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AGENDA ITEM #1: Memorial Resolution for

Professor Kenneth Jon Barwise

GROS LOUIS: The first item on today’s agenda is the memorial resolution for Professor Kenneth Jon Barwise. If I could ask members of the council and guests to stand for a moment of silence please.

<moment of silence>

Thank you.

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF
DECEMBER 5, 2000 AND JANUARY 16, 2001

GROS LOUIS: Agenda item number two is the approval of minutes of December 5 and January 16. You’ve had a chance to look at those. Were there any corrections or additions? If not, we will take it that the minutes are approved, and I’ll turn to Jim for the Agenda Committee business.

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #3: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS
Professor S. James Sherman

SHERMAN: I have two things. First, I assume most of you have been following the state of the state budget, and I think any day now the Senate is likely to pass their version of the budget, which is not very good for Higher Education. It basically gives us back what the Governor wouldn’t give us at first, which is not very much. Then it will go to Conference Committee with the House and the Senate. Again, I appreciate all your help. If there is anything more you want to do, in terms of communicating with legislators or other folks, writing letters to the editor, or anything else you can think of that might work, please feel free because we are floating somewhere between very bad and not so good.

The second thing is that I’d like to introduce Professor William Wiggins, our esteemed colleague, who is going to regale us with one of his famous stories.

WIGGINS: In fact, I have a co-storyteller, Valerie Grim. If we could come the front, the story would sound a little better. I’d like to say first that if you look through the mounds of papers you have in front of you, you would find a sheet that looks like this. Ken didn’t give us a color copy. (laughter) Our department, African-American Studies, thanks to actions taken by this august body some 30 years ago, came into existence some thirty years ago and continues to exist. What I have here is a poster, the replica of which is before you, made in 1969 or thereabouts. Patrick O’Meara was on the original committee, and out of their deliberations came the first offerings, Spring Semester 1969, Afro-American Studies, Indiana University. It lists these departments that participated in this initial offering of courses. I think Ken spent a few long nights with students in Bryan Hall, and so this comes from a period of student unrest. The departments offering courses were: Economics, Education, English, Folklore, Government, Journalism, Junior Division, Linguistics, Music, Near-Eastern Languages and Literature, Psychology, Sociology, Religious Studies. Jim Sherman noticed that I skipped History. I’m saving that for last, because we can see for what has passed is prologue; there are two names there that myself and many of you know. First it says "A349 - Afro-American History I. 3 Credit Hours, Mr. Juergens." Better known as George Juergens. A colleague of ours, recently retired, having left his impact on the University, is seen early on. Secondly, we have "E432 - History of Africa. 3 Credit Hours, Mr. Brooks." I think we know which Brooks of which this speaks. We are simply here to say thank you. For 30 years, we have done well representing the University and our department has as of 1999 a Master’s program in place; we have graduated our first Master’s students in the winter of 2000. We are looking forward to bigger and better things. The symposium will be on April 11 and 12. We invite you to come. Unlike Professor Lion, we don’t have gourmet food, but we will have an opening reception at the IU Foundation, Wednesday night from 6 to 9. You can come in, Paul, show your face, and leave. We would like for you to come by. If you can stay, we will have a colloquy around 7 o’clock. We’ll try to have a Ken Gros Louis-type time constraint on this thing, and we have four scholars who will speak about various aspects of Afro-American Studies in the Midwest. We would like for you to come out and be with us. If you’re going to see Maya Angelou, come beforehand.

Now that the seriousness is out of the way, we have a few things that we want to give to Ken. Ken, as you know, has been compared to Chancellor Wells, and with good reason. Chancellor Wells said he ate himself out of the band; he played the tuba but when he couldn’t fit the instrument anymore, he gave it up. Ken, on the other hand, has been very active with athletics. I couldn’t get the picture from 1981 in which Ken played Superman. It’s in Assembly Hall, and you take off your tie and you have this IU T-shirt on. We couldn’t find that, but in going to athletics, we have a few things we want to share with you.

First, Tim Garl, your trainer, says that now you can’t afford to be late anymore. You’ve begged off in the past, but now when it’s time for you to run or time to do your work, you have no excuse.

GROS LOUIS: It’s an IU clock, it looks like a basketball, and it has about the right time on it.

WIGGINS: Coach Davis said he looked and he found that you have a year of eligibility left. Although he would not have you thrown into the fray, as it were, we could use some more warm bodies at practice. To get in shape, he said to give you this, and when time comes, you can put this on.

GROS LOUIS: This is red. (laughter)

WIGGINS: You’re a good man, Charlie Brown, especially with our department. You have a warm place in our heart. Because of that you won’t have to pay the registration fee. We’re throwing in this T-shirt (inaudible) united in teaching, research, and service. It’s all made possible, in a large measure, because of your continued support. We wanted you to have that.

GROS LOUIS: Some of you may remember, and Bill knows that it was my good fortune to be Associate Dean of Arts and Sciences when Afro-American Studies was created as a department. I worked very closely with Herman Hudson, and in fact, at the luncheon next Thursday I will be speaking about my recollections of that first year with Herman. He was named the first Vice Chancellor for Afro-American Affairs, four months before I was named Associate Dean. I’ve got some quotations from some memos back and forth that really sound quite dated but you’ll hear them next week.

WIGGINS: Valerie has something for you that was signed by the department.

GROS LOUIS: This is a collage of the buildings here in Bloomington, with the signatures of the faculty on the outside.

WIGGINS: Linda Jean put them on the back so you will know who is who. And lastly, I have something I’d like my colleague Valerie Grim to present to you from our department.

GRIM: On behalf of the Department of Afro-American Studies, I would like to present you with this plaque for your continuous support of our department and the ideas you have contributed to its ongoing success. We thank you and we appreciate you. The plaque reads, "In recognition of your unstinting support of the department as Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chancellor at the Bloomington Campus, this Third day of April, 2001." Thank you very much. (applause)

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
Chancellor Kenneth R.R. Gros Louis and Professor S. James Sherman

GROS LOUIS: I certainly hadn’t expected all of this; maybe a simple announcement. (laughter) The next item is the question and comment period; I received no questions in advance, nor did the Agenda Committee, so the floor is open for any comments you might have.

SHERMAN: I did have a question from an email this afternoon, sent to me but directed to you. The sender wanted to know the real story behind the athletes who were recently dismissed from the Texas Tech basketball team. (laughter)

GROS LOUIS: They are transferring to Bloomington. (laughter) I hope by the end of the week to have all of the basketball team transferred to Bloomington. (laughter) I really have no idea, but that’s a good question.

POPP: There is a question that was sent but apparently didn’t arrive in time, one that is being asked in the libraries. I’m one of the people who agreed to ask it, so I will do that in this forum. One of the things that we have done in the last few weeks is to pass new procedures for how we do reviews of our new deans. We do have an ongoing review right now for the Dean of Libraries, and a question was asked by librarians about one of the changes we have made in our procedures. The change is that the survey comments from here on will only go to the Chancellor and the Dean who is being reviewed. The review committee did, this year, see the comments, and the question has been asked whether the review committee will be able to use those comments in its deliberations or whether we should, as members of a review committee, be going out and asking members of the library faculty and other staff members in the libraries for signed letters that might take the place of the comments they would have otherwise made.

GROS LOUIS: After the last meeting, when the procedures were approved, I had asked Dottie Frapwell if she thought I should follow the old procedures, that is, the ones that were followed before March, or the new ones. She said that I must follow the new ones. I told her, that as she knew, members of the review committee already had the survey and comments. She said that was fine, and that whatever was done to this point should be done as it had been in the past, but that from that point forward I should follow the new procedures. The final review of Dean Thorin can certainly draw from the survey, but the survey itself should not be attached to the review as it was in a couple of cases last year. When I get the review, I will summarize the review and the survey, but the policy committee, in this case the Bloomington Library Faculty Council, will get the complete review although they cannot distribute it to anyone else under the new procedures. I take it, from what Dottie said, that the review committee can use what it has because you received this survey some time ago, and you don’t need to solicit new letters. Use of course your judgment on what you think is essential and not essential in those comments and in the survey.

POPP: Thank you very much. It was very helpful that you clarified that.

GROS LOUIS: It does mean that the review will go to the Bloomington Faculty Library Council, which is the equivalent of the Elected Policy Committee. I will summarize for anyone else who wants it, with consultation with Ted or Jim or someone else, both the review and the survey. Any other questions or comments?

SUFFRON: I want to take this opportunity to let you know that both A.J. and myself will be out of office in 12 days and counting. Jake Oakman is the incoming IUSA President, and he is here to learn the ropes. I’ll keep him informed of everything else, but I hope that you will welcome him here.

GROS LOUIS: A.J. leaves with one of the last two remaining IU insignia cowboy hats available in Bloomington, because he rode with me in the Homecoming parade last year because Meredith was part of the Homecoming Court. At one time I had about 12 of those hats, and I have given those away to successive people who have ridden in the parade. It was my next to last one and A.J. liked it, so he has it. (laughter) I have one left. Any other comments or questions?

GROS LOUIS: Seeing no other questions, we will move on to item number five. You will notice that there are time limits here on each of the items, and that is to insure that we get through not only today’s business today, but that we also get through the business of the last meeting two weeks from today.

SHERMAN: That was one other comment that I had. The agenda for the meeting on the 17th is pretty full already. If anyone has any item that really has to come forward this semester, you need to let the Agenda Committee know pretty soon. In fact, the Agenda Committee is going to meet right after this meeting to talk about the agenda, so if you have something you think should be on the agenda you need to tell one of us about it.

AGENDA ITEM #6: REPORT FROM THE CAMPUS CAPACITY COMMITTEE

Professor David Zaret 

GROS LOUIS: We will move then to item five, the report from the Campus Capacity Committee, chaired by David Zaret, who many of you know is a faculty member in sociology and also Executive Associate Dean of Arts and Sciences.

ZARET: I take it then that I am to adhere to the 20-minute limit? (laughter) Last fall, President Brand convened a committee to examine the issue of the capacity of the Bloomington campus. The task that was given to the committee was not to formulate any specific policy recommendations, or indeed to come up with a precise number to try to specify what is the capacity of the campus in terms of the number of students to whom we can give a quality education, rather, the president thought it was time to look at the issue broadly, think about the indicators that we might develop that can be used to supply objective data to assess the capacity issue, and the charge to the committee was quite open-ended. The President wanted the committee’s sense of whether, in terms of current enrollments, we are approaching the limits of growth, we are above capacity, or whether indeed there has not been enough growth. The committee has an open-ended charge; it has been asked to look at indicators or data, and to provide an assessment of those indicators to the President. The committee itself has not been authorized to make any policy recommendations beyond that. We have simply been asked to think broadly, look at the data, and report what we have found. 

Let me very quickly indicate the current thinking of the committee. This is very much a work in progress. I am making representations about the current thinking of the committee; the committee has not yet arrived at a final and firm set of recommendations. If I misrepresent any positions of the committee, there are at least four or more members of the committee who are here at the BFC today, and I trust they’ll keep me honest.

Now, a few assumptions. The first task of the committee is to collect data or indicators. This is a data-driven exercise. We are less interested in perceptions of the capacity issue. At the point in time when policy is formulated, perceptions by students, by staff, and by faculty are important, but we are confining our attention to indicators that bear on the many dimensions of the capacity issue. The second assumption is that the capacity concept itself is a complex concept; it intersects with just about every activity that goes on on this campus, pertaining to the instructional context, the residential life, the physical plant. There are many different dimensions to the capacity issue.

Fundamentally, the concept of capacity is a short to intermediary term concept. We are not attempting to speculate out to the long run. In the long run, anything is possible. In the short to intermediary term, what we are attempting to do is to specify, given a set of assumptions or parameters, an optimal level that minimizes the average instructional cost. What is the optimal level of enrollment? If we fall below that level, then, in effect, the relative fixed costs of the university, the buildings and the faculty and staff, are high, relative to the number of students whom we educate. If we run below capacity, we raise costs and we are not good stewards of the resources that are entrusted to us. We have responsibility to use the physical plant and instructional resources to deliver a quality education to as many students as we can.

On the other hand, if we run well above capacity, then quality erodes and all kinds of efficiencies or scarcity costs drive up the expense of doing business. Any net incremental revenue from adding more students is wiped out by the scarcity costs, the inefficiencies, and by the degradation of quality. Capacity is an intermediary or an optimal level concept. We are fishing around and trying to find out what don’t we want to go below, what don’t we want to go above. Ultimately, what we are looking for is a level where we can deliver quality education to the largest number of students and have the maximum financial margins to invest in our future. This last point suggests that in thinking about capacity, there is no necessary contradiction between quality issues and budgetary issues; they are inherently interrelated in the capacity issue.

I mentioned before that in thinking about capacity you have to make assumptions; what are the parameters? Capacity relative to what? There are two important ones I want to mention. First, the IUB teaching mission. The teaching mission of this university involves a balance between access and excellence. We deliver quality education; we have high standards. On the other hand, we don’t want to be needlessly exclusionary. We have a mission to educate rural and urban minorities; we have a mission to educate the first-generation students in their families who go to college. We have access, but we have excellence as well. The committee is broadly mindful of this teaching mission of the campus.

The second parameter concerns the culture and character of the campus. We want to think about capacity relative to the culture and the quality of this campus; things that we all value. This campus is an aesthetically attractive campus; we all enjoy that. That is part of the culture of the place. This is a faculty-centered institution. From a student perspective, IUB provides a friendly and a supportive environment. These aspects of the character and the culture of the campus have to be factored into it.

Where are we then, with our thinking, in terms of capacity? We’ve looked at a broad range of issues, relating to course availability and student availability. Let me say something really quickly about our current thinking on course availability; that is, our ability to meet student demand for courses. My remarks will focus on undergraduate education, because that will be the focus of this report. The committee has arrived at the astonishingly unremarkable conclusion that the availability of courses is determined by the supply of teachers, both Associate Instructors and Faculty, by space, the supply of classrooms, and is constrained by scheduling. We have not examined scheduling procedures too much. If you vary scheduling procedures you can increase capacity. For example, in some CIC institutions, the students indicate what they want to take, the faculty indicate what they want to teach, and the Registrar’s office comes up with a schedule and assigns rooms and times. That’s not the way we do business here. We are constrained by current scheduling procedures that are fairly responsive to faculty desires.

In terms of course availability, key indicators include the waitlists. That is, the data on the number of students that have signed up to get into a course who can’t. We’ve looked at waitlist data, we have looked at course enrollment levels; how many of our courses are full to 95% of capacity, of 100% of capacity. We’ve looked at waitlist statistics and established trends over time. We’ve come to the conclusion that at the 100 and 200 level we are pretty much maxed out. That is, we are running at about capacity in terms of our availability to meet undergraduate demand for courses, especially at the 100 and 200 levels. This trend seems pretty much uniform over different schools. At the 300 and 400 level, one might want to qualify the claim that I just made; there may be some slack capacity that is available at the 300 and 400 level. It’s unevenly distributed. It’s quite clear, in the thinking of the committee, that if we were to think about increasing the size of the undergraduate student body, it could only be done on the assumption that we add net new instructional resources. 

Five or six years ago, when a decision was made to increase the size of the freshman class to where it currently is, it may have been sensible to assume that you can provide the instruction for the additional students, taking advantage of slack instructional resource; that is, sprinkling the students in the classrooms where there are empty seats. There really are now no empty seats. We currently have, in terms of the availability of faculty, a very high student to faculty ratio, as compared to other public CIC institutions. In terms of non-tenure-track faculty, because the evidence shows that we do rely somewhat more on these individuals, the trend here, relative to other Research One public institutions has been quite modest. I think the committee is coming to the conclusion that we may have a basis for regularizing some of the non-tenure-track faculty appointments, and maybe some room to increase reliance on non-tenure-track faculty without detracting from an undergraduate education that is faculty-centered. For example, in the college, currently 75% of all classes are faculty taught; the rest would be taught by Associate Instructors.

If one turns to the issue of space, that is, the physical availability of seats, not necessarily in classrooms but in appropriately configured classrooms, one encounters a very different set of issues. Currently, the data seem to indicate that we are very efficiently using our space. We are close to, if not at capacity. Over the last 10 years the campus has not added new classrooms; the total number of seminar and lecture rooms is the same as it was 10 years ago. This is a very interesting calculation that people that manage space use called the Hypothetical Instructional Day. That is, if we assume that we could schedule classes perfectly, beginning at 8:00 in the morning, given 100% enrollment, and have a perfect sequencing of classes, including Friday classes, the Hypothetical Instructional Day would currently end at about 6:50 in the evening. Again, it would begin at 8 AM and end at almost seven at night. Ten years ago, you would have ended at about 3:30 or 3:40 in the afternoon. We are making very good, efficient use of our space, but what this suggests to the committee is that even if we adopted some measures to increase efficiency, such as more classes on Fridays, rolling back the number of Monday/Wednesday 75 minute classes and sticking to a Monday/Wednesday/Friday and Tuesday/Thursday schedule, there isn’t much room to pick up additional capacity by jiggling around the schedule. 

On the other hand, the committee does note that the campus will, in the near future, be modestly adding to our inventory of classroom space when the Myers Hall renovation is finished and we get authority from the Legislature for the new Business pod. We can assume that there will be some new and large lecture space coming on line. There is more wiggle room with space in the next few years than we sometimes think. In terms of current capacity and use of the faculty and Associate Instructors, we don’t have slack capacity over there. I think that would fairly capture some of the committee members’ thinking on those issues.

Residential and Academic Support. We have gone out and inquired to over 40 offices on this campus, from Women’s Affairs to the Physical Plant, IUPD, the Union Board, IUSA, and Campus Life to name a few, asking them for data indicators that they use to measure student demand to get some sense about capacity outside the instructional context. That is, capacity for residence life and academic support. We have an excellent retention rate. Most of you are aware of this. We seem to be doing an excellent job right now. The committee does note that many units do not collect systematic data on this issue. We collect traffic statistics, the number of students who might walk in and request a service. We don’t have measures of un-met demand. Again, if one looks at the spatial issues, compared to other public CIC institutions, the space that we now have for study, meaning Libraries, and that we have for general use, the Performing Arts and Museums, and the space that we have for physical education and service puts us at the top or close to the top of public CIC institutions. We are fourth in terms of library space, first in terms of general use, again museums and performing arts, which reflects well on the Humanities and Creative Arts orientation of the campus, and third in terms of physical education and service. We seem to be doing quite well on that.

Finally, in addition to course availability, there is student availability. This concerns the quality of our student body and our ability to recruit a diverse and quality undergraduate population. The background statistics are easily stated: we have gone from a beginning class of 5800 students 10 years ago to about 6800 beginning students. This excludes transfer students. Over this time, there have not been very noticeable shifts in quality. The SAT scores for resident students have increased very slightly, for non-residents they have been stable. If you look at ACT scores over this 10 years, for undergraduates they are stable. There has been some decline in class rank, in terms of proportion of the numbers of kids who are in the top 10% of their class, and some amount of that decline can be attributed to the growing proportion of out-of-state students. As we recruit kids from highly competitive high schools, they may be in the top third of their class, and there seems to be some shifting along with that. We looked at demographic data, the supply of high school students. Over the next ten years there will be modestly more high school students in Indiana, Ohio, and Kentucky. Growth will be robust, that is, double digit figures in Illinois, Michigan, New York, and New Jersey, where we do a lot of out-of state recruiting. The committee is thinking that we may well have the opportunity to recruit modestly more out of state students through any number of different measures, including tinkering with the financial aid models that Don Hossler uses to recruit out of state students. The School of Informatics may well be a magnet that would attract a type of out of state student that we currently do not compete for very well. There is a market positioning study that is currently under way to think about ways in which IU can better tell its story in going out and recruiting for out of state students.

To what general conclusion does all of this lead? I think the committee is arriving at a conclusion that we are close to, if not at capacity, to deliver a quality education to undergraduates. We are reassured by the quality, in terms of retention rates and the measurements of the incoming class. There may be opportunities for incremental, gradual improvement in the profile of our undergraduate students, if we can do a better job of positioning ourselves and marketing programmatic innovations that might attract new students. Any changes will be incremental, subtle, and that would be the most fundamental conclusion drawn by the committee. Any questions?

GROS LOUIS: One fact that I might add is that Illinois is, to use the language of the Office of Admissions, our number one feeder state. That is, Illinois is from where the largest number of students come. Illinois was talking about creating their equivalent of the Hope Scholarships in Georgia. If you’re not familiar with those, when U.S. Senator Zell Miller was Governor of Georgia, he introduced a scholarship allowing any graduating senior in a Georgia high school that had achieved a certain GPA level to go to a public institution for free. It has made an astonishing difference in the quality of the institutions in Georgia because so many of the students that were going out of state have taken advantage of the offer. These students also feel some obligation to stay in Georgia as a result of that free education. As a result, Atlanta, along with the state of Georgia, is one of the booming economic areas of the country at this time. It was fairly simple and not that costly. Again, the Illinois legislature was thinking of establishing a Hope-type scholarship last year. Should they do that, there could be a significant, negative impact on out-of-state recruitment, given that Illinois is our number one feeder state. Having said that, New Jersey and New York are third and fourth among our feeder states. There is evidence that there are significant percentage increases in applicants from New York and New Jersey for whom Bloomington’s physical appeal, as well as the academic appeal, is very great. Having talked with students from New Jersey and New York, in asking why they came here I found it is because they had never seen so many trees. (laughter)

ZARET: Having just returned from New Jersey, I can appreciate that. I think for New Jersey, the demographic projection is a 20 or 21% increase in the number of high school graduates by 2010. They are at the top of the growth list. There may be possibilities that would offset declines in Illinois.

SHERMAN: You mentioned that one of the factors in capacity is not only the building availability but also the number of people who are teaching. I have tracked the FTE tenured and tenure-tracked people over the last five or six years, and it looks like this. I hope that is part of your consideration. If we are going to stay at current capacity, or even increase, we’ve got to do something to reverse the trend. With all of the retirements that I know are happening in various departments, I don’t know how that’s going to be done.

ZARET: That’s a good point. The one caveat I would introduce is that in describing the trend, one has to have the right slice of time. The trend, looking from your perspective, middle 90’s to present, in terms of FTE, looks like this. If you go back to 1990, the trend looks like this. In 1991, there were 1355 tenured and tenure-tracked faculty on this campus. Currently, there are 1326. The trend, much of which is tied to developments in the College, over the last ten years, looks like this. Again, if one takes the long perspective, it tends to induce a note of complacency. It’s clear we need to lay on more faculty. With more retirements coming up, that will be quite a challenge. It’s a shame that the wonderful program we had, the 1% initiative that the students came up with years ago was not continued by the Trustees. That really provided a great shot in the arm for us.

HAMBURGER: Have changes in the average student tenure on campus changed in the period you have been looking at, and have changes in that average residence time affected capacity?

ZARET: You mean Time to Degree. My sense is that Time to Degree has not changed.

GROS LOUIS: The last report I saw was maybe a year or so ago, but the average number of years for a person getting a degree in Bloomington was 4.5. That hasn’t changed much.

ZARET: The freshman to sophomore retention rate, which is crucial in predicting future success, has continued to increase. Relative to what one would predict would be our retention rates, we are doing a superb job on this campus, especially with minorities, which suggests that that aspect of the campus is working. That leaves the committee to think that we are not grossly over capacity; we are doing something right.

GROS LOUIS: Both the Bloomington graduation rates and retention rates exceed those of Harvard, if you look at the profile of the incoming class. It exceeds others as well, but this is just more dramatic. (laughter) David’s time is up, and thank you very much.

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #7: ANNUAL REPORT OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION STATISTICS

Professor Paul Eisenberg, Affirmative Action Committee

Ms. Julie Knost, Director of Affirmative Action

GROS LOUIS: We’ll move then to the annual report of the Affirmative Action Committee.

EISENBERG: I cannot actually recall in years past whether the following mandated item was entitled the Annual Report from the Affirmative Action Committee, but before we get into these statistics, I did want to say briefly that the Affirmative Action Committee does more during the course of a year than ask Julie Knost to generate these figures for us. This is not the time for me to make a lengthy report about that matter, but I would like to mention to you that on the Friday before Spring Recess, there was a quite important lecture given here by Lester Monts, Senior Vice Provost for Academic Affairs at the University of Michigan. Following that talk, we in the Affirmative Action Committee have been hoping to develop some more definite plans to take this into the next year and beyond. Meanwhile, however, let me make a few introductory comments about the statistics that you have in the packet in front of you before I turn the floor over to Julie Knost.

In a year when there was a net loss of esteemed faculty on campus, it is indeed impressive that there was also a net gain of 19 women faculty. That statistic does not include Sharon Brehm, but it is worth noting that among the women appointed to the faculty in the current year there is our new Chancellor herself. In contrast to that very positive picture of women on the faculty, I would point out that 15 of those faculty members were women Librarians. With regard to the minority figures, there was a net gain of 12 of other ethnicities and racial backgrounds. Let me comment quite briefly on some of the statistics that you have available to you now, concerning student enrollments and particularly the undergraduate enrollments at CIC institutions.

It certainly is true, as those of us who work on affirmative action matters know, that IU is doing what many other CIC schools are doing and achieving. It is also the case, if one looks at the figures provided by the University of Michigan…

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

EISENBERG: The undergraduate enrollment at those highly prestigious schools is considerably better than ours. If one turns to the next page, entitled "Graduate Enrollments at CIC Institutions," one can note that in all of the categories listed here, those prestigious universities do much better than we. Again, this is one emphasis that could be given. From this data, one can find schools that do no better and worse as well. As an optimist, I like to look to the possibilities of improvement and here are the signs that improvement is possible with appropriate financial and non-financial support from various administrators and others on this campus. I’ll now turn it over to Julie.

KNOST: First of all, I’d like to mention that sitting next to me is Todd Schmitz, who has done the student data on here. Often, I get calls about student questions. Todd is the expert on that and I wanted to note that for those of you that have questions in that area. One of the things I want to talk about, because the council is usually interested in it, is hiring. The chart you have is through October of 1999. This year has been a very good hiring year for minorities that will be coming on the faculty next year. I just wanted to give you an update of this. This is only accepted hires. As you know, in your departments there are lots of offers out and a lot of interviewing going on. These are the new hires, as of today. In the College, we have 10 new faculty members that are underrepresented minority hires, seven men and three women. Five are African Americans, three Latinos, and two are Native American. In other schools, we have hired a senior African-American woman in education and have also hired an African-American male Assistant Professor in HPER. The total as of today, and I should qualify that by saying we’re not sure when they’re coming in, is that we should be adding 12 new minority faculty for next year. That doesn’t include any Asian faculty, and so we are well above last year. Adding to that, we also don’t know how many resignations and terminations will occur that will offset that. In terms of distribution, we have done much better at hiring at the senior level, with seven Assistant Professors, three Associate Professors, one full professor, and one convertible lecturership. I know of at least two other opportunities that are pending but are going to work out.

In hiring for senior women, especially in the Sciences, what I have to report is not about accepted offers, but about efforts to that end. It is a very difficult process and there have been some new attempts this year to do some new things to encourage representation of women in the sciences. The Computer Sciences have been very hard for us to hire women in, but this year we did have an accepted offer for a convertible research appointment. This is basically hiring someone into a research position that will be converted into a tenure-track position upon the completion of their Ph.D. This is different than a convertible lecturership, as they are not teaching, but researching and completing their Ph.D. through that research. Chemistry is having a very difficult hiring year, but I would like to report that they made offers to seven women and a like number of men and have had no success with the men or the women. There has been a big effort to address women in Chemistry as well. In Physics, there was a woman on a short list, but there was not an offer made. Once again, this is a difficult area. There has been some progress, in terms of people coming into the pool and offers being made and trying to encourage people to come.

I wanted to mention what’s working because it is important, in terms of what people on the Faculty Council can do. I think we’re beginning to see some things that are working. One is that while it is easy to talk about administrative commitment, what we are seeing that is really working is engagement at the departmental level, in particular at the search committee level. It takes individual contacts and searching out people to get them to apply and be in the pool in order to have success. This has been true in our administrative appointments over the last few years, including the Chancellor search, but also where we have had success at the departmental level. It also involves a great deal of leg work. Generally, we are finding that we are not recruiting minority faculty through advertising, but rather by identifying people, graduate students in particular, and making them aware of Indiana University. One thing that we are encouraging very much is bringing people in for lectures, for conferences, and for visits. Once they are here they can become more familiar with the departments at IU. The other thing is that we are encouraging every department to come up with its own diversity plan, and I can tell you that right now most departments do not have them. Those diversity plans include not only hiring of faculty, but graduate student development, undergraduate curriculum, and undergraduate recruitment. The other thing to note is that the hiring that has been going on this year has been exciting to me because this is not all strategic hiring money. The strategic hiring money remains an important source for us to expand our faculty, but some of these are mainline hires, and that’s where we need to be going. It needs to be a part of the normal search process. 

We’re having a good year, and we need to continue with the hard work. In Psychology, we’ve picked up Sharon Brehm as a senior woman, but there is no minority representation in Psychology at all. In Theatre and Drama, we are very much underrepresented for women in the department and almost no minority faculty. The Theatre and Drama department should be hiring in the next year, as the new Theater opens. Informatics has been a very good place, and one that your departments should be thinking about because there are many joint appointments. We’ve had success in areas such as a woman in Fine Arts who also has an appointment with Vice President McRobbie and will have an appointment with Informatics. The new hiring trends will most certainly be toward facilitating more inter-disciplinary appointments, and there are lots of opportunities for hiring in those areas. I would encourage people to look at that. 

Finally, I will say that we also hired Mike Davis, and because I know that because members of this Faculty Council have been involved in Athletics, I would encourage you to remain involved in the Athletic Department because it is an area where hiring should be a priority, and not just for the basketball coach but in general.

GROS LOUIS: Thank you, both Paul and Julie. Are there any comments or questions?

SHERMAN: I had trouble following one of these tables, and maybe it doesn’t represent what I thought it did. Page 14, at the bottom. If you look down the Professor column, there were 132 to begin, two new hires, and four terminations. That should be a total of -2. There were 10 promotions, +8. If you look at the difference between the top and bottom, it’s only a +5, and that difference is for all of the columns. I didn’t know if these were wrong years or if I was doing something wrong.

KNOST: I know that you’re seeing promotions too, so the minuses are showing up as pluses. Your Associate -10 is your Professor +10. 

SHERMAN: That I understand, but if you go down the columns, the numbers don’t seem to reflect the changes from one year to the next. You might check that.

EISENBERG: They’re only numbers. (laughter)

SHERMAN: That’s right. We can make them whatever we want.

GROS LOUIS: Other questions or comments? If not, Paul and Julie, thank you very much.

AGENDA ITEM #8: AI GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES

Professor Eva Cherniavsky, AI Affairs Committee

GROS LOUIS: The next item on the agenda is the AI Grievance Procedure. The AI Affairs Committee has been working on this for most of the year, and I’ll call on committee chair Eva Cherniavsky to walk us through the documents in front of you.

CHERNIAVSKY: Let me start by introducing you to some of my colleagues on the AI Affairs Committee. To my right is Sean McDowell, who is a graduate student in English. He’ll help me present to you some of the stuff we’ve been working on. Luise McCarty and Craig Ortsey are also members of this hard-working committee, as are the non-BFC members: Olivia Snyder, Murray McGibbon, and Christie Tondeur. I’d like to start by thanking all of them for their work. The purpose of this presentation is to consult with you about the committee’s work, which began last year. You have two year’s worth of work in front of you, documents which we are also forwarding to the deans of schools and their policy committees for their input and responses, in hopes that we will have a finalized version of these documents for you to vote on early in the fall. This is your preliminary consultation.

There are four separate documents in front of you. We realize that it is a lot of paper, and what we’re going to try to do is to provide some context for reading and interpreting these materials. Let me give you a little bit of history to start with. Early in the fall of 1999, the AI Affairs Committee was hastily called together to deal with a specific matter that involved an AI grievance that had gone unresolved for well over a year. It was the case of an AI who had been dismissed in the middle of her contract; she had been abruptly terminated mid-year. Having failed to achieve a satisfactory resolution, at least from her point of view, at the departmental level, she had pursued her case at higher administrative levels and the case had been shuffled around between various offices and had basically been deferred through inaction. As the committee started to think about this case, two issues emerged. The first is that the existing structure for reviewing AI grievances beyond the departmental level was at best murky. I would refer you here to a BFC document, titled D.XVII, which includes provisions for faculty grievance procedures. It includes all procedures for the Faculty Board of Review, Faculty Grievance Committee, and procedures, whatever they are, for dealing with AI grievances. Let me just read you the first item, entitled "Disputes involving Associate Instructors". This document states that: 

"Grievance procedures through which an AI can appeal from what he considers manifest injustices shall be established at a number of levels. Individual disagreements that arise should go first to some kind of departmental machinery. Failing mutual agreement there, the AI could appeal to the dean. At the next level, the Associate Instructor Affairs Committee should provide the services of an informal mediator. Finally, if that fails, the case goes to an AI Board of Review."

That’s a pretty vague set of provisions, especially where it says an AI could turn to the dean. In fact, what happened in this case was that it ended up on the desk of the Associate Dean and languished there for some time.

The second thing that emerged from this case for us was that it was now necessary to convene the AI Board of Review in order to hear this case. Such an entity is provided for in this document D.XVII, but there are no clear procedures by which this board would operate. What we did in the fall of 1999 was form a sub-committee that developed these procedures on an emergency basis so that the committee could be appointed and this particular case could be heard as quickly as possible. This is the genesis of the document in front of you, entitled "AI Board of Review Procedures". You will note that there are footnotes disclaiming these procedures as supplemental to the existing procedures; this states that there will be such an entity as an AI Board of Appeal. I’ll say something more about that document in a minute. When we reconvened at the beginning of this year, it was clear to us that what we had was a draft of an endpoint for a grievance procedure; a draft of the way an AI Board of Review might proceed. There was still a considerable lack of clarity as to the preliminary stages for reviewing an AI grievance. That is what we set to working on this year; putting the previous stages in place. This is the portion of the work that is represented in the document on the AI Grievance Committee. 

There is a provision for reviewing AI grievances, which simply states that the Associate Instructor Affairs Committee will serve in that capacity. If you look at the equivalent provisions for the Faculty Grievance Committee, you will see that there is a well established and thought through set of provisions for the operations of the Faculty Grievance Committee. All that exists now on paper, relative to mediation of AI grievances is simply the suggestion that the AI Affairs Committee will serve in that capacity. Let me say something about both of those documents, the Grievance Committee and Board of Review documents. In each case we proceeded by looking at the analogous mechanisms for the review of faculty grievances. That is, we started by looking at the provisions for the Faculty Grievance Committee and the Faculty Board of Review. Rather than to reinvent the wheel, the most efficient way seemed to be to turn to these documents as a model, and then to revise and adjust these procedures to address the often rather different circumstances of Associate Instructors.

I’ll just describe to you very briefly some of the kinds of changes that we made. One of the most notable ones had to do with the non-applicability of tenure and promotion related provisions. One part of what we did simply required deleting provisions which dealt specifically with tenure considerations. In the case of the AI Grievance Committee, we needed to alter the terms of its selection. The Faculty Grievance Committee is elected by this body, insofar as the AI Grievance Committee is effectively drawn from the same members as the AI Affairs Committee, it’s going to be a committee that is appointed, rather than elected. Other kinds of changes that we made were to stipulate in the way that the Faculty Grievance Committee document does not other avenues of mediation which are open in specific kinds of cases. These were the sorts of alterations that were made. I’m not going to attempt to walk you through the documents point by point, as we could never adhere to our time limits that way, but I would invite you to peruse them. If you would like to compare them to the faculty templates from which we were working, we welcome your input, and you are invited to contact the committee with concerns and comments any time in the coming weeks. You can contact me personally and I will forward those responses to the committee for their consideration. What I simply wanted to provide here is that these are absolutely analogous to the procedures for faculty grievances, modified to accommodate the different circumstances of Associate Instructors.

One of the things that happened in the course of working on these documents was the suggestion that it would behoove us to do a certain amount of research into the amount of AI grievances that have surfaced in the recent past as a means of testing out the procedures that we were devising. That is, it occurred to us that we would be more able to gauge their applicability to the different kinds of cases they would be used to address if we researched what kinds of cases have surfaced in the past. We therefore undertook a kind of research project, and contacted both offices and units on campus that we anticipated that might have served as a sort of "clearing house" for AI grievances. For example, we spoke to Beverly Warren at the Student Advocate Office, with Jean Robinson in Women’s Affairs, with Pam Freeman in the GLB office, and so forth. We also undertook a survey of Associate Instructors, under the auspices of the GSO. It was an anonymous email survey, with a system for responses being forwarded to us with the identity of the respondents deleted. Two things emerged from this research, resulting in the creation of two additional documents which we had not anticipated producing. The first thing was that all existing AI grievance procedures, actually all grievance procedures on this campus, tend to pressure some local structure of appeal at the departmental level. You will remember the reference in the document I read to you, "some departmental machinery". What our research suggested was that in fact, in many units, AI grievances are addressed on an entirely ad hoc basis. There is nothing that one would call a "mechanism" in place. There is no clear and consistent structure for handling appeals. This led us to produce the document in front of you, which is called "Recommendations to Departments on AI Grievances." We assumed that the most we could do was to make recommendations, as we could not stipulate to departments how they should work.

You’ll see that these recommendations are a very straightforward attempt to ensure that every department has some kind of formalized system of appeal. Let me walk you through the first item of the recommendations, which simply indicates that there should be a mechanism for dealing with grievances in a timely fashion. It should be clear what the hierarchy of appeal is in a department. If you can’t resolve the matter with your immediate supervising faculty member, to whom do you turn? Where does it go? The second recommendation is that these procedures should be written down someplace, so that everyone in the process should be aware of them. The third item is that these procedures should protect confidentiality and the rights of all involved. We felt it important to stress that they should also be sensitive to the complex situation of Associate Instructors, who are, after all, both instructors and students, and are therefore oftentimes very concerned about the negative ramifications on their professional careers, assuming the grievance is related to teaching. Item number four says that if any kind of note is placed in anyone’s file, they should know about it. Finally, if resolution at the departmental level fails, the Associate Instructor in question ought to be made aware that there are procedures he or she can proceed with, beyond the departmental level. This seemed to be a very straightforward set of recommendations. 

The other insight that emerged during our research is that there is a startling lack of consistency in the handling of AI appointments across different departments. I’m talking not about a variety of teaching assignments, as it is given that a lab instructor in the sciences is not doing the same work as a composition instructor in English. I’m talking about the ways in which appointments are made. Many units seem to operate under conditions that might be best characterized as conducive to the occurrence of grievances. (laughter) This led us to produce the document "Guidelines on Associate Instructor Appointments." I’ll turn things over to Sean, who is going to describe to you some of the problems with that, and also talk through some of the guidelines.

MCDOWELL: The purpose of circular B45-2001 is very much under the category of grievance avoidance. This grew directly out of the surveys. Let me show you what the surveys entailed. We came up with a survey of just four questions and sent it to all Bloomington campus academic units who have representation on the GSO. We decided to send the survey out relatively late in our process, meaning it to be a check on our language, making sure that we had covered all the bases. We gave the respondents only 10 days to respond. We received responses from more than 75 instructors at this campus.

The questions we asked had to do with the teaching assignments, the appointment and reappointment process, working conditions, and what respondents might see as conflicts between their status as students and their status as instructors. There were a number of areas which we informed them which we could not go into, such as salary. That is clearly beyond anything we have power to talk about. While a number of the responses pointed out very positive things about their department, we were struck by a number of surprising anecdotes. I’ve chosen a couple to share with you over the next few minutes. The first interesting thing about the surveys was that it really drove home to us just how divergent the experiences of graduate student instructors on this campus. We have, among the graduate student population, people who are just graders in the class who really have no agency in the class. There are a few instructors on the other end who are running the whole show themselves, with very little in the way of faculty supervision anywhere across the board. You can imagine the difficulty we had in trying to parse out where a graduate instructor’s rights begin and where the department’s rights lie as well. 

There were a number of people in those 75 plus respondents who admitted knowing nothing of how the appointment or reappointment process works. They have no idea about how those decisions are made. Part of that is because they have a lack of knowledge about the process, but as one person described it for the group, there is the thought that these decisions are made rather secretly and/or mysteriously. There is a case of one person who is the grader for a class of 150 students and was asked to return papers in three days. We felt that was rather striking. There was another person who was asked to grade almost 100 individual 30 page papers as part of a part-time position during the course of one semester. I don’t know how long it takes you to grade papers, but it takes me quite a while to write comments. That’s a lot of time for a part time position. Several people learned about their teaching assignments the night before, or even hours before their first class session was scheduled. In fact, one person was told at the departmental picnic. "By the way, you’re teaching this class tomorrow." I suspect it spoiled the rest of the picnic for that person. "Sorry, gotta go! No hamburgers for me!" (laughter) Finally, for what I can only describe as the Banana Republic model of AI/Departmental relations, when one person tried to approach a department about a grievance against a professor, the person was told the department could do nothing about the grievance, and that if the grievant persisted in filing a complaint, that they would compromise all chances of future funding. 

We were struck by a number of these anecdotes and stories, and while our survey was far from scientific, we decided it best to put out some guidelines for the discussion here and also to get departments talking about how the appointment process is arrived at and understood. That leads me to circular B45-2001, "Guidelines on Associate Instructor Appointments." We designed these guidelines primarily for the avoidance of grievances, and we set them out to protect both departmental faculty and Associate Instructors from misunderstandings. That is the spirit in which we arrived at these. I’m not going to bore you by reading them all through. You can see that point one deals with the adherence of timetables for notifying pre-appointment to avoid the night-before phenomenon. Number two addresses the issue of a graduate student contract specifying the number of hours per week, including some description of the job, so that expectations up front are clear to the AIs. Point three deals with objective criteria for appointment and reappointment and course assignments. Point four deals with access to essential resources, including departmental mailboxes and other means for instructors to keep contact with their students. Point five addresses the issue of autonomy. Those instructors who have been given autonomy over courses should be given the authority to assign grades and formulate class policies in concert with the established curriculum guidelines. Finally, point six deals with the issue of graduate student instructors who are involved in teaching other graduate students, which was found in a number of instances. This is a bizarre phenomenon which puzzled us for a while. Our feeling as a committee is that if every academic unit followed these guidelines tomorrow, 90% of the stories we’ve heard would simply vanish. I think that is the important factor to keep in mind. We would also have more consistency campus-wide on how AIs are handled by their departments. That is the justification for that sheet.

We hope that these procedures and guidelines can come to a vote next year, which is the principle reason that we are bringing them to you now. We are looking for your views on all four documents, and so I will open the floor for comments at this time.

BASU: Do you have responses from any science graduate AIs?

MCDOWELL: Yes.

BASU: In number six, there are several courses at the 400 level that could be taken by both graduate students and undergraduates together. It is inevitable that if there is a lab course that AIs would be teaching other grad students. It could happen both ways; we could both be grad students teaching each other.

MCDOWELL: That is true.

BASU: The difference is in that you say it is an exceptional circumstance and I call it a common circumstance.

CHERNIAVSKY: We put that language in there because it is clear that there are such a variety of teaching configurations in certain disciplines; there are clearly contexts where that would be appropriate. Some of the surveys suggested that there were also instances of graduate students teaching other graduate students in ways that were not part of the departmental culture. That might have more to do with a poorly distributed workload, causing work to be displaced onto the graduate students by the instructor. Our intention was that we would except those specific circumstances which you are talking about.

BASU: I think the only cases where a graduate student is taking a course taught by an AI are if the course is remedial or coupled with an undergraduate section. 

MCDOWELL: We had a couple of reports of the other kind.

BASU: Maybe those are the exceptions and not the rule. Maybe it is truly the opposite of common experience.

MCDOWELL: That’s one of the things we need to pursue farther. It’s one of the difficult things we had as a committee. How do we find out about that? I suppose the next step would be to contact the departments and find out how often that happens.

GIERYN: Elsewhere on number six, and particularly in the Graduate School, pertaining to graduate students teaching other graduate students, my understanding is that there are some statements of policy.

G. WALKER: I don’t remember right now, Tom. I’m sorry. I remember having this discussion, and I think Basu is correct. There are lots of examples of departmental cultures where this would happen in the natural course of things; these would not be exceptions.

CHERNIAVSKY: We struggled a lot with the language because it is difficult to find language that is sufficiently precise, able to regulate, and efficiently capacious to accommodate all the different circumstances of graduate student teaching across the range of departments and units in the university. Our intent was that any department in which graduate students do have responsibility for instructing other graduate students assumes it is either a remedial context or one in which a very advanced graduate student would be given some opportunity to teach other graduate students as a credential for going out into the job market. In those kinds of circumstances, the department would be responsible for defining the appropriate circumstances and adhering to them. We will note your concerns here, and will go back and revisit the language a little bit. The idea is that if graduate students do teach other graduate students, it has to be in a context stipulated by that department.

SHERMAN: Eva, other than in the case for which the Grievance Committee was put together, have there been other cases since the committee was formed; in the last year and a half?

CHERNIAVSKY: No.

SHERMAN: I want to thank you and the committee very much. I know the committee was put together for a very difficult case, and very quickly at that. You did a terrific job getting through it, and I know it was hard and stressful, and I thank you for your good work.

GROS LOUIS: In the Board of Review procedures for AIs, number nine says that the recommendation should be made to the Chancellor within 10 days. There were cases in my years on the Faculty Board of Review that if the grievance of the faculty member was against the chair, that the recommendation of the Board of Review would go to the Dean. I would think it even more likely that an AI grievance might be against the department, in which case you might consider having the recommendation go to the Dean rather than the Chancellor, with an appeal falling to the Chancellor. Similarly, if there were a grievance against me, the recommendation would go to the President. There have also been cases where the grievance was against the Dean of a school, and then the recommendation would go to the Dean of the Faculties. There is, of course, always the opportunity to appeal to the next supervisory level.

SMITH: I wanted to say these look like excellent guidelines, but I’m wondering what the word "guidelines" means. Is this just a friendly suggestion? If it is, I would think about making it stronger. If it is just a friendly suggestion, if an AI grieves against it, they don’t have much recourse.

CHERNIAVSKY: I think our choice of "guidelines" rather than "recommendations" was to suggest that if in fact these were voted in, they would carry the weight of this body. Whether or not it is politic of this body to mandate departmental procedure is not at stake; we intend that when a department sees these guidelines they know that the governing body for the faculty has approved them as acceptable and beneficent to the department in general.

GROS LOUIS: If this body creates the Associate Instructor Grievance and AI Board of Review Committees, as it has authority to do, it certainly would be in the best interest of the departments to follow the guidelines for the appointments and for grievance procedures within the departments. That is, if the Faculty Council has grievance and board of review procedures, I think it puts more teeth into the guidelines for the departments.

Time is up, I’m afraid. Obviously a lot of work went into this and the AI Affairs Committee would appreciate your comments, I’m sure. 

CHERNIAVSKY: Please send comments to me. I’m not sure what the membership of this committee will be next year but I will forward them to this year’s committee and see that all of this information gets passed on to the new chair and committee members.

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #9: STRATEGIC PLAN FOR DISTRIBUTED EDUCATION

Professor Robert Eno, Distributed Education Committee

GROS LOUIS: We will move then to item number nine, the Strategic Plan for Distributed Education. You will recall that Erv Boschmann made a presentation to the BFC some weeks ago, and I’ll let Bob explain the relationship to Erv’s speech.

ENO: The circular that was circulated for this is not the right circular, so please turn instead to the white sheet of paper. This is actually a report from a new standing committee that this body established in December, the Distributed Education Committee. We met for the first time about a week and a half ago. Jim Patterson and I are acting as co-chairs for the remainder of this term. Our agenda was to discuss the progress of Distributed Education on campus, to discuss our agenda for next year, and to immediately work with the Strategic Plan for Distributed Education, which was put out by the Office of Distributed Education. About a week before we had met, the Associate Vice President for Distributed Education, Erv Boschmann, told me that the Strategic Plan which we had looked at earlier in the year had been somewhat revised and was, he hoped, going to go before the Trustees this summer, in order that they could endorse it and it could become a blueprint for distributed education system-wide. Our meeting quickly diverted to a discussion on whether or not this would be a good thing. We discovered that we felt there were many features of the revised plan, which in fact is only moderately revised from what we saw in the fall, that did not address the concerns that the BFC Educational Policy Committee raised at the time that we recommended a Distributed Education Committee be created. We felt the revised plan continued to be, as the EPC stated, far premature to present to the Trustees. That is the judgment of the Distributed Education Committee. We think the current plan is premature and should not go to the Trustees.

In these regards, people who are deeply involved with distributed education are well ahead of us. Very few of us on the faculty feel fully equipped to evaluate the plan, to follow through with our reservations, and articulately express what our concerns are. Therefore, the Distributed Education Committee thought what we needed was a fast and intense opportunity for the faculty to gather together to discuss issues of distributed education among ourselves and with administrators who are much involved in the promotion of it system-wide and with the promotion and development of the plan. What we would like to do is have the BFC endorse a campus-wide faculty symposium at the close of the term, as people’s time becomes available, whether during exam week or immediately following. This is for the purpose of having discussions of the specific plan that’s being proposed now, in order that we can write a report on our views of the plan and submit that report to the Chancellor and President of the University, to have them serve as advisory to the Trustees, should they consider over the summer why or why not to endorse the current plan. We feel this would be an opportunity to have a substantial faculty forum on an issue that is of central faculty concern before the blueprint for the development of distributed education is put into place by the Trustees. Not doing that would make it much more difficult for us to have impact on the issue, would put us in a catch-up position where we really have no focused point at which to gather together, realizing that now is the time to become rapidly as educated as we can and give what input and wisdom we can to the Trustees.

The specific motion that we are asking the BFC to consider and vote on today is what appears in bold type at the bottom: We recommend that the BFC vote that "The Bloomington Faculty Council requests that the BFC Distributed Education Committee convene a symposium of faculty and administrators early in May 2001 to evaluate the Office of Distributed Education’s proposed Strategic Plan for Distributed Education. The Council asks the committee to prepare a report of the symposium’s discussions immediately thereafter and to forward the report to the Bloomington Chancellor and University President for discussion with the Trustees in advance of any formal adoption of the Strategic Plan for Distributed Education. The BFC authorizes the allocation of resources adequate to achieve these purposes." We are envisioning something like a symposium held in the Frangipani Room, involving perhaps a panel of people to begin discussions that would include Erv Boschmann, Jeremy Dunning, other administrators, and other faculty members who have been involved in this process. We would then move to some workgroups that would consider specific issues with distributed education, and then move to a plenary session that would allow the Distributed Education Committee to report a general sense of the symposium. It is a rather compressed process; these few hours will replace what should take a year or more for this committee to accomplish. We had originally thought that next year’s Distributed Education Committee would spend a whole year educating itself and addressing issues on this list. If the plan is going to be up for approval during the summer, we think we ought to have some input on it now. I might add that readings I have had in discussions with administrators lead me to believe that it may be that nobody is particularly happy with this plan, not perhaps the School of Continuing Studies, perhaps not Associate Vice President Boschmann himself. I think it is a good opportunity as a campus to focus on this and to help the administrators out in thinking this through. There are a lot of turf wars, a lot of issues of resource allocation; a lot of things are political and confusing and those have come out to be a very fuzzy, compromised plan. As an institution, we can do better. We are asking that the council today ask the DEC to arrange the symposium, that we be able to use the BFC mailing list to alert faculty, and to help in securing funding.

End of tape 1. Some conversation was lost.

PATTERSON: What you might not see is that this might go forward before the Faculty Council has had an opportunity to even form an opinion on it. We are trying to get this down to a smaller committee that can issue a report which would be delivered by President Brand or Chancellor Gros Louis to the Trustees.

RUESINK: Bob, was this envisioned as a system-wide symposium or just a Bloomington symposium?

ENO: The last sentence before the actual motion says that we hope to induce colleagues from other campuses to join the discussions. Distributed Education is going to have an enormous impact on the regional campuses in particular, and I think that the regional campuses feel even more left out of this process than we do. I think IUPUI feels more left out of this process than we do. I think it would benefit everyone if Bloomington were to take the lead on this and raise these issues. I think mostly what we want to do is to put the brakes on a development that is moving a little too fast and let all the campuses have access to input. This would be a good occasion to start that. I don’t think we can manage it in this short time frame as a full system-wide symposium. We need to focus here.

INTONS-PETERSON: I wanted to know if we can infer from what you said before that Erv Boschmann is interested in having something like this occur.

ENO: He doesn’t know anything about it so far as I know. (laughter) My sense is that Erv would not feel this to be an intrusion on his territory or that his treasured plan is now under threat. He has been extremely cooperative in working with faculty as best he can. I think the fact that the plan has not been modified as much as this body might have wished it to be may not really be the preference of any individual in the ODE. It may be a product of the fact that this is a system-wide plan and it can only develop slowly, with a lot of inertia behind it. We didn’t have enough force behind ours to allow people to improve it to the degree that we want.

GIERYN: Bob, given all that you just said, is it reasonable to ask Erv to delay the presentation to the Trustees, or is it the Trustees who are requesting from him a report this summer? Why the rush?

ENO: The rush is because he mentioned to me that he was planning to put it in front of the Trustees in June. I think whether or not Erv decides he really wants to put it up then, perhaps we could convince him not to. Without holding a symposium, I’m not sure it will be useful for us to convince him not to, because what is it happen between now and when he decides it to be time to go forward.

GIERYN: Patient study of the materials for a year could happen if he decides not to go forward.

ENO: I hope this will lead to that conclusion. It may lead Erv to decide to do that.

KNOST: The new Chancellor has a lot of experience in this area, and will not be on board until July 1. There are a number of members of the committee here that know of the many conversations in the interview process where she demonstrated extensive experience in this area. I also believe that Erv Boschmann also reports to Ken’s office. It seems to me to be appropriate to delay this until we have that person on board before we proceed. You are talking about a large future plan.

ENO: We would like to delay it.

KNOST: People are asking what the variables might be. I think that the Trustees would certainly be able to recognize that when you have a new person coming into that position with this sort of experience, they would want that person’s input. 

G. WALKER: Just to follow up, Erv has mentioned to me that he would like the opportunity to confer with the new Chancellor about the gamut of things he is responsible for along these lines as soon as possible. It seems to me that there is an obvious additional reason to bring up to the board.

ENO: I’m not sure if we’re talking about delaying the plan or delaying the symposium. The reason the symposium is timed as it is was because I was informed that the plan was going up in June. If the plan is not going up in June, and will have considerable alteration, we might consider a change in the scheduling of the symposium. It doesn’t make sense to change the schedule of the symposium on the assumption that the plan has to be delayed when our information is that it hasn’t been delayed.

SHERMAN: My subjective sense is that it is unlikely to come before the Trustees that quickly, but I also believe that the idea of the symposium is a very good one either way. I think that the understanding that faculty do have more contributions to make will mean that this is not likely to come forward. I think that if we have a symposium like this, it will be even more likely that the plan would not go forward, and would serve good purpose as well. I don’t think the only reason for having the symposium is to use it as a way to buy a year.

GROS LOUIS: The issue may be for Jim, as a member of the UFC Agenda Committee, or in his next meeting with Myles to confirm whether or not the plan will be presented to the Board until the fall, in which case it is still up to you to decide whether to have the symposium and sooner or later. If that is the case, the urgency of having the symposium disappears.

GELLIS: I would like to support what Jim said. I still think that the symposium would be very helpful to crystallize some of the areas that we want to look into further. Assuming that we had another year, this would get us started. I think that is perhaps the best way to get us started on looking at it.

G. WALKER: It seems to me that if we have a symposium, it would be very timely if the new Chancellor could be present during that discussion. We may want to have more than one symposium. It seems to me that, given her interest and the crucial role she will play in the future, it would be terrific if she could be informed and take part in some symposia. 

SHERMAN: As a matter of fact, she will be on campus in early May. Ken, do you know the dates?

GROS LOUIS: Yes I do. pause. (laughter) She will be here on April 30 and May 1. However, she will be here only briefly on the 30th and wants to spend most of the day on the 1st with me.

SHERMAN: Never mind.

GROS LOUIS: That’s also very short notice on which to plan a symposium, only three and a half weeks away. She said that she plans not to return to campus until July 1. I’m going to ask her when she’s here if she’s doing that out of some reasons of propriety, because I don’t care; she can come as much as she wants. The other thought would be that she has some things to clear up at Ohio University before she comes here. I’d be happy to ask her, given there is a symposium in May or June, whether she would like to participate.

ENO: Let me tell you very frankly that I’m not anxious to devote the last weeks of the term to creating a symposium, as it appears I am given to do. I am concerned that if we don’t seize the opportunity now, and we drift toward the fall when things start more slowly, there will be a lot of other things for the new Chancellor to do and it might not be an ideal time to get this started. We might do better to have a symposium in early May, whether the Chancellor designate can attend or not in order to crystallize faculty thinking and have a larger-scale interaction with Erv and Jeremy Dunning.

GROS LOUIS: She could of course get copies of whatever is presented, and/or a summary of the discussions.

ENO: I do think it likely that the actual convening of the symposium is going to put the brakes on any plan, if there is still the prospect of getting it to the Trustees this summer.

GROS LOUIS: I think we should move on. Let’s take a vote on the recommendation for the symposium. You have before you the recommendation from the Distributed Education Committee. Should this be a voice vote?

SHERMAN: Voice vote.

GROS LOUIS: The President says a voice vote is called for.

SHERMAN: The Parliamentarian agrees. (laughter)

GELLIS: She does indeed. (laughter)

GROS LOUIS: All those in favor of the recommendation that you see in circular B48-2001 indicate by saying "aye". 

[Voice vote: approved]

There may be some additional comments that you want to make to Bob and Jim by email.

 

AGENDA ITEM #10: MODIFICATION OF PROMOTION AND TENURE PROCEDURES

Professor Theodore Miller, Faculty Affairs Committee

GROS LOUIS: The last item is the Modification of the Promotion and Tenure Procedure. Like other issues, this comes before you now because it is going to be taken up at the last UFC meeting. I’ll turn it over to Ted Miller.

T. MILLER: Circular B46-2001 is a document which you have seen before, I believe in November of this academic year. This document has also been discussed previously at the UFC. It is now on the agenda for the final UFC meeting, the 24th of April. It has not really changed a great deal since you saw it in November. In fact, there are four additional sentences across both parts.

The basic idea of this policy is to clarify the promotion and tenure paths for a relatively small number of faculty, who are now dealt with under what one might call ad hoc procedures, that is to say, procedures that the Faculty Council has never really authorized. There are a few such faculty in the multi-campus schools, SPEA being a notable case at this particular point in time. There also are some faculty in Nursing and in Social Work which this policy would affect. Basically, what the policy says is that what we are going to do with regard to promotion and tenure decisions is to do what we now do: Departmental reviews, School/College Reviews. All of that remains unchanged under that particular language. Following the recommendation of the Dean of the College, the case will follow the review path on the campus where the faculty member holds their tenure-track appointment. Where does a faculty member hold their tenure-track appointment? There is a sentence in this document on page one, in the paragraph with a bunch of underlined language, which says "each tenured and tenure-probationary appointment is held on the particular campus where the appointee’s main academic work is done." It’s a very intuitive statement about where a person’s appointment is held. The appointment is held where the main work is done. This doesn’t preclude people from doing work on a various number of campuses. It also doesn’t preclude budgetary arrangements which might have somebody actually be paid from the budget of another campus, which is something that does happen in certain instances in our certain situation. This says that the appointment is held on the campus where the main academic work is done. 

The problem that arose with our initial discussion of this was with the School of Medicine, particularly faculty involved with the work of the Centers for Medical Education. There is an additional sentence here which reads "The sole exception to this is for tenured and tenure-probationary appointees at the Centers for Medical Education, who all hold Indianapolis campus appointments." The implication of that is that this group of faculty would have their tenure and promotion paths, after they pass the School of Medicine, follow the Indianapolis campus procedures, irrespective of where their main academic work is done.

GROS LOUIS: The major reason for that, unlike in Bloomington where Medical Sciences faculty may participate on the BFC and et cetera, some of the other regional medical centers are not attached to a university. There is no institution for them to go through; there is no process. Terre Haute, for example, is not attached to Indiana State.

T. MILLER: There is language of this sort in the procedures for the promotion part, and on page two you will find the equivalent language (inaudible).

G. WALKER: Does this make explicit what is already true? I’m thinking that, with regard to multi-campus schools, is it now already written down somewhere, independent of promotion and tenure cases, that people who are in the multi-campus schools excepting Medicine hold tenure on the campus where they do their main academic work?

GROS LOUIS: That is true, George, but the difference is that what happens now is the candidate, say from SPEA Bloomington, goes through the Bloomington procedure. It then goes from the Bloomington Dean of Faculties to the Vice President in Indianapolis, to whom SPEA reports. The change is that it would then go from the Dean of Faculties here to the Bloomington Chancellor. Having said that, Chancellor Bepko, Glenn Irwin and I would always confer on those appointments. Similarly, faculty from the School of Education in Indianapolis would go through all the campus procedures and then come to me as their reporting-line Vice President.

G. WALKER: Although there was collaboration, it does change the procedure that has been true in the past.

GROS LOUIS: I think it’s something that Jerry Bepko is comfortable with, as long as Medicine is excluded. We never know who is going to be in our positions, but if the person is tenured in Bloomington or vice-versa, Jerry and I are not going to oppose what the campus in question is recommending. It clarifies something that needs clarification.

SONI: Ted, the School of Optometry a clinic in Indianapolis, with full time faculty members there. If a faculty member there, who works there full time, goes through the tenure process, would that faculty member be going through process in Indianapolis?

T. MILLER: These are tenure-track faculty?

SONI: Yes.

T. MILLER: Under this policy, the person would be reviewed by the School of Optometry by whatever procedures the School decides to use, and that person would then be reviewed on the Indianapolis campus, as that is where their principal academic work is done. That would be the implication of this.

SONI: I think we would need to include that in our guidelines.

G. WALKER: This is just an extension of your school up there, doing clinical work. They have no attachment, just as the Medical School people have no attachment. We could say that, excepting the Medical School, we are going to do it this way. We are probably going to have situations in the future, as people begin to be at various places, where they just happen to be physically doing something there, but they are pilgrims from a main campus. I don’t know if it can be done case by case. I can imagine the Dean of Optometry wanting to be treated like Medicine. It’s clearly an attachment with Bloomington; there is no attachment with the Indianapolis campus. This is a new unit up there, and so they haven’t thought about it carefully before. The question is whether you want to have the opportunity to think about that as it comes along in these guidelines, or if you want to except the School of Medicine and say that everybody else, even though they may have no attachment to the campus, must be finally brought forward by the Chancellor of that campus.

T. MILLER: The clinic you are talking about is not located on the campus?

SONI: No, it is not on the campus. It could be located on the campus in the future. Who knows?

G. WALKER: It would be desirable for cooperation.

T. MILLER: These are clinical appointees?

SONI: Right now all of our faculty up there are clinical appointees. It is possible that we could have tenure-tracked faculty there. We did have a tenure-track faculty member from Indianapolis who went through procedures down here.

T. MILLER: We have a corresponding situation in the School of Nursing. The Nursing faculty located in Bloomington are now dealt with in Indianapolis. There are other Nursing programs on other campuses where the nurses are dealt with on the particular campus where they are employed.

LION: The School of Nursing very clearly and repeatedly says that the Bloomington campus is a division of the IUPUI one. It does not have an Associate Dean or an Assistant Dean, and so in the structure of hierarchy it is singularly different than the off-campus programs. There is great effort to maintain it as so and that rationale escapes me. It is a division of IUPUI and not a School of Nursing.

GROS LOUIS: We are close to the mandatory adjournment time. I’m not sure we would be comfortable voting on this, but the UFC is going to vote on it at the meeting on the 24th. Maybe you could consider this and bring it back for a vote on the 17th, Ted? The issue that Sarita raised caused me to think of Informatics and that we might have lots of people on multiple campuses. I thought also that an appointment indicated where a person was going to be tenured. I thought tenure had to be geographic-specific.

T. MILLER: There is a policy in the Academic Handbook which says that tenure is specific to a campus. However, it doesn’t say which campus it is specific to. (laughter) This is an effort to clarify that.

GROS LOUIS: It is possible that at their next meeting Higher Education will approve and undergraduate degree in Nursing in Bloomington, which may change the relationship between the School and the Division here. We are adjourned.

 

 

Adjournment 5:30 PM

Julie Bobay, BFC Secretary 

 

