things.

That’s what’s happened in the last four or five years, as far as this program is concerned. The question is: where do we go from here? One is to look at the things we did not achieve and emphasize those as we go forward. Again, coming back to the faculty and administration and getting the guidance to say, "We do want graduate fellowships and undergraduate scholarships. What else do you want us to be focusing on?" Over the next six to nine months we’ll be focusing on that question in fairly formal ways. We’ll be asking our committee, the Foundation Relations Committee, to help guide us in that thinking. I’m sure they’ll be coming back to this group to talk a little bit from here.

The Lilly Grant that you just read about, the 105 million dollar grant, is really going to cant to some extent the kinds of things that we do. We are in the early stages of a major campaign for Indianapolis. That working campaign goal is now 500 million dollars. We will go public with the campaign next fall, and frankly, we are going to have to raise the goal because about 83% of that goal is already realized, when you count the 100 million. Without the 100 million, it is really 60%. That is still a fairly substantial start on where we are going. What that number will be is around 600 to 700 million. One of the things that we have to do with that goal is to bring the rest of the campus up to where the Medical School is. The Medical School is a strong magnet, but if we don’t raise support and build a different base of private fund giving to all the other schools, we won’t have achieved what we want to achieve, and that is to elevate everything else. That happened in the campaign for this campus. There were many schools in this campaign that got their first endowed chairs as a result. That elevated people’s thinking in those constituencies as well. The record year last year was 109 million dollars; it was the first time we have been over 100 million dollars in gifts and the first time we’ve been over 100,000 donors. Also in this last year the endowment passed 1 billion dollars, which is quite a number as well. Of that, around 600 million is dedicated to this campus, and about 370 is dedicated to the Indianapolis campus, and the rest is in smaller pieces across the system. There aren’t any major concentrations anywhere else, although IU Southeast is doing a very good job on a campaign right now and there are things going on in South Bend and Kokomo as well. We are active in those kinds of things.

We found that we need to look more carefully at diversity in our fund-raising efforts. One of the things that we just concluded was an agreement with Charlie Nelms in his Vice-Presidency to dedicate a person full time to the objectives of his area. We are going to probably take one of our key people, John Brooks, who has been on the campus for a while, and devote him to that particular effort. What we are going to try to do there is communicate with out minority constituency more fully and get them on board, supporting various kinds of programs that we think will be of interest to them. We have learned a good deal about the fact that women give for different reasons than men give. We are crafting a number of programs that focus on that. This is the sixth year we have had a colloquium for women, and we have invited 100 women of achievement from across the university’s constituency to the campus for a seminar that lasts a day and a half. It fulfills a lot of objectives. We found that we didn’t have major representation from women on boards and advisory committees across the university; the Foundation Board did not have enough women. The last seven appointments we have made to the Foundation Board have come from the colloquium. We have begun to get some gender balance. We have the same issue, as far as minorities are concerned, and we have made some very good progress in that as well. 

We are also active in this kind of program in Indianapolis, called Insights, and it is to bring women of achievement into contact with the institution so that we can get to know them better and they can get to know us and when we need leadership to fulfill various roles, we have people with whom we are familiar. We are doing a lot of research right now on what will be called the Sarah Park Morrison fund. Sarah Park Morrison, as you know, is memorialized in Morrison Hall in the Wells Quadrangle. She was the first woman student and the first woman faculty member. What we are after there is to identify programs and approaches that will appeal to more women under the rubric of Sarah Park Morrison as a title to bring more people on board from a gifting standpoint. I think we are making good progress on that. We have a woman by the name of Jackie Theedy, a fairly recent graduate who did her MBA at William and Mary and came back and is heading this particular effort for us. We also have developed an outreach program in the small communities called the Academy for Women. This came out of the colloquium as well. One of our participants in the colloquium, Ann Harrison from Attica, put this together and Bob Pankowski has presented some programs to a group that she put together not only in Attica, but in other places as well. We are doing some work with a state planning focus with women as well. 

Recently we had a study done by A.T. Carney, which is one of the largest marketing firms in the country and whose chairman actually sits on the Foundation Board. Needless to say, it was a fine piece of pro bono work. One of the things we found out in the study was that we were pretty good at getting new gifts in and acquiring new donors. We are pretty good at the top of the pyramid, which are the major gift donors. In the middle, we weren’t bringing new people along enough to replace the people at the top of the pyramid, so that as we go to the next campaign, we don’t know who is going to give the major gifts. Along with the Alumni Association and a host of other offices, we are putting together the Continuous Lifetime Involvement Program. It is headed by a group of our younger development officers across the university. We are talking about how we can engage people in the life of the university across the board, so that as time goes on they will become our major leaders and our major givers in a variety of ways. That is really going very well. We have had a program, the Student Foundation Program, which has been very significant for us in identifying leadership and involving people. As a matter of fact, of the 46 Board members that we have on the Foundation Board, 26 have been members of the Student Foundation. We got to know them as students and over time they stepped up and became our leaders as well. That is not something that Ken and I will reap the benefits from; that is for the people who follow. We have to do that to engage them in the life of the institution for a very constructive and positive way. We have actually started a Student Foundation program at IUPUI, and it was named the outstanding student program last year, only its sophomore year. We are moving along and are in pretty good shape in that regard. 

The efforts across the university are always focused on what the institution tells us are the priorities. I think occasionally people think that the Foundation and development officers go out and raise money for the things they like to raise money for, or that are easy to raise money for. These are really the things that you tell us are the important things. We then add our little bit of technical knowledge and do some market survey work to find out the things that will work and the things that won’t. You’ve heard this story before, but the most important thing on campus may be a parking garage. The likelihood of us being able to raise money to build a parking garage is not so great. We will ask that question of the potential donors, and they will tell us that a parking garage is not a hot item for them, but perhaps the Biology labs are something that they can be interested in. That is the kind of thing that we bring. The point I want to emphasize is that the Foundation and development officers should and never do make the decision on what we raise funds for. It comes from the institutional academic leadership, and then we move from there. As I said, I don’t know exactly what we’ll add to the mix as we go forward now, but it will be a part of the process that we will ask you and we will craft the next campaign from there.

One question might be, "what can faculty do to aid this process?" I continue to believe that the most important thing that the faculty can do it to do well in the classroom, which you do. When I look at Rosann, when I look at Ben, and I know the kind of teaching that you do and how you engage people in the life of the institution, that is really a very critical and positive part of it. We never go out and talk to anybody and they don’t say "I remember Professor so-and-so. This person was really interested in me, and they really cared if I grew and whether I got to be a part of this." That is the most important thing that can be done. The second thing that would be important is to encourage your school or department to do things that are of an outreach nature. Part of what we learned from the A.T. Carney survey was that when people participate in activities of the university after they’ve graduated their likelihood to give goes up exponentially. It is also true that if they have been active on the campus through various student programs; their likelihood to give is great. If they weren’t active on campus but they are active as alumni, they begin to parallel one another; they begin to move to the same level. Encourage your school or department because that helps us be able to do things. The third thing is if people ask you to come out and talk with various groups, say yes. Come out and give them a feel for what you are doing in the classroom and why what you are doing is important in the lives of students. Those are three things that are very specific and can be helpful. The fourth thing is of course when we come to you and ask for help, we really appreciate the fact that you are so willing to do so.

I think that is about all I have to say, but I’d be glad to respond to questions.

GROS LOUIS: The floor is open for your questions of Kurt or Barbara.

SHERMAN: Maybe you can respond to this in some way. I know those of you at the Foundation have done a fantastic job over the years. It’s been incredible, the increases and the resources that you’ve managed to attract to the university, which of course benefits all of us. There is another side of this that I look at. Some of us have been around long enough to remember that there were times that the idea of a public university going out and getting money for chairs and endowed places was kind of unheard of. It just wasn’t done; these were public institutions. Now, the university would crumble without it. Now that I look at the meeting Myles has scheduled for next week to discuss the problems with the state budget once again, at what point do we really stop being a public institution and realize that we operate much the same way that the privates do, through indirect costs and gift giving and so forth?

SIMIC: They must have started that a long time ago, because we have done 30% or less of our total budget for a good long time. When we did the very first campaign when I was young, which was the sesquicentennial campaign from 1967-70, we were only the second public university to get out and ask for major money. Michigan had done it, but we didn’t know whether it would fly or not. The goal was 25 million then, and it topped out at 52 million. That gave us all confidence that we could make the case for support. We have to make it in the context of what the state will do and can do and this is what tuition will do and can do and this is what indirect costs and so on and so forth. This is what we need to achieve in other ways. One of the questions that is always a part of our feasibility work is to lay out for people what our sources of support are. These are things that we are trying to do. This is where the university is ascribing this support to this project. These are the things that we don’t have covered, or are partially covered. These are the things that we need to do. The question that you ask is the same question that any major donor asks, and that is the way we answer it. We lay out sources for support, projects, progress that can be made with those resources, and then, if we want to go beyond that, this is the kind of support that we need.

SHERMAN: Part of me almost feels that the better we do, in terms of our endowment, the more state legislators will say "see, they can do it on their own. We don’t have to bite the bullet and give them more money; we can use it for other stuff." I’m not sure our gains are as great as they appear to be.

SIMIC: I think what you have to do is make everybody aware. You have to give the legislature credit for the money that they made available that was used for the match. Without that match we would not have succeeded. You have to always say to Mark and to Vi and our other legislators "thank you. Here is what we did with the money and here is how we were able to multiply it." I think we always have to be talking about the public/private partnership, because we can’t get there. This goes back to Clark Kerr, to Malcolm Moos, saying any great university has quantum leaps forward that are always in parallel with infusions of private capital.

GROS LOUIS: I have not seen any evidence that the legislature counts against us for significant increases in research grants or private giving. They really don’t take that into account.

COFFMAN: People don’t realize that 95-98% of the gifts that come to the Foundation are designated by the donors. It’s not as though we get all that money in and we, the Foundation, decide what to do with it. The donors decide what to do with it. There is no way that money can be used to replace state money for lights, heating, and those sorts of things. 

CAPSHEW: I’m curious about how we’re doing, compared to other CIC institutions or other institutions around the country, in terms of the donor base, the amount of money, and that kind of thing. It’s similar to the question that Jim Sherman raised about public versus private support. Michigan has a whole lot more than what we do, so we’re not as far along that road as we could be.

SIMIC: We are in the top 20 in the nation, both public and private combined, in terms of gifting every year. We are in pretty good company. That list starts with Stanford, Yale, Harvard, etc. We are about sixth, sometimes fifth or fourth in the Big Ten. We’ve got some institutions that have done a wonderful job; Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota specifically. We are usually just below those, in terms of gifting. We are making good progress. There are two magnets for an institution: a Medical School and an Engineering college. We do well with one, and we don’t have the other one. If you look at those institutions that we mentioned, they have this comprehensive array of ways that they relate to the gifting community, and we have one that is gone. On the other hand, I think we do well relative to where we are. I suspect we will jump up a bit in this 100 million dollar year that we have had this last year. Maybe we will be 16th or 17th among all institutions. On the other hand, we have to measure ourselves against ourselves. Going beyond 100,000 in donors puts us in the top group in the Big Ten. Only two other institutions have exceeded that figure. We have to build in more than one way. Firstly dollars, yes, but also on what we are doing across the board. That is why we are looking at ourselves in a different way than just the traditional fundraising. We can’t do the same things and do them better; we have to gain access to our constituency, and that is what we are doing with these several programs that I mentioned before. One of the things that happened with the Endowed Chairs and Professorships, if you look at it across the system, is that we bounced from near the bottom to near the top. I wouldn’t say we are at the top, but we are a lot nearer than we were before. We were really lagging. Ken gathered that information for us before the campaign started, and it was persuasive. It helped us move forward; it helped us make the case.

INTONS-PETERSON: It’s interesting that we are near the top among the Big Ten, but we are at the bottom in the proportion of our income that comes from the State Legislature. 

GROS LOUIS: What we are looking at is the state appropriation for student FTE. This is where IU and Purdue are both at the bottom. As a percent of the operating budget, Michigan is less than 10%. We are around 21%. That’s why the Michigan president refers to Michigan as state-located. (laughter)

SIMIC: Jim, just one more thing to emphasize how we’ve thought about the issue you’ve raised. We deliberately did not do a billion dollar campaign. We made a decision 10 years ago that the "B" word in this state might very well cause the problem that you are referring to. What we did was to sequence the campaign. We did the Medical School first, because they were ready and the rest of the campus was not. We did the Bloomington campaign second and now we are moving into IUPUI. One of the things that we will do is we will hold in place as much of our major gift staff as we can. We’ve moved from one level to a different level, and we can’t not stay there. We will keep our staff in place and we’ll do another campaign later on and then we’ll move to another level. We deliberately decided that the billion dollar campaign was not something that we wanted to do. If you look at us over the last seven or eight years, you’ll see that we raised over a billion dollars.

GROS LOUIS: NYU was the first university to have a billion dollar campaign. It took 14 years, but they did it.

LEVINSON: You specifically mentioned Graduate Fellowships as one of those areas that did not reach its goals. I’m sitting here next to the DGS in the School of Education and she knows as well as anyone that over the years we’ve lost a lot of our best graduate candidates from not having anything to offer them. Those that we do get here we work awfully hard through teaching and service. This is an area of concern. Some of my senior colleagues say that "A lack of graduate funding has been IU’s Achilles heel over the years." I’m wondering if this is an area that you plan to specifically target more, and what we as a faculty could do to assist your efforts in raising graduate funding through the Foundation.

SIMIC: It is an area that we plan to continue to target. We try to come up with some form of match with the cooperation of the administration and the president. Frankly, what we came up with wasn’t any new money. It was just looking at things in a new way. If we can identify a way to match income, I think we can leverage that in the way that we did with the chairs and professorships. What we are concluding is we don’t have a major piece of base budget infusion that we can make a part of this. Maybe what we need to do is look at whether we can make a match for one year or two or three which will encourage the donors to give and we will still have the donated endowment even after the match ends. Yes, it is a major concern for us. We really haven’t come up with a strategy that will allow us to make that quantum step forward, but what I just described is one of several ways that we are trying to think about this to see if we can make it happen. I think as you are out talking with people of the community, the emphasis on graduate support needs to be something that you talk about. Why does it make a difference? Why do they not understand this? Our state is 47th out of 50 in terms of people with Baccalaureate degrees. There is not a great deal of understanding, but it is greater at the Baccalaureate level than it is at the graduate level. It is going to have to be something that all of us make a high agenda item and be willing to talk about continuously. I have been talking with Vice President Walker about how we can make this case more effectively. We haven’t come up with an answer to that. To get at what you are talking about, one of the things that we put into both the professorships and the chairs is the latitude that some of the money could be used for a graduate fellowship, to help that professor who has the chair to support her students in that way. I think we have to look at every possible way we can do this and bring the money together. The School of Education, incidentally, got two or three chairs in this campaign, the first that they have ever had. We did some good, but there is a lot left to be done. Thank you so much for letting me be here. It is a pleasure, and I appreciate all that you do every day.

GROS LOUIS: Kurt, since this is the last time I will hear your report as Chancellor, I want to thank you for the job you have done at the Foundation. In building on the start that George Pinnell made, you have really turned the Foundation around and we are all very proud of it. Kurt, from the first day, has always told people that the Foundation has no money. The Deans have money, the Chairs have money, the Chancellors have money, the President has money, but the Foundation has no money. For a long time, that was not the philosophy of the Foundation.

SIMIC: When I first came, the General Fund of the Foundation was 19 million dollars in debt. That’s because if you don’t have it and you give it away you are in trouble. (laughter, applause) 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #6: REPORT FROM IU PRESS: PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

Mr. Peter-John Leone, Director, IU Press

GROS LOUIS: Next on the agenda is a report from the new director of the IU Press, Peter-John Leone. Many of you know that the Press has had only two directors in its 50 year history. This is the 50th anniversary this year. As you see, looking at Peter-John, he may be able to serve another 50 years. (laughter) He is here to update you on the Press and indicate some issues he would like your advice on.

LEONE: As Ken said, this is our Golden Anniversary at the IU Press. I am also the new director, and thirdly, we are at a point of evolution in the publishing industry. This is a good time to take stock of ourselves. To do this, I’ve written my first book. Hopefully the tenure committee is paying attention. 

I’m going to tell you a little bit about where we’ve been, where we are, and where we are going and the challenges we will face. I’ll also leave some time for comments and questions because we need your input. Let’s talk a little bit about the past. We were founded in 1950. Herman B. Wells thought that a major institution like Indiana University needed a University Press. He recruited a fellow named Burnham Perry, a New York City publisher, to come and stay for just two years. He gave him $40,000 and told him to start the press, which he did, with three employees in a room in the Graduate School Office and was eventually moved to a Quonset hut. We’ve always been a priority at the University. (laughter) 

End of side A, tape 1. Some conversation was lost.

This is a picture of the cover of the very first book we published, a translation of a French travel log by an IU faculty member. We later moved to the Showers Factory building in 1960, roughly halfway through Burnham’s tenure here. He retired in 1976 and my predecessor, John Gallman, took over. He just retired last year. As Ken said, the administration of the Press has been quite stable over the years, and I think that is one of the reasons for our stability. What exactly is the reason we are here and why did Herman Wells think it so important to have a Press at the University.

Stopped at tape counter 014 on side 2.

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #7: REPORT ABOUT SWEAT SHOP ISSUES FROM THE PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE

Librarian Mary Pagliero Popp, Student Affairs Committee

Professor Richard McKaig, Dean of Students

GROS LOUIS: We will move now to the item seven on the agenda, the report on sweat shop issues from the president’s committee. I’ll ask Mary Popp to introduce it, and I know that Jeff Isaac from Political Science and Dean of Students Dick McKaig are here as well.

POPP: Dick, Jeff, and I are here today to share with you some information on an important issue, and in fact you have a handout telling you a little bit about what they are doing. Essentially they represent a system-wide committee appointed by the President to develop a policy and practical procedures for the university on the manufacture of logo products, the things that have our name on them, to ensure that sweatshop labor is not encouraged. They have some things to share with us about what they have been doing and about what happens next.

MCKAIG: Thank you very much. Since last May, a committee on campus has been meeting to advise the campus and monitor issues related to sweatshops. You can see the timeline actually begins in spring of 1999. The committee had recommended last year the involvement of this campus and the university as a whole in the Worker’s Rights Consortium. Professor Isaac attended both the founding meeting of the Worker’s Rights Consortium and the University Caucus meeting for the Worker’s Rights Consortium. The committees met over the summer and once in the fall semester, and most recently we have been looking at the situation in the Kukdong factory in Mexico where there are allegations of terrible working conditions. The committee is composed of students, faculty, staff, and representatives from the Research and Technology Institute. It has been a good partnership with effective participation by all parties. We have done a lot of the communication by email, sharing information and reports received from around the country. The difficulty now is sorting through all the various reports we receive and deciding what the most effective ways for the University to exert its pressure is, without resulting in a cut-and-run situation resulting in no employment in those areas. The committee last recommended to the President that a letter be sent to Nike and that letter is attached. Duke, Michigan, Iowa, and IU all have agreed to send such a letter to Nike. Other institutions took a different response. The committee meets again tomorrow morning to decide what the next steps are. Jeff has been particularly involved in the discussions and conversations regarding the Kukdong factory and can add more about that, but I think we want to respond to questions that you have about the committee or its work, about how it monitors issues, or the institution’s response to matters the committee raises. The President has asked us to keep him informed on these issues and has it as an agenda item of his to act on behalf of the institution in this area.

GROS LOUIS: One of the reasons that ARTI is involved, as you may or may not know, is that the IU logo sales go through ARTI. Obviously, it is the logo sales where the involvement of various companies and the allegations against those companies are most affected. Are there other questions of Dick or Jeff?

SHERMAN: I’ve never known the Bloomington campus to be particularly shy when it comes to speaking out or protesting, but when it comes to sweatshop issues, this has been a quiet campus, compared to others. Either we have become more quiet over the years, or we are doing things right, in terms of the way we are dealing with it. Any observations?

ISAAC: I think we are doing things right. The student group on this campus proceeded in a very effective and intelligent way in making contact with the administration, and early on developed a very good working relationship with Dick and his office and other people in the administration. I think also the administration was very receptive and responsive, for a very complicated set of reasons that I’m sure are not relevant to answering the question, and a productive and constructive relationship was established. This university has been fairly forthcoming. It has been a lot nastier on other campuses. The students here are very sharp; they are involved in the national No-Sweat movement. They bring a lot of information to our meetings, and they are fantastic researchers. It’s a shame that they’re not getting credit for what they are doing. They are doing serious research work. On the other hand, this is a national issue and I’m sure what has happened at other institutions has affected the calculus of this administration as it decided to go forward with the WRC. I think it’s a good thing. Tomorrow night the No-Sweat students are hosting two speakers at 7:30 in Jordan Hall 124. They spent a month working in an Indonesian factory and they are going to talk about sweatshop conditions. Things are happening, but they are happening in a productive way. There hasn’t been a need for insurgency. As far as faculty go, Purnima Bose and I drafted a petition that we circulated last December supporting President Brand’s taking action on this issue, which received over 150 signatures in just a few days. I think there was a lot of support in a short period of time. It wasn’t very vocal, but it didn’t need to be.

MCKAIG: About every two or three weeks I’m on a conference call with Big Ten representatives, and I would agree with Jeff’s assessment: it has been a very productive dialog here, with large consensus on the goals from the beginning. There has been very little disagreement on the means as to how we get there, and a lot of that credit goes to the students who came forward and continue to do their homework on this issue and the faculty who are actively involved in the committee.

GROS LOUIS: Those of you have read about this should know this, but in case you don’t, these sweatshops are not only in third world countries, but they are also in Los Angeles and New York and other large cities in this country. That’s part of the difficulty in cleaning up the operations, as they move every month. It is very hard to monitor that.

POPP: One other thing that I think is important that I didn’t know about until I started listening to some of the things that the committee has said is that our Office of Licensing and Trademarks has some very important information on their website that any of us can take a look at. Maybe Dick and Jeff might want to talk about that because I think it is very useful.

MCKAIG: Last winter, when we were discussing with the students how the university might best proceed, an agreement was made to require our contractors to make full public disclosure of any sites where products are manufactured. To facilitate that full public disclosure, a website off of ARTI was developed, and you can go on ARTI and see all of the individuals and organizations and companies we have contracts with, and then from that you can identify all of the locations that they currently contract with for the production of items that have our logo. At that time, we also lost approximately 30% of our vendors who chose not to re-contract with the university. We gave them a 90 day period with which to agree to the new contract with full public disclosure or we would void our contract. We lost approximately 30% of the vendors at that stage in the process. You can access all of that online through ARTI.

ANONYMOUS: Do we have a policy in place for what happens at the next step, should nothing change in this particular round?

MCKAIG: That is a major item on our agenda for discussion for tomorrow. Three institutions, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Purdue, chose to write to the Worker’s Rights Consortium to suggest that it was their role to work with the businesses. The Chancellor at Wisconsin specifically stated they did not feel their institution could, each and every time there was a situation, respond with a letter to a vendor; there had to be a more effective and collaborative approach in order to make an impact on this issue. The Worker’s Rights Consortium, of which we are now a member, currently is an information provider and an assessor of situations but does not have the mechanism through which the influence of collective institutions might be expressed. The University Caucus, which is a part of the WRC, is probably the manner in which that can be accomplished. They meet again in April, and I am anticipating the discussion tomorrow will be how we can exercise influence with that group to cause the University Caucus to work collaboratively. The other organization, the Fair Labor Association, has a slightly different approach to the issues. We are not currently a member of the Fair Labor Association although several Big Ten institutions are members of both.

ISAAC: Was your question about the Kukdong factory, or a general question about university responses to sweatshop issues?

ANONYMOUS: Let’s stick with this scenario.

ISAAC: The WRC really proved its value in this particular case. Unlike the FLA and some other groups that do some monitoring and that are reportedly committed to ending sweatshop abuses, the WRC is an organization that is independent of the corporations that are monitored and its prime directive is to be responsive to the articulated grievances of workers on the spot. In this case, the WRC became aware of complaints that were issued by four workers at the factory and began an investigation. The publicity that was created by the WRC helped to get the FLA and some other similar organizations interested and really made Nike take note. The consequence of all of that was that the WRC issued a report; there is an independent monitoring organization called Veritae that is in the process of producing a more official and impartial report. Veritae was commissioned by the Fair Labor Association. Nike has an observer down there and they have been in negotiations with the factory. Nike puts out lots of nice press releases, but I have to say that beyond that, from the information that we have gotten, there has actually been a substantial remedying of the violations. The two main concerns that the WRC expressed and that President Brand articulated in his letter were concern about the reinstatement of workers who had gone on strike, and in particular, the reinstatement of the five workers who had led the strike. It appears as though Nike has entered into negotiations with the factory owners. Nike doesn’t own these factories; it contracts with them. It appears that Nike has entered into negotiations that have achieved the result of having these workers reinstated or at least the factory has agreed to reinstate the workers. Many of them have already been reinstated, although there are some questions about the conditions under which they have been reinstated. In some ways this is a good story with a happy ending and the WRC has played a really important role. There is some question about the circumstances in which these workers were reinstated, and whether they were given back their old jobs or different jobs and whether or not those are issues worth pursuing. That is an issue that we are going to discuss at our meeting tomorrow. I personally am not sure they are worth pursuing but there are some other people that want to have them pursued. Is that a clearer answer to your question?

One of the interesting, quasi-scholarly issues that relates to this is the question of what a living wage is. How is a living wage calculated in different places? What does it mean to speak of a living wage? This is part of the Code of Conduct. There are studies being done, and connected to the WRC are efforts to involve universities in promoting this type of research. I think this is a particular activity that faculty may be concerned about and a particular faculty member might wish to promote. I’m not suggesting that this is an initiative that this council would want to take a resolution on, or anything like that. I think that as faculty members in particular, we could be thinking about the ways in which we could help to support important research like this, which is very policy-relevant, and related to civic and moral commitments that this university has. I just wanted you to think about that, because you might be hearing more about that in the future.

RUESINK: Let me make just one last comment. I’ve been involved in a lot of service committee type activities on this campus, and through the years, I don’t believe I’ve ever been involved in a group where administrators on campus, adjacent to campus in ARTI, students, and faculty have worked so passionately and effectively together. It has been an interesting experience to see everyone doing their homework, everyone coming to the table with a positive point of view, and working out how we can move together on some things. It’s been an interesting experience.

 

AGENDA ITEM #8: REPORT ON IMPLEMENTING NEW GRADE FORGIVENESS POLICIES

Professor Robert Eno, Educational Policies Committee

GROS LOUIS: The last item on the agenda is a report on implementing the new grade forgiveness policy. I’ll call on Bob.

ENO: It feels unusual, after a report of things that have gone so smoothly and cooperatively and synergistically, to bring this up. Members may remember that about a month ago we had a discussion about the fate of the faculty policy that was passed in 1994 to convert the FX policy to something which is now called either ExtendedX or ExpandedX. I can never get it quite right.

EISENBERG: Spandex? (laughter)

ENO: Extended. This is where students are able to take for a second time any course in which they got a grade below an A, if they feel it is of value to them in their program. They are allowed to do this for up to three courses, taken within the first 45 hours of their matriculation here. The policy was passed in 1994 by this council, but has not been implemented. It had run into severe implementation problems that, when it was finally ready to be implemented last year, it ran headlong into the SIS implementation and the conversion to PeopleSoft, which made it unfeasible in the eyes of the SIS steering committee to implement the program right now, or more specifically to implement a number of items which had to do with grade forgiveness on multiple campuses. We had a discussion in this council about cost/benefit figuring when we did faculty policies in the future. We reported that as part of the outcome of all of this, the SIS steering committee was now going to include faculty representatives from this campus and from IUPUI, and that has happened. Chris Haynes is our representative on the Steering Committee. The council asked that somebody check into the feasibility of somehow getting the new policy implemented, no matter what. That turned out to be me.

To my surprise, in the last week or so, the Registrar’s Office has come up with a solution, proposed the to the SIS committee, and the SIS has said it sounds very reasonable and we should move ahead. As of noon today, the new policy should have gone into the copy for the Schedule of Classes for the fall. I guess the synergy came about, albeit a little late. We’re going to have the policy implemented, starting in the fall. The copy that is being printed in the fall Schedule of Classes, called the amended FX policy or something like that…

End of tape 1. Some conversation was lost.

ENO: The deadline for copy was due today. It seemed better to not try to make up these policy decisions on the spur of the moment. Some of the issues which will need to be decided soon are whether the policy, which will be announced for the fall semester, will also apply to the summer courses; we have to decide at which date classes are eligible to be replaced, that is, is the policy effective for the summer term or the fall term or do we go all the way back to 1994 and say any class taken after 1994 is eligible? We have to address these problems, and I think they are going to be fairly complex to work through. There is a larger problem that wasn’t raised the last time we talked about this; one I think that is more important than any of those problems. About half of the schools on campus, including major schools like COAS, Business, and Music, do not use the current FX policy for calculations of internal requirements, such as admissions and probation. None of these are calculated within those schools, on the basis of a grade forgiveness policy. The original grade that you got is figured into those calculations. On the other hand, schools like Education, SPEA, and HPER use the current FX policy across the board.

Last year, when this issue started coming up again, the EPC went to the College to ask if they would reconsider its position to not opt in for grade forgiveness. The College said no, that they wouldn’t reconsider it. When the FX policy was originally passed, faculty members on this council tended to support grade forgiveness policies, but the academic schools have only bought into this selectively. This creates a confusion for students who are trying to figure their grade point averages as they apply in different schools, and also for advisors who are trying to do the same. One thing that I hope we can do over the next month or so is to decide how we can work with schools to see whether we can move more toward a campus-wide grade forgiveness policy that actually applies campus-wide, both within schools and on the University transcript that students have. Some of our decisions, having to do with the timing of implementation of this policy might impact to a degree the ability we have to convince various schools that this is good time for us to try to achieve a campus-wide uniformity in our curriculum policies. 

That’s my report. We’re not really in shape to go much farther on it today, because everything is really new as of this morning. I think generally it is good news.

SHERMAN: Bob, do you see this as coming back to this council this semester?

ENO: Right away. We need to make these decisions. Students are going to be enrolling for the fall term and seeing this in the Schedule of Classes. The Registrar says that at least half a dozen students read the Schedule of Classes far enough to see these regulations. (laughter) We have to have an answer for them when they ask those questions. We have to let advisors know, because they will read further and see this regulation. Some of us are advisors, and we need to know how to best advise our students. I expect to bring this right back to the council; I’m not sure it’s going to have time to go through the EPC.

EISENBERG: If the answer is too technically complicated, just say so. I’m curious to know how this is going to be implemented in the way in which we have it.

ENO: The Registrar’s Office team is going to apply a function that has been applied for transfer courses in the past. That is, transfer courses that would not be counted into the GPA, because we don’t treat transfer courses that way. They’re just going to peg that function into courses that are replaced in the GPA by a subsequent course under this ExpandedX policy. That’s almost a no-brainer to do. The problem that had to be solved was how to get this function replicated on IUCARE forms. The council had expressed some interest in doing this by hand, if necessary. What was likely to have happened was that every IUCARE form that came out would not have the policy reflected on it, and individual advisors in the schools that use the policy for internal calculations would have, with every iteration of the IUCARE sheet, gone in and marked the proper grade averages on the student’s chart by hand. To get around that, there had to be a proposal for programming time, which would allow a bridge between our legacy systems that we now have, and the system that runs IUCARE, which is not part of the legacy systems. This is a new bridge, which would transport this new function into the IUCARE system. That was the proposal that was designed by the Registrar’s Office at a very low number of programming hours, roughly eight to ten. That’s almost negligible. It was very well designed. The prospect is that it is very likely that this function will be able to be applied easily when the PeopleSoft system comes online in four or five years, so that the additional costs would be inconsequential. The cost/benefit issues dropped out because the Registrar’s Office addressed it directly and came up with a solution this time, which got us out of a mess.

I should add that the SIS Steering Committee and Don Hossler in Enrollment Services were extremely cooperative in trying to make sure that if there were any way that this could work, that is would work. We’ve now had experience with the fact that new systems interfere with the application of faculty policies, and no one is anxious that this become true. It’s a good prospect for future working together.

GROS LOUIS: What wasn’t clear to me is whether Music, Business, and the College are not using the FX policy or the new Grade Forgiveness policy.

ENO: The new Grade Forgiveness policy has not yet come up as an issue. They have not been using the FX policy. Last year, when it looked like we were going to move to the new policy, we went to the College to test the waters. They are the largest unit, so it seemed natural to begin there. We did not get a positive feedback. In fact, it was straight negative. This new policy would make no difference, so I didn’t press it further. The College is under new management, so this is probably a good time to see if we can get some momentum on this. It is of the same sort of species of thing as the Campus Curriculum Committee effort to have a general education curriculum common to all schools. That may not be feasible, but this may be an issue where we can make life easier for students and ourselves at very little cost to principles that schools want to stand by. 

GROS LOUIS: It seems to me that the Grade Forgiveness policy isn’t terribly helpful to students who will take the majority of those hours in the College if the College won’t accept it.

ENO: They do continue to ask for Grade Forgiveness, and to follow the FX policy, because the improved transcript that they get at the end of their run here is of greater value to them in seeking jobs, because they do continue to use the policy. Another consideration is whether to grandfather the FX policy to students who would be eligible for it. That is, the FX policy does not have a 45-hour limitation on it. We may have students now in the position of planning to replace courses that under the new policy cannot be replaced because they weren’t taken in the first 45 hours. They had expected to have been able to replace them because the FX policy would have allowed that. We need to consider whether to grandfather them in for the next couple of years.

GROS LOUIS: Anyone have other questions for Bob? I assume you’ll be coming back soon with some recommendations?

PATTERSON: I should have mentioned when Curt was here that Rex Stockton is the chair of the Foundation Relations Committee. He is here today, sitting in for Kim Walker. I’m sorry about the omission. 

STOCKTON: I’m actually Kim Walker in disguise. (laughter)

GROS LOUIS: It’s a wonderful disguise. (laughter) If there is nothing else, we are adjourned.

 

 

Adjournment 5:15 PM

Julie Bobay, BFC Secretary 

 

