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Agenda 


1. Agenda Committee Business 

     (Professor Theodore Miller) 

2. Presiding Officer's Business 

     (Chancellor Kenneth Gros Louis) 

3. Question / Comment Period 

     (Chancellor Gros Louis and Professor Miller) 

4. Further Discussion of 20/20: A Vision for Achieving Equity and Excellence, Bloomington Campus of Indiana University (http://www.indiana.edu/~blcampus/20-20.htm)
     (Agenda Committee, Professor Theodore Miller) 

5. Discussion of UFC Proposal regarding Non-Tenure Track-Faculty 

     (Agenda Committee, Professor Theodore Miller) 

     (Circular B16-99) 

6. Discussion of UFC Proposal for Tenured Faculty Review 

     (Agenda Committee, Professor Theodore Miller) 

     (Circular B17-99) 




AGENDA ITEM #1: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 

GROS LOUIS: The first item on the agenda is the Agenda Committee business, and I'll turn it over to Ted. 

T. MILLER: Thank you, Ken. We do not have the minutes of the last meeting to approve. Our secretary has taken a trip to Mexico. And so we will be delayed by one meeting with those minutes. We wish her, however, a speedy return. 

I wanted to announce today that as we agreed at the last meeting I have sent the proposal for review of misconduct to the academic deans and to the school policy committees. So they should all be in possession of this document at this point. I've asked them to try to respond if they want to by the end of January so we can proceed with our discussions here. 

I also wanted to remind you that we are in the phase of nominating people to serve as BFC members next year. Those ballots have been distributed. To the extent that anyone asks you what the due date for the ballots is, please note that that is December 11. There is some confusion about this because on the ballot it says the due date is today. We did, however, send out an e-mail to all of the Bloomington faculty extending the deadline until December 11. So please, if anyone of your colleagues is walking around with a confused look on their face over this matter, help them out. Thank you. 



AGENDA ITEM #2: PRESIDING OFFICER'S BUSINESS 

GROS LOUIS: I have no presiding officer's business. 



AGENDA ITEM #3: QUESTION / COMMENT PERIOD 

GROS LOUIS: There are two questions in advance and I'm not sure I remember the answer to. Dick Carr might, or other members of the council might. It's a question about the computation of the GPA. A person writes in that, "I understand that IU's grading policy is based on a 4.0 scale, however, I find it inequitable that an A+ grade receives 4.0 similar to the A, but an A- receives 3.7. If a distinction in points is made at the A- level, and at all other grade levels for that matter, then I believe a distinction in points should occur when a student receives an A+. I'm sure this issue has been raised before, but I never heard the reasoning behind our grading system." Dick, can you remember? Do you recall? 

CARR: Yes, it has come up before. The grade of A is considered to be superior, and therefore, I don't know how you could get something that would be above superior. This was the argument, that very superior was really somewhat meaningless, and 4.0 is left as the top grade. I suppose this is something that could be adjusted if there was widespread sentiment in its favor. However, it just seemed impractical to the committee at the time to try and mess with the English language. 

GROS LOUIS: Do you think I should give this to Ted to give to some appropriate committee? Does anyone feel passionately about this? 

EISENBERG: I'm not sure I feel passionately, but I feel something positive should be done. It does seem to me that when on one of those rare occasions one of us instructors move to give a student an A+, it would mean something truly outstanding. But there should be some way in which credit for that plus is actually registered on the transcript. And if the whole argument depends on English language equivalencies for better grades, as you represented the matter, we could think of some other language to describe an A and make an appropriate distinction between an A and an A+. 

CARR: Yes, that has been the normal argument. The only reason for maintaining what we have now, and I'm sure that a different committee would feel differently about it, is the fact that 4.0 was considered to be the top grade. Therefore, the very superior student about whom you're speaking would receive 4.0 or an A. The grading system doesn't go beyond that. The argument that we use was really looking at the other end, the student who does a really lamentable job, and you feel the F is too good. So you really open up a bag of beans with this. [Laughter]. 

GROS LOUIS: Do you feel we should open the bag? 

NEWTON: Yes, we should open the bag. 

GROS LOUIS: Maybe a committee could be assigned to see what is done elsewhere in the Big Ten. I don't know if other schools do have a 4.3 for an A+. The only request that has come to me in recent years, unsurprisingly, to count A+ as 4.3 has been from the Chancellor's Scholars and the Well's Scholars. And it is true that many of those, both groups, graduate with more A+s than other grades. So some students in the Chancellor's or the Well's Scholars may have 60 percent of their grades A+ . And I don't know what that makes the computation. And their contention is that there's an occasional A-, which is not then balanced off as A+s, because A+s count as 4.0. So it takes their GPA below 4.0, even though they have 21 A+s. 

The other question I had in advance was to describe somewhat the process for discussion of the freshman curriculum proposals. Not the substance, but the process. Chuck Watson is not here, but I'll read something from him as chair of the College policy committee. But first of all, you'll all be excited to know that the text is on the Web. And in addition to being on the Web, there is also an opportunity to converse about it. I'll give Ellen the listing of the Web page and the button to push to see the proposal, and if you want to converse over the Web, that's where it is. Also, I sent an e-mail to the liaisons from each of the school policy committees to the BFC asking them, in addition to other things they might consider, to focus on three questions: 

1. What do you like about the proposals, and how do you believe the new courses might help better prepare your majors? 

2. What changes would you recommend to the proposals? 

3. What is your opinion about the principle of a common freshman curriculum? That is, do you believe that the freshman should have common experiences or not? And, if so, what experiences? 

And the larger question is how satisfied do you believe your faculty are with the current freshman year? To what extent do these proposals improve on the freshman year? And if you believe they do not, what alternatives do you suggest if you think improvement is needed? 

In addition to that, the campus curriculum committee is considering asking the Center for Survey Research to do a survey and/or focus groups with faculty, and perhaps students, to determine views on the proposals or alternative proposals. That committee will also consider next Monday whether or not to develop templates. This is not syllabi, but a list of what skills and proficiencies would be expected in the various courses. This is in response to, in part, the e-mail from Chuck Watson, that I mentioned before, asking for more information about the proposals. The committee last summer did, indeed, identify skills and proficiencies to be linked with the courses. Those courses are, however, to be developed by individual faculty members. Since Chuck is not here, let me just say that the College policy committee plans to have the Committee for Undergraduate Education in the College discuss these proposals first. After that proposal is revised, reflecting the input, then the policy committee intends to have a proposal distributed to College faculty along with the ballot. So sometime in February, assuming that the Committee for Undergraduate Education is done, there are plans to have a ballot for all College faculty. And Chuck also indicates that the faculty are eager to participate in groups that might develop templates for the courses. And that is the information that I have on the processes. Before February 15 would be a good date to get comments back, and I say that in an e-mail to the policy committees as well. Those are the questions I received in advance. Are there any questions or comments on this or other matters from the floor? 

CARR: Just to follow up on what you were just saying, Ken, I assume after February 15 then this body will be discussing the proposals once again? 

GROS LOUIS: Sure. I'd be happy to share, especially with your committee or any other committee that the Agenda Committee wants me to, what I get from each of these schools. 

T. MILLER: Is it your understanding then that the committee in the College, the Undergraduate Education Committee, is going to produce a revised proposal which they're going to send to the College faculty? 

GROS LOUIS: That's possible. Let me read exactly what Chuck Watson says. "After the proposal, that is the current proposal, is revised to reflect the input, but before the referendum, we would like to have the Committee on Undergraduate Education, possibly corresponding committees from other schools, conduct open meetings with the faculty. These discussions might result in some further refinement of the proposal. We would then ask CUE to prepare a document summarizing the pros and cons to be distributed to the College faculty with a ballot." 

An important point I didn't mention before was Chuck's suggestion that the undergraduate committee might meet with undergraduate or the corresponding bodies from other schools. 

T. MILLER: I guess my just-off-the-top reaction to this is that, ultimately of course, the faculty in all of the schools will have to vote on this. But it really seems to me that it might be worthwhile to kind of wait until we have comments from the various schools. We may want to distribute an amended proposal to the schools. I guess it isn't clear to me that if the College is going to go off on its own path here like this, I'm not sure that that necessarily is going to help us. 

GROS LOUIS: What you say is consistent with what Chuck Watson says. Is anyone here from the College policy committee to speak to this? I think what you're saying, Ted, is consistent with what he's saying. That is, when they get the report from CUE, they should meet with corresponding committees from other schools for further refinement or revision. 

P. BRANTLINGER: I guess I'm puzzled now about what the force or effect of a negative vote on the part of College faculty would be? 

GROS LOUIS: Same thing it was 20 years ago. The faculty voted no on certain aspects of the revisions then. (Inaudible). I think the last time there was a referendum was in 1978 or 1979 on a number of changes. Most of them were approved, some were not. Those that were approved went forward, those that were not, did not. Was there a vote when the language requirement was changed, or was it just a policy committee decision? 

ANONYMOUS: It was a College decision. 

GROS LOUIS: So the whole faculty voted? 

P. BRANTLINGER: Was it just in the College? 

CARR: Yes. 

P. BRANTLINGER: This is part of my puzzlement. This curricular change presumably would involve all schools. So if the College faculty votes what (inaudible). 

GROS LOUIS: Well, I think that's what Chuck is getting at when he says that whatever they get from CUE should be shared with corresponding committees from the other schools. And maybe other schools will send out the ballots at the same time. I think that makes sense to have one ballot at some point. 

EISENBERG: And then how is the voting on that ballot decided? Is it a simple majority or of all votes from all schools or what? 

GROS LOUIS: I don't recall any ballot in my time of the whole faculty except on constitutional changes here. 

EISENBERG: I'm asking that because one would imagine, and this is perhaps what you're getting at Pat, that faculty could be very strongly opposed to various initiatives, which (inaudible) less affected by those things would go in a spirit of faculty difference. And (inaudible) ballots, you'll get one kind of result; if you weight things in a certain way, you obviously get a very different result. 

GROS LOUIS: My assumption is what the appropriate policy committee, curriculum committee, school, recommends will go a long way towards what the faculty do in that school. So we'll know when we get those reports. And it may negate the need for a ballot. 

T. MILLER: It seems to me, Paul, that these votes are going to have to be taken within each school. I don't think we can have a campus vote, and if 1000 faculty members vote for it and 500 don't, somehow it's adopted by all these schools. That certainly isn't the way it should be done. I think each faculty will have to vote for itself. But my concern is that when the time comes for a vote, we ought to, in fact, have a common proposal that we are voting on. And I'm not so sure it makes much sense for a school to kind of go ahead and vote on some preliminary version of the proposal. I think we really ought to wait for the voting stage until we have a proposal that we're comfortable with and ready to send to the schools for their vote. 

GROS LOUIS: That will be part of the legislative history, but we'll try to do that. That makes some sense, obviously. If there are no other questions or comments, then we'll move to the next item on the agenda which is further discussion of the 20/20 report. I'll turn it over to Ted. 



AGENDA ITEM #4: FURTHER DISCUSSION OF 20/20: A Vision for Achieving Equity and Excellence, Bloomington Campus of Indiana University (http://www.indiana.edu/~blcampus/20-20.htm) 

T. MILLER: Thank you. I really do not have anything to say in a formal way here. I'm simply going to call on Paul Eisenberg who is the chair of the Affirmative Action Committee to give us a report on the committee's evaluation of this idea. We have several other committees, Budgetary Affairs Committee, possibly the Educational Policies Committee, who have also discussed this. And we'll hear from all of them. We'll start with Paul. 

EISENBERG: Earlier this semester the committee met with Charlie Nelms. And shortly after that, on November 16, the committee, supplemented by a few persons with special interests in those proceedings, met to discuss what sort of response the committee should make. Last week I drafted a report, have gotten responses from a significant number of people on the committee who (inaudible). In any case, what I'll say now represents not only my personal take on this, but as far as I can tell, pretty much the official mind of the committee as a whole. And I'll simply take up the several points that we include in our draft report. First, we were concerned about the reporting lines of the Honors Division. We learned that in comparable institutions characteristically, the director of the Honors Division reports directly to the chief academic officer. That director reported to Ken, or later, to Ken's successor. On the other hand, it certainly is the case that most of the courses taught in the Honors Division and most of the faculty come directly from the College which makes it sensible that the reporting line should be one of those (inaudible) rather than trying to decide between those (inaudible), our committee recommended two reporting lines, one directly to the Chancellor of the Bloomington campus and the other to the Dean of the College. 

Secondly, we recommended some reshuffling or reorganization of various units, programs, or activities that are listed in the diagram that comes at the end of the 20/20 report. It seems to us that the SROP/Internship, the 21st Century Scholars, Summer Research Fellows, are activities which might perhaps be better grouped with MAP/MASS and the McNair's Scholars program, and so all of them together as academic programs cited in the report would be under supervision of the same associate vice-chancellor. Similarly, we thought that the associate vice chancellor of multi-cultural affairs would probably have quite enough to do if she or he is to oversee the various cultural centers. That would include the Neal-Marshall Cultural Center, the Asian Cultural Center, and La Casa. I do say Asian Cultural Center, I think advisedly, so far as I know, after the 20/20 report was aired there was continued discussion between (inaudible), Asian-American students, and I believe I'm right in saying now, that the Cultural Center is the Asian Cultural Center. I stress that point because we want to be very careful as we implement the 20/20 report that our Asian-American constituency interests are not being overlooked or downplayed. 

Thirdly, we think that despite our worries about the proliferation of administrative officers, that there, in fact, needs to be yet another associate vice chancellor created. One who would be in charge of minority faculty and staff rather than student improvement. Again, we're quite well aware that Charlie and his study group were asked by you, Ken, to focus on questions concerning student groups underrepresented on this campus, and according to your report, responds to the charge. So we're not regarding silence on this matter as an objection to the report as has been given to us. However, we do think that if the interests of various underrepresented minority groups are to be represented properly that such a new office and officer will be vital to that effort. 

Next, we are interested about how individual students with grievances are to proceed in the future when the advocacy deans in their offices could no longer serve that role. The report again is probably deliberately silent about this matter, it's much more concerned with administrative institutional matters and doesn't get down to the nitty gritty level of the individual and how he or she might proceed. But something has to be done in the implementation process to provide guidelines that will indicate what path or paths a student should take, or should be encouraged to take, in pursuing a grievance, or alleged grievance, from perhaps the level of the associate instructor on up to one or another of these groups, associate vice chancellor, perhaps, to the vice chancellor himself/herself. 

At the same time, we're worried about matters of articulation or interfacing between the new administrative officers and other administrative, especially academic administrative officers, already on this campus. For example, one needs to give thought to the question about how in principle a student who has gotten a certain kind of response, let's say from the dean from the school, but then the satisfactory response carries it to, let's say, the Vice Chancellor for Academic Support and Diversity and gets initially a quite different response from that person. How should the vice chancellor then proceed? Either we have to have a situation which is quite clear that administrative officer X has a certain area authority which overrides that of administrative officer Y, or if there are going to be persons of legal administrative authority they need to know that and an appropriate protocol developed. 

Again, to return to the matter of charge was we realize a charge, in a broad sense, to invest the situation, to help remediate the situation of underrepresented student groups. Underrepresented, however, is a term which perhaps means different things in different contexts. One way of taking it is simply as a synonym for groups which are traditional targets of racial or ethnic prejudice. Another way to take it is in a demographic sense. At any rate, we hope that the student groups which may not be demographically underrepresented, given the population of Indiana, nonetheless belong to minority groups which have traditionally been the victims of racial or ethnic prejudice and will have their interests appropriately attended to in the new system, (inaudible) to Asian-Americans and to native Americans. 

Again, it is quite clear that there are a number of groups already on campus, some very well established, which already do deal with minority student affairs, excluding the advocacy deans' offices themselves, but rather referring to such groups as, for example, the office of dean of students within the Racial Incidents Team, COMU, to certain residential operations, and certainly to the BFC Affirmative Action Committee. Again, we think it would be very good if some explicit attention were given to questions of (inaudible) the operations of the new Office of Vice Chancellor for Academic Support and Diversity with the ongoing and very important operations of the various groups which I have just mentioned. That is something that might take the form of an advisory committee with members coming from the new offices and appropriate representatives from these other groups might be handled in some other way. 

Again, it is very important to all of us concerned about these matters that the student voices themselves be heard. And if it's not balanced, it might be best to have a mixed committee of students, faculty, and staff, then perhaps there should be two advisory committees. One exclusively for students and the other mainly constituted by appropriate staff and faculty members. 

Certainly we think in this age where there is renewed attention to retention that the new program and offices should (inaudible). We hope that the implementation process (inaudible). 

Lastly, a proposal which would offer in a manner, a proposal designed to increase the awareness of the importance of affirmative action by all on this campus who have to make annual reports is that there be a place in the future specifically marked, for example, on individual Bloomington faculty reports, or deans reports for indication of what the respondent has actually done in the way of (inaudible) Affirmative Action activities. 

GROS LOUIS: Questions? 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Yes. Some specific concerns that seemed to me go beyond the recommendation of the committee. And I will ask a procedural question. That is, how are we going to determine how these particular proposals that are here are going to be implemented? Who is going to ultimately make the decision regarding what is to be included and what is to be excluded from this recommendation? 

GROS LOUIS: As I mentioned at the first meeting we discussed 20/20, I asked Charlie to give me an implementation plan with a timetable, sometime in December, sometime this month. And then I will announce what I am accepting or not accepting from his recommendations. Charlie is out of the country or else he'd be here today. By the way, he's not seen the Affirmative Action Committee's report, and he's not seen a couple of other reports I'll allude to after we hear from the other committees. But when he gets all these reports it may alter how he plans to make his presentation to me. And the implementation plan, I should say too, will be public. It's not going to be a secret document. So when the time comes that I receive it, anyone who wants can have a copy of it, as I've indicated to the student groups I've met with. So I'll come back to that. I think it'll be clearer when we hear some of the other reports and also how Charlie is going to answer the questions. 

ZARET: The Budgetary Affairs Committee has reviewed the 20/20 Proposal and prepared the following statement. The statement is brief, so I'll read it without commentary: "Like other groups on the Bloomington campus, the Budgetary Affairs Committee understands the need for a master plan for diversity initiatives. Since at least 1976, this committee has recommended alternatives to uncoordinated, fragmented, and overlapping activities that constitute these initiatives. The proposals outlined in 20/20 provide this needed alternative to current arrangements. We've therefore endorsed the premises and broad outlines of these proposals. At the same time, we note that uncertainty exists over the details of the positions and functions that will report to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Support and Diversity. We applaud the goal of centralizing campus mentoring and tutoring services, but we also have concerns that the division organization does not go far enough in this direction. It is unclear whether the exclusion of University Division from the new unit proposed by 20/20 will underline its potential for promoting effective and efficient activities intended to improve reprovement, retention, and climate and diversity initiatives on the Bloomington campus, especially as these are focused on undergraduates. Finally, this statement should not be read as an endorsement of any specific set of organizational details for the new unit. For this, the Budgetary Affairs Committee must be given information about costs, and such information is not yet available because the model for the new unit is still fluid." 

T. MILLER: Dick, do you have something to report? 

CARR: Very little. The Educational Policies Committee did discuss this. And there were two major items that disturbed us, both of which I communicated to Ken. And he replied by saying that we were a very cranky committee. [Laughter]. But at least he did give us some answers that were indeed somewhat helpful. The first concern was really a result of a misunderstanding of when the report was presented in October. The time frame for implementation was not entirely clear. And our concern was that simply looking at the names of those who had contributed to the report and participated in the formulation of the report did not represent any of the regular faculty groups nor had any student representation. We were sure that the diverse groups were looking at this report, would have a chance to comment upon it, very particularly at the December 1 meeting, which we are doing right now. 

The other area of concern was location of the Honors Division in this particular organizational framework. It struck us that the Honors Division is not concerned solely with recruiting but is also concerned with curricular items. It has its own curriculum and its location in the College, as Paul suggested earlier, seemed to us to be quite appropriate. We did not come up with the solution the Affirmative Action Committee had of a double reporting line. We simply question whether this is the appropriate locus for the Honors Division. Ken informed the committee that the present director of the Honors Program is anxious that it be campuswide rather than located within the College. And that some sort of a move is indeed appropriate. Whether this is the one that should be made or not, I do not know. 

GROS LOUIS: And I should add too, as I indicated to Dick, (inaudible) preference is to report directly to the chancellor. Yes, he thinks there are advantages for the Honors Division not to be in the College, but he much prefers to be put in line directly with the chancellor. And I might say too, (inaudible), not having Honors Division in the College. I can explain both positions if you want. Before discussions, I've indicated Charlie has not seen these responses from the Affirmative Action Committee. I gave him what I got from Dick. And I'll give him that. Also, I received the following reports: one from Pam Freeman on behalf of the Racial Incidents Team and the Commission on Multicultural Understanding. They are favorably inclined to most of the proposal. Their principle concern was similar to one of the Affirmative Action's concerns and that is where the individual student goes. That is, where in the structure does a student go if he or she has a problem or a concern. And they made several suggestions that I'll pass on to Charlie as well. 

I heard from the Black Faculty and Staff Caucus. Those of you who have been around for awhile know that this is a group that has been meeting off and on for a number of years on campus. The current chair of the group is David Hummons from the bursar's office. He indicated that approximately 40 black faculty and staff met on two occasions. He himself had several other conversations. And let me just summarize their recommendations and concerns. First, he says, "The Black Faculty and Staff Caucus endorses the collaborative 20/20 Diversity Plan. We feel that in order for the plan to be effectively implemented, the basic organizational components must remain in place as recommended. In additional recommendations, we name the Associate Vice Chancellor and Director of Honors Division to the title of Associate Vice Chancellor of Honors Programs. Reporting to this person, then, would be the Honors Division, the MAP/MASS Program, the McNAIR Program and the Well's Scholars Program, etc. Also, the Associate Vice Chancellor of Honors should be a different individual than the director of the Honors Division. Second recommendation, resist the pressure to retain distinct African American Affairs and Latino Affairs Offices." (You begin to see there are inconsistencies in some of these recommendations). "Like the Affirmative Action Committee, there was concern that the plan does not emphasize the recruitment or retention of minority graduate students or faculty." Again acknowledging that was not a charge to the committee or the group. And similar to the Affirmative Action Committee, they say a possible solution is an associate vice chancellor for minority faculty, staff, and graduate recruitment as part of the new structure. And the other recommendation is to change the reporting line of the Asian Culture Center to another entity, and they recommend international programs. I'll come back to that in a moment. Those were the recommendations from the Black faculty group. The concerns are how accountability is going to be ensured. It's important for the chancellor of the campus to articulate the initiatives of the 20/20 Plan throughout the campus and to stand strongly behind the Vice Chancellor for Academic Support and Diversity and the three or four associate vice chancellors as they provide leadership, etc. They believe that there should be increased funding for the total diversity effort, not identifying what particular entities or programs should be funded. And they recommend that they'd like to stay in communication with me and Charlie Nelms as the implementation goes forward. 

We also received a memo from the Honors Division core faculty signed by a number of faculty. They are signed by three people, but also a number of others had agreed to add their names to it. They commented on the reporting line for the Honors Division. But more of the questions dealt with some of the issues the Honors Division has been facing, and Julia can speak to them in more detail than I can. Such matters as, what mechanisms can be put in place to ensure that there are enough faculty to teach the Honors courses? Similarly, what mechanism can be put in place to ensure a three-year cycle of core faculty of an appropriate number? They make several suggestions alluded to before about the weighting of Honors courses so that they account for more credit hours than they actually generate. They're concerned about loss of some scholarship money in the Honors Division. This is one reason why the Honors Division would like not to be in the College or perhaps in any school. Not the principle reason, but if the College takes cuts, part of the cuts also come from the Honors Division. But I think the major reason, and Julia can expand on this, the major reason is that increasingly the Honors Division is perceived as part of the College. And since the majority of Honors students no longer major in the College, they major outside the College, it really should be not only perceived by, but frankly supported by, all these schools on the campus. And that is similar, obviously, from a broader perspective as well. There were concerns about the loss of a systems specialist that the Honors Division had. But something has been worked out, and the question is if Honors reports to the new vice chancellor, will there be a systems specialist or some kind of similar position? Will the new reporting line, if it takes place, help the Honors Division raise funds for the foundation, and if so, in what manner? 

Some comments about the current staffing in the Honors Division: the need, as was pointed out, again by Affirmative Action, the need to continue to work with the Well's Scholars and with MAP as hand in hand, but not necessarily having one report to the other; a concern that there was no rationale for the new reporting line; and that there needed to be more emphasis on academic excellence in any final report; and as I said at the beginning, the belief that the Honors Division should report to the highest campus administrator. 

Then I received e-mail yesterday from Alberto Torchinsky indicating that the "initial concerns of the Latino community expressed so eloquently by the students have been fully addressed by you, and they are now looking forward to the successful implementation of the report as adjusted in the discussion with you, but also feel it is very important that it go forward in the form recommended by the team." Those conversations, by the way, have been primarily with groups of students. I've had several of them. I've met with a number of groups. Charlie's probably met with several dozen groups of students and faculty, some by invitation, some he has asked to speak with them. And maybe this is a good time to say what Charlie is thinking, and keeping in mind he has not seen the Black Faculty Staff Caucus report, he has not seen the Affirmative Action report, Budgetary Affairs, or the communication from Alberto. He intends to list all of the issues and concerns he has heard. And he believes that those issues and concerns really can be identified in seven questions. And here are the questions which he will then respond to and make recommendations about: 

1. Why should Honors or any non-diversity program become part of the new structure? And he'll attempt to respond to that and/or make other recommendations he believes are appropriate. 

2. What measures can be put in place to assure the stability of the staffing and resources of the Honors Division? And he is now responding to those points I just read from the Honors core faculty. And, again, each of these Charlie intends to respond at length with a series of recommendations. 

3. What measures will be put in place to assure that Latinos are not a minority within a minority? Which was, as some of you know, the initial major concern of Latino students. And, again, Charlie will comment on that and make recommendations. 

4. What actions will be taken to ensure administrative commitment to the new structure greater than the current structure? And, again, will make several recommendations on that. 

5. How will others be held accountable? As I read these questions, they are not Charlie's questions, I hope you understand, but they are what he believes are the questions that he needs to address in any kind of implementation plan and timetable. So the fifth one is how will others be held accountable, that is other vice chancellors, deans, chairs, etc.? 

6. How can one person advocate effectively for all minority groups, recognizing that there won't only be one person, but one vice chancellor and then several associate vice chancellors? 

7. How will the vice chancellor interact with other persons with similar responsibilities or concerns, that is people like Affirmative Action Officer, Dean of Students, Racial Incidents Team, COMU, Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs? 

So those are the seven questions Charlie will use. And he may make changes, because he hasn't seen some of these reports, remember. But as the current plan is, he'll frame his report around these issues. 

[Tape break; some words were lost.] 

GROS LOUIS: Vice-Chancellor for Academic Support and Diversity and to international programs, because many of the issues for the Asian students are appropriately dealt with, as they have been for a long time, but international programs, visas, health concerns, getting acclimated to this country, etc. His team was not aware, when they made the report, that the Neal Marshall Library in the Neal Marshall Education Culture Center is part of the libraries. And therefore, he will take that out of the structure. And unlike the Library of La Casa and the library which is not yet there but intended for the Asian Culture Center, the Neal Marshall Library does report to the libraries. And Grace Jackson Brown is part of the university libraries. So that will simply be taken out. And he is going to recommend identifying someone to consider the other recommendations and to report regularly to the campus. He'll recommend a three-year review of whatever structure is put into place. He'll recommend a faculty advisory committee and a student advisory committee or some combination. Again, this may be affected by what he gets in these most recent reports. This is what he was thinking of doing about ten days ago as a structure in some of the specific points. Clearly, the more important part of the report will be how he answers the questions. That puts on the floor what I have heard. If Charlie were here he's heard a lot of other things from other groups, but as I said, he intends to listen to all of these concerns he has heard and then focus on these seven questions. 

T. MILLER: The major purpose of this meeting today is to give the Chancellor the best advice of the faculty regarding these clearly important matters. And now is the time to say something if you would like to. 

GROS LOUIS: Carolyn do you want to say something about Charlie's platform organization? 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: It seems to me that Charlie will make the ultimate decision regarding the recommendations that come from all the different committees and groups. And will he consult with the other members of his committee? 

GROS LOUIS: I don't think so. He has not said directly, but my understanding is that once the other members have submitted their report, I think he will consult them only if there is a major adjustment. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: The Honors Division issue seems to be quite intense and quite powerful from what I've understood, and I am fascinated by what will happen in this instance, who it is going to reconcile that concern. 

EISENBERG: Ken, is there, in your view, to be an opportunity in the course of the semester, that is to say after Charlie has prepared an implementation plan for the document, will groups, the same groups that did the report, have an opportunity to review that report and comment on it before actual submission? 

GROS LOUIS: Yes. Probably not a lot of time. I'd like to do something as soon as I get the recommendations at a reasonable time yet this semester. When I say reasonable time, I don't want to do it on December 24. I'd like to do it when the IDS is still publishing. And try to do it before finals week. But I don't know when Charlie is going to get the report to me. So that may not happen. 

SENCHUK: I'm a little puzzled by the charge of this group. Were they charged with emphasizing administrative reorganization as a means of achieving these ends? 

GROS LOUIS: They were charged with looking at all programs and services that dealt with especially African Americans and Hispanics on the Bloomington campus and recommending what they thought might be an improvement over what we currently did. As I said when I met with student groups, fully acknowledging that they had concerns that were legitimate, the one thing that they should think about, as they think about their concerns, is here are seven people, all of whom have spent most of their careers trying to improve the campus climate and improve situations for students of color at the various institutions, mostly institutions like ours. Therefore, lest we deal with the assumption that these seven people are not recommending something that they think is going to make things worse. They have spent their life trying to make things better, and there were Asian Americans and Hispanics and African Americans on the team. Let's assume from their perspective, maybe not knowing something or maybe overlooking something, still let's assume they are trying to make a recommendation to make things better. 

SENCHUK: Well, I can certainly appreciate that. But it does seem that the kind of abstract level of administrative reorganization tends to be very difficult to see as something that is having an obvious effect and the sort of remarks that are mentioned as kind of additional points and recommendations on page 21 and on seem to be more to the point of what might be a thoughtful enterprise of going to review services and programs designed to recruit and retain. I wonder there with some of those points about what's exactly intended. For example, on page 23, the second bulleted remark, "Hold deans, directors, and chairs accountable for diversifying applicant pools and hiring decisions." This seems a worthy goal, but I'm wondering what sort of accountability was in mind. 

GROS LOUIS: And that's one of the questions Charlie has been asked repeatedly, is how are they going to be held accountable? And that's one he intends to respond to in his implementation plan. That is a question that has come up certainly. I might say too, something I forgot in Dan Freeman's note from the COMU, Racial Incidents team, that they hope this would be, I don't know if Julie Knost had met with them or not, but they hoped, they urged that the Affirmative Action Office would be given much more authority and backing from the faculty in working with schools and departments on diversity efforts. I should have mentioned that, that's another one of their recommendations. And I think it's consistent with what the Affirmative Action Committee was saying as well. 

KNOST: I would like to say a comment or two about the organizational structure. I recently have attended CIC meetings about these issues, and this organizational structure is reflected in most of the CIC at this point. Minnesota, Penn State, Ohio State, have some sort of vice chancellor that has these type of umbrella responsibilities. So it's not a unique structure, is what I'm saying. If you look on many of the Web pages for those universities you will see something like this. Ken probably knows more specifically about that. 

GROS LOUIS: (Inaudible). 

BONDANELLA: I would just observe, however, that the Honors Divisions in those institutions are generally not included in the diversity unit. This was a question that came up in the Budgetary Affairs Committee last year about the way in which we organized our diversity efforts. And I think one of the issues we talked about was the way these things are done at other universities. And I'm a little bit troubled about the fact that the Honors Division has become the subject of such wide discussion when it seems to me we should have perhaps focused more on the diversity issues. As you know, I remain convinced that the Honors program ought to report to the chief academic officer of the unit of which it is a part. And I think this is typical of the CIC institutions in most of the other public research institutions, the research institutions around the country. 

GROS LOUIS: (Inaudible). What Julia just said, organizations at other institutions in the CIC and elsewhere in the country are familiar with reporting to a vice chancellor or sometimes an associate Provost who is responsible for minority programs and services, there are other entities that are not primarily dealing with minority programs and services. It varies from place to place. In some places it's the Registrar. In some places it's Financial Aid. It's other things. One of the principles behind the team's consideration is not to have a vice chancellor who is only responsible for minority programs and services but has in his or her portfolio a visible and credible entity that is not seen as dealing primarily with minorities. And, I think, the reasoning is clear. It's in order not to put the minorities off to one side, both to marginalize them, but also to make it easy for the majority to say all positions are taken care of over there. 

WALKER: One concern that I have is that inadvertently you will lessen our efforts to make sure we have diverse group and other senior academic positions. We shouldn't see this as well, we've taken care of that issue. 

GROS LOUIS: Good point. 

ZARET: Just echoing your comments. If a fundamental premise of the report is that for diversity initiatives to be more effective, we need to avoid the siloing effect, where in effect the diversity initiatives are compartmentalized. And this is the rationale why, as you pointed out on other campuses, you might have a registrar for nondiversity functions folded in with the office to foster credibility, authority, and power. My sense is that what has focused so much attention on the Honors Division and resulted in a discussion which I think has some unfortunate overtones, is that the Honors Division and the academic support centers are the principle exceptions to the observation that these are all diversity initiatives. I think that had the plan gone farther and folded in the University Division, to which all the freshman enter, through which we have so many problems regarding student climate, it would foster the prestige of this new unit, it would enable more articulation of the provision of academic support services organized by this unit, and I think the rationale for the inclusion of Honors Division would then have been a bit clearer. By not embarking on that course, I think we have tended then to just focus on why Honors? And I think that has been somewhat unfortunate. 

GROS LOUIS: Any other comments on this subject? If you have any other thoughts, please send me an e-mail. I'll share it with Charlie unless you ask me not to. And hopefully there will be something, as I say not December 24, but in time for a story in the IDS. I'll find out what the last day is. Let's move then to the next item on the agenda which is a discussion of the UFC Proposal regarding Non-Tenure-Track Faculty. 



AGENDA ITEM #5: DISCUSSION OF UFC PROPOSAL REGARDING NON-TENURE- TRACK FACULTY 

GROS LOUIS: The next two items are both UFC items. But as is typically the case, the BFC discusses them in order to give advice to those members of the BFC who serve on the UFC when those issues come to the UFC. The first one is the Proposal regarding Non-Tenure Track Faculty. I'll turn it over to Ted, who may turn it to Pat. 

T. MILLER: This comes to the council today through the Agenda Committee. This has not really been reviewed specifically by one of the BFC standing committees. It was developed in the UFC Faculty Affairs Committee. Just as a preliminary statement, prior to asking Pat to report on this, to give us some sense of where this proposal is coming from, I would just say that this is one of the items that the trustees of this university are showing a great deal of interest in. Over the last several years there has been an effort to try to develop more formal policies dealing with faculty members in various categories. A couple of years ago, although I was not involved in this, there was a policy developed for the clinical faculty. That was viewed by the trustees as kind of a first step in sort of dealing with a variety of different faculty categories, trying to be a little clearer about how we think about these matters. And so, the non-tenure-track faculty question has been under discussion really now for a couple of years in the UFC Faculty Affairs Committee. And this proposal, Circular B16-99, is one that was developed this year, and I'll call on Pat to give us some sense of what the thinking of the committee is in this regard. 

P. BRANTLINGER: After the clinical ranks policy, which I also was not a part of, the Faculty Affairs Committee of UFC was charged with developing some kind of policy to regulate the employment of non-tenure-track faculty on all the campuses. Of course on the Bloomington campus the situation is quite different from any of the other campuses. At a campus like South Bend, the reliance on non-tenure-track faculty, depending on the unit, may be as high or higher than 50 percent, in terms of the courses taught on such a campus. The committee last year, especially through the work of Bill Burgan, tried very hard to do a couple of things. One was to get some kind of accurate census, both part-time and full-time non-tenure-track faculty. Bill and the committee got a lot of help from the Dean of Faculties Office in that regard, but it was still very difficult to come up with accurate figures, partly because the hiring of part-time non-tenure-track faculty can often be on a semester by semester basis and pretty much at the last minute. It also tried, in getting a census, which it didn't really achieve, tried very hard to get at a sense of the different practices on the different campuses, in terms of employing non-tenure-track faculty. And again, the practices vary enormously, even on a single campus, the practices from unit to unit vary enormously. The trustees seem to be most interested in developing a policy that will prevent increasing reliance on non-tenure-track faculty. And, in that regard, I think we can all be supportive of that view. They are concerned that we may go the route of a lot of colleges and universities these days which have simply lost full-time tenure-track faculty lines, turned those over and converted them into cheap labor parties, often so-called gypsy faculty. We found last year that, for example, in relation to pay, per section pay, most of the campuses are paying beneath the national average. It is hard to get an exact figure on the national average, though there is one cited in this document under item 4. It's an approximate figure from several years ago. But most per section pay for part-time and full-time non-tenure-track faculty is below $2000 now. And we even heard a figure as low as $800 for a course on one of the campuses. This is, of course, without fringe benefits. Now, it's true that in some cases, in some situations, and perfectly validly, a part-time faculty position may go to someone who is simply volunteering to teach because of a certain amount of expertise, or an emeritus faculty coming back, the love of teaching, whatever the reason, and volunteering that as a service. But that can't be regarded as some kind of standard that we should look to for the employment of most non-tenure-track faculty. Most non-tenure-track faculty on most of the campuses are working under conditions that are pretty exploitative. That is, of course, nationally the case. Not just at IU. Anyway, this is the policy that this year's University Faculty Affairs Committee has come up with. Last year we tried to develop a policy that would be centralized and that would do things like simply stipulate a cap, a limit for the number of non-tenure-track faculty that any given campus could employ. This year we backed off of trying to develop a centralized policy. It just doesn't seem wise, given the very different situations of the different campuses and units on those campuses. So this is a decentralized policy. It calls on each campus to create a new committee, a policy committee for non-tenure-track faculty. And for that to be a standing committee, for it to be representative partly of non-tenure-track faculty, for it to be an elected committee that then would oversee the different items that are stipulated here as going into the ingredients for the policies that would be adopted by each campus. So that's the background of this issue and proposal which I guess we'll be taking up at the next UFC meeting. 

T. MILLER: It's so far in the future. It's hard to think that far ahead. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: What is the percentage of part-time faculty on the Bloomington campus? Do you know? 

P. BRANTLINGER: I don't know. That also is a hard figure to get at. The Bloomington committee had figures last year, but I haven't looked back at those. If I've seen them I don't remember them. It's a lot less than any of the other campuses. And again, Carolyn, the situation varies from unit to unit, so that in my own unit we have what we call part-time faculty positions which go to graduate students who are either ABD or have just finished their Ph.D.'s and are looking for jobs. Those are the only part-time faculty we employ. That makes us very different from English departments at many places around the country, very different from the English department at IUPUI, for instance. Because many of them rely very heavily on part-time faculty, not their own students. 

FREUND: In fact, we haven't really redone those numbers in two years, because Bill Burgan headed that committee for a number of years, and we worked with him. Ken, you may remember some of the better numbers, but it really depends upon what measure you look at. If you look at the fraction of all courses taught by what we were calling at that time tenure ineligible faculty, NTTF here, for all courses it was 17 percent here or less. But it varied by area. If you want a head count, then you get into FTEs, which is hard to do because, as Pat mentioned, there is no one convention in the handbook which designates how appointments are made. If I was going to make a comment, it would be, Pat, I realize how hard it is to do, but one thing I know that would really help me enforce a policy, in other words, the position I'm in is to enforce your wishes. So if there is going to be cap, is it a cap but a percentage of what? A percentage of what? by school? department? how do you want to do it? But the harder thing is something that isn't in there. And I guess I want to urge you to think about doing it. And that is to give some definition to different titles that we give people, so that there becomes a regularization of what different titles mean in different contexts. You are not doing much in here which would regularize all of this. And there is a lot in here that I really applaud. Such as, if someone has been good year in and year out, given multiple year contracts, if I'm' going to do that ten years in a row, I might as well do it once. You know. And other things. But to explain what I'm talking about, there is no uniformity across departments, even within a given school. What is an adjunct? What is a part-time faculty member? What is a professional part-time person? Who is a visiting professor? Who are really lecturers, not convertible lecturers? And so on and so forth. You will find the Business School uses lecturers in the same way that another school uses adjuncts for exactly the same thing. So if we could get some regularization as, this is what we mean by an adjunct, this is what we mean by a lecturer, and so on, then we could monitor this a lot more easily, because you'd would be comparing apples to apples over time. 

P. BRANTLINGER: I agree with you, Debbie. This is another thing the committee has wrestled with, especially last year. But the position of the committee this year is, at least let's start at the campus level, have new committees try to begin to create policies. 

FREUND: Even if you wanted to do it campus by campus. 

P. BRANTLINGER: That's what is going to happen if this policy passes through UFC. 

FREUND: Then I would say do it post haste because the trouble is then it is very hard to keep track of otherwise. And you are going to be (inaudible) between different types of positions, because some would be made for one year and nonrenewable, some are renewable, etc. If you want us polled, you should hold me accountable to your cap. I want two levers to do that. 

P. BRANTLINGER: But this is going to have to, I think, work at the campus level. That is, hopefully these new committees will serve as, to some extent, policing agencies. Somebody needs to do this. You're absolutely right. But if we tried on the centralized level through the UFC, for example, to give you one of the simpler verbal problems, to try to clarify the distinction between part-time and full-time non-tenure-track faculty -- what that means. The difficulty is, in part, that certain units on certain campuses have taken to the practice of employing part-time faculty two or three times over. So they can be teaching more than full-time. 

FREUND: There are also full-time part-time faculty. They should have that title. 

P. BRANTLINGER: This is going on. Any terminology that we came up with at the centralized level that wasn't being spelled out at least on the lower levels, unit by unit, isn't going to make a lot of difference because it is to the advantage of the unit heads. For example, if you are chair of the math department, and at the last minute you found that your enrollment demand was such that you had to hire two or three people off the street, and you couldn't hire them under (inaudible) X, however defined in the Academic Handbook or elsewhere. Still the pressure is going to be on you to hire those people as cheaply as you can under some other definition. So you invent another name. This happens. 

FREUND: That's why I said to regularize it. And on that last point, just to give you a feeling for something that is hard to administer but is a real reality, if you have a unit that has a surge in enrollment, the way the current RCM formula is lagged two years, so if you have a surge in enrollment, you have to cover the classes now. You don't have the revenue to hire full-time faculty, so what do you do? What units do is they hire people into a variety of different NTTF types of positions. And if you want to put a cap on, which is principle three here, you have to give some guidance about a cap applying to what period of time, how, and how you handle these sort of crisis situations. And if there's going to be a long-term problem, what to do and so on. And I think you probably know about those issues, but if you want to talk about them more, I'd be glad to. Everybody's wish is to minimize the number of these people, but then again if there are students to teach, sometimes you sign off literally on August 20 for the start of classes. 

P. BRANTLINGER: Absolutely. The wish is to minimize the dependence on part-time faculty, but the economic pressure is to increase that dependency. 

E. BRANTLINGER: How do graduate students figure into it? Because I know every time you talk about the number on other campuses being 50 percent, I know in my own department now, it's something like 78 percent. 

FREUND: When we did those numbers I referred to, we did it with AIs essentially treated as part-time faculty, and I gave you a number with them in. It differs according to what kind of course you are talking about. 

E. BRANTLINGER: In our department I think it's 78 percent. 

FREUND: And it depends on whether you're counting courses, whether you're counting credit hours, whether you're counting students taught, because you get a slightly different answer depending on what measure you're using. 

GIERYN: Debbie, did I hear you right? Did you say that 17 percent included AI taught? 

FREUND: The number was courses overall. 

GIERYN: That's courses, not credit hours? 

FREUND: That's right. That's courses. Where you find the difference is no matter what metric you use, courses, credit hours, whatever, you see virtually no AIs and very few NTTFs teaching seniors. There are much more teaching freshman. So again, that 17 percent figure I gave is the number that I remember. Ken, I think that's the right number. 

GROS LOUIS: That's right, and as an example, in arts and sciences, if you figure credit hours, the associate instructors are teaching maybe 35 percent or 38 percent of the credit hours. They're teaching 10 percent of the courses. So it depends on what question you want to ask. If you want to ask what are the odds that you're going to get a faculty member rather than an AI on the Bloomington campus, the odds are that 9 out of 10 times you're going to get a faculty member in the College. 

FREUND: For example, you could have basic principles of X class, where you give 25 sections, 5 of which are faculty taught to groups of 200 or more and 20 which are taught by AIs in groups of 25. So that's why we prefer to use courses instead. Again, you can pick at that stuff. We're under the national average. We're much different than the other campuses. It doesn't mean that I'm going to defend the number and say that we shouldn't have more tenure-track faculty. I think we should. 

GROS LOUIS: Pat, do you have anything to add? The floor is open then for comments or questions. Paul. 

EISENBERG: Let me begin with a question. When, in item 2, the committee speaks of the NTTF committees as drafting policies, is that actually meant that those committees will create the policies? It's not draft in a sense of something in less than fine form, but actually have the policies? 

P. BRANTLINGER: That's a good question. I suppose create would be the actual meaning there. 

EISENBERG: Okay. Then that gets me to my next point, in the next line, (inaudible) policies being adopted, but there seems to me to be an important gap there. Is it meant that these committees would create the policies and have complete authority (inaudible). Is it (inaudible) some other group or administrative individual at least on the given campus would have some say in this process before the adoption actually occurs? 

P. BRANTLINGER: I think the gist is that the campus committees would create the policies and adopt them. So these would not necessarily be policies that would circulate back to the various Faculty Councils on the different campuses. That is, I think, the burden of this. One could imagine the opposite scenario where these committees would draft a policy, but each would then circulate to a Faculty Council on the campuses. But these are policies that are so clearly specific to this group on each campus, that I think the University Faculty Affairs Committee saw this as being done by the committee without need to go to the Faculty Councils.

EISENBERG: Or to the chief administrative officers? 

P. BRANTLINGER: Well, the polices are going to the chief administrative offices. 

EISENBERG: Only after they've been adopted. 

P. BRANTLINGER: Well, of course. But everything is a recommendation too. Just for instance, Paul, just to carry on that point for a minute. Last year, through the UFC, the proposal was for the per paid, per section pay for non-tenure-track faculty to be the equivalent of AI pay on the Bloomington campus. And since AI pay was about $3000 plus fringe benefits, it was a considerable more than what's being called for here, which is $2000 minus fringe benefits. So the administrators on the various campuses were much disturbed by this proposal. Obviously, they couldn't begin to pay for it in those terms. One can imagine, however, a campus specific policy drafted by one of these committees, saying well we think the pay ought to be $5000 per section. That proposal then would go to the administrative officer of the campus, and he'd say naturally, I can't pay for this, which would pretty much have to be the end of the conversation. 

GROS LOUIS: Comments or questions? 

T. MILLER: Yes, let me make a comment. This issue, I think, is the most complicated issue that I have encountered in my now 1 ?years in this job. It's very clear to me that people in different situations as they think about this issue think about it in very different ways. And I'm not now speaking about faculty situated on different campuses necessarily. I'm thinking about trustees versus chancellors versus deans versus faculty. Very different ideas about how we should deal with this non-tenure-track faculty question. Because it's so complicated, I guess I can envision quite a range of possible outcomes, what a policy might be. There are all kinds of different policies, I think one could imagine. I'm currently thinking about them along a dimension which this particular proposal kind of surprised me, I guess. Because last year we were going down a path which really was going to lead us to a more centralized policy. This proposal is clearly down on the other end of the scale from that. In effect, kind of setting each campus off on its own to deal with these issues. Given how differently people think about this, it seems to me, quite likely, that if we adopt a policy like this, we could very easily end up on the six or seven or eight campuses of Indiana University having extremely different sort of policies with regard to non-tenure-track faculty. It's not obvious to me that that's a good thing. At the same time, I recognize the difficulty of trying to have a completely centralized policy. I think the campuses are very different. I'll just have to say, in summary, Pat, that I think this proposal is really too far in the direction of campus autonomy. I'm not sure that I could vote in support of this right now. 

NEWTON: It seems to me that we ought to get a little bit down to earth about this issue. Because we're talking very much in the abstract. The reason, it seems to me, that there ought to be different policies for different campuses is that the population from which these people are drawn, it seems to me are obviously different on the Bloomington campus from many of the regional campuses. To pay somebody $2000 for a course is obviously not a living wage. This is obviously a wage paid to someone who doesn't really need the money, to live on, I mean. It is obviously a pay that one can get away with in a market in which the people who are doing this are supported in some other way. Chances are their spouses are faculty, and they have some other support. Now that kind of situation is very common on the Bloomington campus, there's a large population of spouses who are looking for this kind of thing. On the other hand, I imagine that in Indianapolis and in some of the regional campuses, the population would be completely different. In Indianapolis there may not be such people. Or if there are, they would come from a completely different population. I could imagine, for example, that some people who have positions in industry, I know that as a matter of fact that is the case in big cities like Los Angeles. There are large numbers of people who are supported in this way, partly some of them are also spouses of people who have full-time positions. But there are also people who work for large companies and who like to do this. Engineers, for example, who like to teach a course and make a little extra money that way. I think that you have to look at the kinds of populations from where these people come. And it seems to me, therefore, obvious that to adopt a policy that is supposed to be uniform, with respect to Bloomington and Indianapolis and the regional campuses, would be a big mistake. 

CUNNINGHAM: One of the arguments to counter that though, Roger, is the increasing reliance on distributed education. It won't necessarily be the case that someone from Bloomington could be teaching on a part-time basis. It could be that someone from anywhere. Someone in Richmond could be supervising or managing a course over a Web network from wherever. And it seems to me we have to have some more consistency than would be very local kinds of policies. That is, what is a course worth? What are the various credentials that we're looking for? What is the need for benefits, if there are any? What is the commodity, the intellectual capital, that we're talking about here? And who should get it? What kinds of services should be provided? 

SENCHUK: I guess I was worried a little bit about 5. Whether there would be anything that would prevent chairs from adopting a routine policy or getting rid of any NTTFs after a few years, to avoid being saddled with multiple-year contracts? 

P. BRANTLINGER: Given this item, no, I suppose not. But there is nothing in item 5 that says it would be advantageous to do so either. One advantage to providing multi-year contracts would be to keep good people. A disadvantage might be if a specific policy on a campus called for some kind of raise based on seniority, then a multi-year contract would be more costly. So that would be a disadvantage. But it's perfectly conceivable that administrators could manipulate or deal with any of these items in a variety of ways that might not be consonant with the meaning of the policy or with the wishes of the committees on the various campuses. But right now the situation is such that administrators are doing all sorts of things. And the situation as such that, I'm sorry to disagree partly with my friend Roger over there, but there are people in these positions, non-tenure-track faculty, who are dependent on what they're earning for their livelihood. We have graduates from our own campus who get their Ph.D.s, can't find jobs, go off to teach at IUPUI or the IUPUI Columbus campus or the Richmond-East campus, for half or less than half of what they were making as associate instructors. So to get back to your point, yes, lots of things can happen. Would you be, again kind of like Ted, looking for a policy that sort of tightened up things and tried to get more specific. Just to go back to Ted's remarks, the real difficulty with doing that is last year we heard not only from administrators on the different campuses but also from faculty and from at least one non-tenure-track faculty person who spoke as a representative for the non-tenure-track faculty on the IUPUI campus. This time around with this policy, there has been (inaudible). 

[Tape break; some words were lost.] 

P. BRANTLINGER: This is the item that has to do with raising the per section pay to the piddling amount of $2000. To go back to Don's point, what is the course worth? That is a very good question. It ought to be worth more than $2000, it seems to me. 

T. MILLER: I don't want to be misunderstood on this. I don't think it would be possible to create a completely uniform policy across all campuses. I recognize that there are certain things where a campus needs some flexibility to deal with these issues. It really is not clear to me, however, that granting them essentially complete flexibility is the correct thing to do. Maybe I'm too much of a moderate, I don't know. 

BONDANELLA: I'm not quite as (inaudible), independence is granted to each of the campuses, because I think they do have very different characters and very different needs. And it struck me when I read this that this document did address those needs as well as some of the problems that non-tenured faculty have and also some of the potential abuses that we all know about. 

MATHIESEN: I think the point that Paul is implying in his concern about number 2 is a point that needs further discussion. Because it seems to me that if this NTTF committee were given the authority to make policy, which would then relate to the appointment of NTTF, that this would violate several sections of the constitution of the faculty, I'm looking at article 2, section 7.A.6., for instance, which gives to the faculty the authority to appoint, promote, and tenure, compensate, and so on and so forth. And then later on where that authority is designated through other representative bodies such as BFC, those bodies could take that action. But it seems to me that unless the faculty as a whole through some representative organization designated to the NTTF that authority, it couldn't exercise it without opening itself to challenge. 

EISENBERG: Back to some of the worries that I mentioned earlier, since in item 1 there is only a suggestion about how the committee on the campus should be (inaudible), I could imagine that very different decisions about that would be made on specific campuses with results that might be very detrimental to the interests of non-tenure-track faculty on this campus. Again, I realize the delicacy and difficulty of the position of having a general policy. My sympathies at this stage are with Ted, that so far as possible we should try to move in the direction of a general policy in order to prevent a situation which, for example, the chief administrative officer on the campus would say, in fact, although we are told that perhaps it should be 50/50 balance, I would like it to be a 25/75 balance in favor of our tenure-track faculty with a predictable outcome, mainly that the regular faculty will veto some of the "demands" made by non-tenure-track faculty. 

Secondly, I can well understand why there hasn't been a (inaudible) so far about the matter of salary, although it may yet come. Because, after all, all you're saying very weakly is that you're setting a goal. Well, we could set a goal and move towards it (inaudible) or set a goal and move towards it quickly. Again, I'm sure you're aware of the vagueness here, but I personally would love to see some of that vagueness removed. 

GROS LOUIS: Other comments on this? If not, let's go to the last item on the agenda, item 6: a discussion of UFC Proposal for Tenured Faculty Review. 



AGENDA ITEM #6: DISCUSSION OF UFC PROPOSAL FOR TENURED FACULTY REVIEW 

GROS LOUIS: The last item on the agenda, again, will taken up at the UFC meeting, if not the next one, then possibly the next. This relates clearly to the policy that was approved by this council last year for Bloomington. 

T. MILLER: This is an item I don't think we really need to discuss much. We don't have much time. It really is brought to you today as more of an item of information than anything else, although to the extent that there are concerns in this body, I would certainly urge you to express them. This, again, is a policy that has been created by the UFC Faculty Affairs Committee. It has to do with faculty review, as you can see. And, Pat, again, I'd appreciate it very much if you would usher us through this briefly. 

P. BRANTLINGER: This came to the UFC Faculty Affairs Committee when the Agenda Committee of UFC felt that there had to be instead of simply campus-specific policies relating to annual merit review, post-tenure review, etc., that there should be an umbrella policy regarding post-tenure review. And once again, the pressure for having this umbrella policy seems to have originated with our Board of Trustees. What you see is a compromise, whereby the Bloomington Faculty Affairs Committee came up with a list that is essentially items one through three in that first grouping, "Each campus shall have," etc. IUPUI, meanwhile, had come up with the list that numbers 1-10. This list, 1-10, originally included a couple of items that seemed to all of us on the UFC Faculty Affairs Committee to be inadvisable, let's put it that way. I think the chief item on the IUPUI list had to do with defining chronic lack of faculty productivity. I'll just put a period there and point out that that item is now no longer represented on either of these lists. But what you see is what you see. 

T. MILLER: The situation that we have, again just to review, in Bloomington, I guess I am thinking about it now as being in process of adopting something. In IUPUI there has been something adopted that is quite different from what we have adopted in Bloomington. The main effect of this UFC policy would be to require that all of the other campuses proceed to adopt some faculty review policy. The way I am thinking about this, and I think everybody else is thinking about it, is that this would in effect not constrain Bloomington in what it is trying to do, nor Indianapolis in what it is trying to do. Its main force is focused on the other campuses. 

P. BRANTLINGER: Some of which are in the process of developing policies, some not. 

T. MILLER: So, as I say, this is something that probably doesn't require a great deal of discussion in this body, but it seemed to me useful at least for you all to lay your eyes upon it, and the next meeting of the UFC will be in February. So there is some time before this is actually going to be discussed by the UFC, and should you feel the need to express some concern about this, you can do so with Pat or with me. 

GROS LOUIS: Any comments or questions at this time? 

ENO: I'm not quite clear, Ted, why you would say that if this were adopted, it would have no implications, for example, on the Bloomington campus. I'm just glancing at the principles at the bottom. They may not be entirely congruent with what we're working on right now. Is there an understanding that I'm missing? 

T. MILLER: Well, I don't know. This, of course, is a proposal. It is my understanding that we are not trying in this policy to say to Bloomington that what it is trying to do is somehow isn't correct, that we need to alter the way we are thinking about this. Similarly for Indianapolis. My sense is that we are trying to devise a set of principles here that are neutral with regard to what is now in place. To the extent that these things aren't, then perhaps they should not be here. 

P. BRANTLINGER: One item, Robert, that you may have noted that may not be congruent, is not congruent in some sense with what we have been doing is item 10. And that is an item that involves the notion of having some kind of assessment of how the policies are working after a certain period of time. And that is an item that Myles Brand himself introduced to this. 

ENO: Not necessarily hostile to the spirit of what we're undertaking. But there are other items here. 

P. BRANTLINGER: What are you noting? 

ENO: I'm noting 3, 4, and 6, as items that the way I read them, potentially don't conform to the types of goals that we have in our document of the review processes and the misconduct processes that we're talking about. And it may be that I'm misconstruing what the intent of it is. But for example, in #6, the concept of incompetence alongside misconduct seems to me something we had thought would be unnecessary to do when incompetence was manifested in misconduct. And it could introduce a misunderstanding of incompetence and behavior with which others disagree on the issues (inaudible) to academic propriety or academic performance. Issues like that. 

T. MILLER: I think one of the things that the UFC representatives from this body will have to do is to think very carefully about this language in relation to what we ultimately do adopt here. At least it's my hope that we're going to end up where I think there's an agreement, that we end up with a UFC policy that it is mutual with regard to what is being done on major campuses. 

With regard to the example of #6, it is also true, though Bob, that the word incompetence does appear in our document. That word is there. It is in there, but it is subsumed ultimately under the conduct label. I'm not sure what your point is. 

ENO: You may be correct. All I'm doing is reporting that it seems advisable to look closely at (inaudible). 

GROS LOUIS: (Inaudible) for the committee to try to think of some other phrasing than "should be congruent." So that it is something that is not inconsistent with, or takes into account following, or doesn't necessarily lead to the expectation that everything on each campus policy will have these ten items in it. That's just a suggestion. Rather than arguing over any of the ten, it may be more difficult to get something out of here than it is to fiddle around with the introductory clause. 

FITZGIBBONS: I'm curious, what is the process here? Are we going to talk about this in Faculty Affairs Committee, and then is it coming back here before UFC? How are we handling this? 

P. BRANTLINGER: This is UFC agenda stuff now. Or will be at the next meeting, as Ted mentioned. 

FITZGIBBONS: They're going to vote on it at the next meeting? Or have they already? 

T. MILLER: The agenda for the next meeting is not set. But this is something that we may do. But it hadn't been my intention to bring this back to the BFC for further discussion. But if there were people who felt that would be useful, then we could certainly do that. 

FITZGIBBONS: I kind of agree with Bob that I think there are a couple of sentences or statements in here that are not in keeping with exactly what our document is. Now saying misconduct, and so I think it should go to the Bloomington Faculty Council to be looked at in light of their own document. 

GROS LOUIS: Faculty Council or Faculty Affairs? 

FITZGIBBONS: Faculty Affairs Committee. 

P. BRANTLINGER: We could do that certainly before February. I hope. 

GROS LOUIS: Are there any further comments? If not, we're close enough to adjournment time unless someone wants to say something else. If not, then I hope you all have a happy holiday. 


Adjournment: 5:25 P.M. 


Julieann Nilson 

BFC Secretary 




