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Members Present: Moya Andrews, David Baxter, Julie Bobay, Julia Bondanella, Clifford Brooks, Carolyn Calloway-Thomas, James Capshew, Mark Clark, Dennis Conway, Frank DiSilvestro, Dan Drew, Andrew Durkin, Paul Eisenberg, Jonathan Elmer, Robert Eno, Joseph Gajewski, Thomas Gieryn, Michael Gordon, Kenneth Gros Louis, Barbara Hawkins, Richard Heinz, Paul Jamison, Elizabeth Johnson, Steve Johnson, Elizabeth Lion, Douglas Maynard, Luis McCarty, John McDowell, Joseph Miller, Theodore Miller, Roger Newton, Julieann Nilson, Martha Nyikos, James Patterson, Gary Potter, Verna Pungitore, Elyce Rotella, Todd Schmitz, Dennis Senchuk, James Sherman, Maynard Thompson.
Alternate: Scott Brush for Jen Breen, Frank Hoole for George Walker, Craig Ortsey for Maurice Meilleur, Janet Sorensen for Eva Chemiavsky.
Members Absent: Charles Horowitz, Lawrence Hurst, Ryann Anne Johannes, LaMaze Johnson, Lawrence Moss, Moira Smith, Sarah Stevens, Kim Walker.
Visitors: Keith Clay, Donald Gray, John Kennedy, Julie Knost.
AGENDA ITEM # 1: MEMORIAL RESOLUTION FOR UNIVERSITY CHANCELLOR
HERMAN B WELLS
(Chancellor Kenneth R. R. Gros Louis and Professor James Capshew)
GROS LOUIS: The first items of business this afternoon is for me to invite Professor Jim Capshew to read the Memorial Resolution for University Chancellor Herman B Wells.
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CAPSHEW: Today is a one month anniversary of the post Wells era at Indiana University.
April is also the 23rd anniversary of my first meeting with Dr. Wells back in 1977. Dr. Wells

was a member of this faculty for 70 years. Imagine that. I feel fortunate to count him as one of my faculty colleagues for the past 10 years. So I offer this memorial resolution for your consideration. Herman B Wells was bom on June 7th, 1902 in the village of Jamestown,
Indiana. He was the only son of Joseph Granville and Anna Bernice Wells. Growing up amidst the farms and small towns of central Indiana, Wells developed a radiant personality and talent for serving others. First enrolled at IU in 1921 as a sophomore transfer student from the University of Illinois, he fell in love with this historic wooden campus with its stately limestone halls.
Active in social affairs on campus, including his fraternity, Sigma Nu, Wells was an average student (inaudible) respectful B’s and C’s in courses such as journalism and psychology. He completed his undergraduate degree in commerce in 1924. Among his classmates were Hoagy Carmichael, Nelson Poynter, and Ernie Pyle. After graduation, Wells returned to his native county and worked in the National Bank of Lebanon for a couple of years. He came back to Bloomington for the academic year of 1926-27 obtaining a masters degree in economics. At the urging of his professors, he became a doctoral student at the University of Wisconsin, a noted center for the study of social science and political life. His degree requirements were not yet completed when he became a field secretary of the Indiana Banker’s Association in 1928.
Charged with performing applied research on the sorry state of Indiana banks suffering since the 1921 agricultural recession, Wells was able to put his academic training to good use. He visited banks and bankers all over the state, traveling to each one of Indiana’s 92 counties and laid the foundation for his later work as an educator. Wells got his first taste of college teaching in 1930 through his appointment as lecturer at Indiana University. He was a natural able to relay the latest in business concepts and techniques with enthusiasm and wit. A shoe-in marriage the next 5 years will be crucial for his career. Wells juggled several full time jobs for city government during this period. His work culminated in plans for the overhaul of Indiana’s banking laws.
Governor Paul McNutt, a former dean of the IU Law School, shepparded the reform bill to the state legislature in 1933 and it soon became a national model. William Lowe Bryan, IU President since 1902, recognized Wells tremendous passion for public service and appointed him dean of the School of Business and Administration in 1935. At that time the School was growing significantly and Wells used his organizational skills to attract new faculty and reform the curriculum. He possessed other gifts as well, including an elephant team memory that allowed him to connect faces with names and other personal details. In 1937, Wells was named Acting President as the IU Trustees searched for Bryan’s replacement. Nine months later they found the ideal candidate and appointed Wells as the 11th IU President. He was a first president to drawn from the social science public policy arena. He had already traveled over 33,000 miles in search of new faculty for the University persuading new as well as established scholars to share his vision for the renaissance of Indiana University. At the head of a small but extremely capable administrative staff, Wells modernized the institution in almost every conceivable way while dealing with unprecedented growth. Over his 25 year tenure the student body expanded to 29,000 statewide with the Bloomington campus mushroomed with new academic buildings and residence halls and programs proliferated at an amazing rate. With deep historical awareness Wells was able to build on IU’s institutional strengths in scientific research and professional education that were a legacy of his predecessors, David Stahr Jordan and William Lowe Bryan.
But he kept his keen eye on the future as well and launched an ambitious plan to develop the visual and performing arts, especially music. Wells and the institution he led reached a turning
point with WWII. Before the war, Wells became sensitized to the global contacts and journeyed 
South America. His work during the war with national agencies, such as the U. S. State
Department and the American Council on Education, made him a true internationalist. After the war Wells managed to deal with burdening IU enrollments due to the G. I. Bill while they took upon additional duties as an educational diplomat in Germany and other countries. In 1947, for instance, he played an essential role in establishing the Free University for Berlin. Had he chosen at this juncture in his career, Wells could have joined the select company of high counselors who moved all around the world performing important tasks for foundations, national associations, international commissions, and government agencies. Instead he stayed in Indiana, maintaining his vow to reside in Bloomington his adopted city. His interest in the world scene was reinforced by frequent travel to get new ideas and to enlarge his wide acquaintance with educational and political leaders. Wells translated his global understanding into strong support for a wide array of international programs at IU particularly the study of exotic languages and their cultural context. Wells vigorously promoted the growth of IU in Indianapolis and nurtured regional campus development to ensure that higher education was in reach of every qualified and interested citizen of the State. He also developed excellent relations with other Hoosier colleges and universities. Leading by example Wells laid a strong foundation of cooperation and good will resulting in a peaceful commonwealth of higher education institutions in Indiana. One of Wells bedrock principles was intellectual freedom. He provided faculty and students with physical space and material resources to conduct teaching and research. But he was equally concerned that they have the liberty to venture into uncharted academic territory. In what became perhaps the most celebrated instance of the protection of academic freedom in the middle years of the 20th century, Wells doggedly took on biology professor, Alfred Kinsey’s detractors giving the University an Indian old reputation as a bastion of free inquiry. Wells practiced environmental stewardship at IU balancing tremendous growth in the physical plant with deference to the woodland setting. Over the term of his presidency he acquired more than 1700 acres of land for the Bloomington campus providing ample space for future expansion.
Like his forerunners Wells was intent on maintaining the forested character of the campus and he was fiercely protective of trees and green space. He said, “To cut a tree unnecessarily has long been an act of treason against our heritage and the loyalty, love and effort of our predecessors that preserved it for us”. At his retirement from the presidency in 1962 Wells received an honorary LLD soma cum laude from Indiana University. It occupied a unique place in his growing list of honors and degrees which eventually totaled 26. Only 60 years of age Wells received a lifetime appointment to the new post of University Chancellor. He was free to create his own job description. Eventually that came to include raising enormous sums for the University serving as Interim President and just being there. He enveloped generations of students, faculty, staff, alumni and friends in his warm (inaudible) embrace. He served as a wide patriarch of the great IU plan. Substance was his style and he became an ambiguous presence and a precious resource to all in his long tenure as Chancellor. In his 98th year, his body weary and his mind intact, Wells died quietly at his campus home at 1321 E. Tenth Street on the evening of March 18th, 2000. A few members of his loyal staff, a nurse, an aid and a house man were at his bedside. The funeral was held on March 22nd exactly 62 years to the day after his selection of president of Indiana University. The eager sophomore of 1921, the dynamic President of 1938, the beloved Chancellor of 1962, had come full circle to rest earning the eternal gratitude of his alma mater. Herman B Wells built an institution and in the process became one himself. Like a Hoosier conatus the giant son of Geon and Poseidon of Greek
mythology, Wells drew his prohibit strength from his connection to the Indiana soil. He planted so many seeds of compassion, and kindness and learning that his memory will be everlasting green as long as there remains an Indiana University.
GROS LOUIS: Thank you Jim. (inaudible) the members of the Council and guests stand in silence in honor of Chancellor Wells. Thank you. First item of business is the business of the Agenda Committee. Turn it over to the chairman.
AGENDA ITEM # 2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS
(Professor S. James Sherman)
SHERMAN: I have a few things to report or comment on (inaudible/door slamming) is to acknowledge and thank the Agenda Committee for this year 1999-2000 the agendas are developed by this committee and the committee works very hard and it’s not an easy job. And this year the committee consisted aside from myself, Julieann Nilson, Carolyn Calloway- Thomas, Tom Gieryn, DickHeinz, and Steve Johnson. They all have our thanks. They did a very nice job for us. Next year’s Agenda Committee I will continue to serve and Carolyn will continue to serve and in addition, Julie Bobay, Ben Brabson, Ann Gellis, and Jim Patterson will be on the Agenda Committee and I hope we’ll do as good a job next year. Speaking of the agendas in the last meeting of the year I guess I’ll give a one minute in sum. I think this last year we didn’t do a lot of things that were (inaudible) but we did a lot of things that were necessary and maybe even important. The transfer of credit between campuses that’s going on, the status of non-tenure-track faculty that we are considering again today, are the kind of nitty gritty things that the Faculty Council does that are really important to the University. So I suspect we will continue on some of those issues next year. A final thought at the last meeting just one that occurred to me at the memorial service for Herman B Wells was last week. As I thought about the Faculty Council and the people on it and the fact I’ve known a lot of you both within Faculty Council and outside of it in my roles as researcher and terms in role of Faculty Council as well as my faculty colleagues who are not members of Faculty Council, it occurred to me that the University indeed is lucky to have us. This is a fine group of faculty that we have in many, many respects in all ways, in all the three missions of the University, teaching, research and service.
As I sat in the memorial service and looked at the University at Herman B Wells and what it is and what it has as lucky as the University is to have us, we’re more lucky to be here at the University and I think we should not ever forget that. Thank you. Ken.
AGENDA ITEM #3: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS
(Chancellor Kenneth R. R. Gros Louis)
GROS LOUIS: The only business I have is to as they do at the last meeting each year is to indicate what administrators are to be reviewed next year and this is simultaneous a request to the Nominations Committee to identify names of members of the faculty to serve as well as possible chairs. There’s only one dean to be reviewed next year and that’s Suzanne Thorin. It’s her first review as University Dean of University Libraries and so I’ll ask the Nominations Committee to contact the appropriate group or groups in the Libraries to identify names both for the committee and also possible names of chairs. And as you know, I think, typically the chairs of the review committees come from outside the unit of the dean being reviewed

AGENDA ITEM # 4: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
(Chancellor Kenneth R. R. Gros Louis and Professor S. Janies Sherman)
(10 minutes)
GROS LOUIS: I received no questions in advance and Jim I don’t think that you did so the floor is open for any questions or comments from the floor.
ENO: I’d just like to make a very brief comment Jim alluded to the fact we’ve been working on the inter campus transfer issue which you were all tested to for having had to listen to for nearly an hour. I just want to let you know that it looks like at the last University Faculty Council meeting will pass a policy on inter campus transfers that’s going to entail a great deal of work in reassessing the way that courses on (inaudible) campuses are numbered to ensure the courses are identically numbered and titled are in fact identical. And courses which now may be numbered identically will have to be renumbered if they’re not that comparable courses for easy transfer. This is going to be a very hectic and difficult procedure. For political reasons we’ve been asked to do this within one year. The Trustees have in fact asked Jim Sherman to report to them by October on how all this is going. The Academic Offices Committee (inaudible) administrative group on all 8 campuses will be leaving. Chief Academic Office chaired by Ken is going to be in charge I expect of coordinating this and because of that I’m concerned that this may be perceived by our colleagues and by us as an administrative imposition on us and it’s something which is just adding on unnecessary work for faculty. It’s going to be quite tedious reviewing courses on all 8 campuses in reaching agreements on how some may be renumbered. In fact, this is a faculty initiative and it’s something that we need to do and do quickly to preserve our autonomy over our curriculum, our autonomy over our majors. Otherwise initiatives of the State level and perhaps at the Trustee level will take that autonomy away from us. If you could convey to your colleagues over the summer when this all begins in the early fall, that this tedious and arduous process that will likely be embarked upon is something we are doing as an act of preserving faculty prerogatives and curriculum development and it is not an administratively imposed initiative. It would be very helpful, I think, in making us all alert to the need to respond to this burdensome initiative quickly and efficiently as possible.
GROS LOUIS: There is one clarification Bob. The Academic Offices Committee is made up of the Vice Chancellors for Academic Affairs from each campus instead of chair, (inaudible) at IU Southeast and Moya’s the representative from Bloomington. And I work with it in my capacity as Vice President for Academic Affairs. So I get involved. Jim.
CAPSHEW: I want to announce that there is a publication on, it’s called the Wells Archive and it just got published by the library and it basically describes papers and records of Dr. Wells and I’ll pass a copy around. It’s a wonderful illustrative booklet.
GROS LOUIS: Anyone have any questions or comments? If not then we’ll go to Item #5 which is the Report on the Classroom Incivility Survey. Tom.
AGENDA ITEM #5: REPORT ON CLASSROOM INCIVILITY SURVEY

(Professor Thomas Gieryn, Long-Range Planning Committee)
(Professor John Kennedy, Center for Survey Research)
(15 minutes)
GIERYN: Many of you received your survey only last Friday which makes it impossible for us today to present any results and I’ve asked John Kennedy to come by and speak to the Council to explain why we’ve had a brief delay in the administration of this survey but it gives you yet another opportunity to remind you to fill out the survey and to encourage your colleagues to do the same. These are important data. I also inquired just as a matter of interest to ask Dick McKaig whose office, the Dean of Students Office which is in fact administering the survey if it would be possible for the Long Range Planning Committee to review the results before they went before the Board of Trustees even though technically the Long Range Planning Committee ceases to exist as of this meeting. We could convene later on in a couple of weeks when results become known if there seems to be issues that bear discussion or bring them to the attention of Jim Sherman and Ken. John Kennedy is here to explain why the delay and to answer any questions about this survey.
KENNEDY: Tom asked me to give a brief 5 minute explanation of the survey process and how it came about and I’ll explain a little bit about why it has taken us so long. As many of you know this survey had its beginning back in the conference on academic civility back in November of 98 and that conference was held here in the Union. After that there were plans to conduct a survey the following spring but for a variety of reasons it wasn’t able to start then. In
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the fall some time in November Dick McKaig’s office called me and asked me to get started and try to do it again this year. We thought that wouldn’t be an impossibility and it turned out to be a little more difficult than what we anticipated. We started in November based on a few suggestions from some of the faculty who were involved in the forum in November of 98 on what should be the content of the questionnaire. We used that as sort of the basis of it and we started off also looking for previous research on classroom incivility and found there’s actually very little as far as we could tell. There’s some on incivility in high schools, in other schools but not in the higher education level. So what we heard in the forum and the little bit of literature we found and the suggestions from the faculty who were involved in the forum to put together the initial questionnaire. As you can see for those of you who may be one of the most difficult parts of developing the questionnaire was to determine what is incivility. And for any of those who were at that conference if you can remember Pam Freeman asking faculty who were there to raise their hands to consider about various issues or whether they were considered incivility or not. There was from my memory very little agreement on what actually constitutes classroom incivility or academic incivility. So we first had to as you can see in the questionnaire open it up and let people try to define for themselves what academic incivility is and if any thing at the end of the survey we will have some idea not only of the incidences of it but what in fact faculty believe are problems of incivility. Now one of the reasons the questionnaire took so long to develop was because we tried as hard as we can to get as much input from as many people as we could mostly faculty. As all of you are busy many of the questions and revisions didn’t come back as quickly as we hoped. But finally I think we got the most important input when I had a group of students in my S450 methods class distribute the questionnaire in draft form to a variety
of faculty and get their input almost directly. As you also suspect we received many suggestions for questions that we couldn’t possibly include or the questionnaire would be too heavy to deliver. And we had many contradictory suggestions, some faculty would say go one way and some another way and some say this is important and some say not. And at the end we sort of came down to what we thought would be a reasonable questionnaire that could be filled out in a reasonable period of time and would cover as many of the issues as we think we could. As with any questionnaire there are topics that are missing and we certainly recognize that but I also hoped that for any one who fills it out would take a few minutes to add any additional comments that they have. Now we started off with a pre survey letter that came from Moya Andrews to alert faculty that this was coming. We then had a little trouble getting the questionnaire printed and out the door and it’s partially because of other work we are doing this semester so I sort of have to apologize at the point there. Many of you may know Indiana University and Professor George Kuh in Education is doing a major initiative on higher education, a major project where we have 200,000 students at 275 institutions who are answering survey questions for this fall. Because of the massive size of that survey we’ve been forced to subcontract some of the work that we’re doing. And our subcontractor in this case was sort of dropped the ball a little bit when we sent these questionnaires over there to them for sealing, to seal the envelopes. And that’s why we sort of lost a week towards the end of the process. We thought that they were delayed between there and mail services and mail services may have been held up and those kinds of things held us up a little bit. But any way there out and returns are coming in. We’ve got 200 today and we got about 100 yesterday and it’s been our experience especially even thinking back to the survey that we did for this organization on the deans last fall that faculty generally tend to be very responsive to issues they think are important. So we anticipate that we’ll be getting a fairly good response to the survey. And hope that it comes quickly. After the data come back we will then turn them over to Dick McKaig. It’s not yet clear as to who’s going to do the data analysis at this point. In most cases the surveys that we do at our center I am not the subject matter expert of the surveys we conduct for other people. Unfortunate in this case I’ve become almost the subject matter expert in that I’ve sort of had to take this on and figure out the content myself. I don’t know if I’m going to become an expert in analysis of classroom or academic incivility this summer but as far as I know I don’t know of any one else who is stepping up or looking at this but we will certainly be working with Dick’s office to figure out what’s the best way to analyze and disseminate these data. And if you have a thought on one issue I’d like you to share with me and that is because of the timing our original plans were to follow with another questionnaire about this week. But because everything got pushed back by about 7 to 10 days we’re now uncertain that we want to send another questionnaire to faculty members either before the semester ends or after the semester ends or perhaps send them a little reminder of some sort and if you have any thoughts on what you might be the most appropriate way to keep this issue in front of the faculty between now and when ever we determine would be a cut off date which probably would be May 15th or so I welcome your suggestions. So if you have any questions I would I would be glad to answer them at this point about the process or content.
GROS LOUIS: Thank you John. Questions either about the process that John’s described or those of you who have seen the survey it content. David.
BAXTER: You said that 300 have been returned so far. What was the total population it was sent out to?
KENNEDY: It started out we were going to do a sample of faculty and AI’s who taught the fall of 99 based on the Registrar’s list. As the survey questionnaire developed and as we seeked comments from faculty that started expanding to the point where at the end we finally decided that all the faculty that were listed as being on the Bloomington campus by the Dean of the Faculties and all AI’s as far as we could tell who taught in the fall 99 were sent the survey. We sent out about 2500.
GROS LOUIS: As Tom said in the beginning that the Long Range Planning Committee will try to get together to review the results.
GIERYN: We did review it in draft before it was sent out and we’re going to try and meet some time over the next 3 weeks when if they are willing to have us look at the data. We think it’s important for the faculty to at least review it before it goes on to some other like the Trustees or who ever else is going to analyze it.
GROS LOUIS: And do we know yet if there’ll be some report ready for the Trustees at the May 15th meeting. Or will that depend upon the return.
KENNEDY: One of the issues with this is that and the reason I do perhaps want to although it would have been very difficulty to bring some summary today is because the initial responders are likely to be a little different than the later responders. I’d like to leave it open for longer than that if possible.
GROS LOUIS: The Trustees meet here again the 3rd week of June so KENNEDY: That would be (inaudible)
GROS LOUIS: Any other questions or comments about the survey? If not, John thank you very much. Move then to Item #6 which is the Annual Report of Affirmative Action Committee.
Paul.
AGENDA # 6: ANNUAL REPORT OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION COMMITTEE
(Professor Paul Eisenberg, Affirmative Action Committee)
(Julie Knost, Director of Office of Affirmative Action)
(20 minutes)
EISENBERG: Let me begin by apologizing for my late arrival. My departmental (inaudible) I attended what was suppose to be a 5 minute long meeting which lasted an hour. In any case, the statistics that all of you have to look at (inaudible) are in many ways (inaudible). On page 1 of the (inaudible) women and minority faculty on this campus you observe for example that (inaudible) there are 18.9 women faculty in contrast there are 51.5 (inaudible) women lecturers. The change in the minority faculty totals represents in the case of Afro-Americans those losses again a couple of things just to call to your attention. On page 15 of that same packet (inaudible) will observe that 14 hires during this past year at full rank, 12 were appointments of white
8
persons out of the 14 and number of males was 9 as against 5 females. And that pattern 
continues pretty much for all of the lower ranks, (inaudible) lecturer position at the bottom of
that first row about halfway down the page, one sees that 12 appointments for the academic year,
9 were appointments of white persons and again 8 males appointed to 4 females. Similarly, one might get a sense of frustration when one looks at the figures for students on this campus in the last 7 years that information that’s on the other hand out in 1987 the campus had 1.2% Hispanic students and we’re currently some 12 years later at 1.9%. We remain constant after 12 years in the population of Afro-American students on this campus. Asian enrollments have increased (inaudible) There’s been a very, very slight increase; very, very slight population of American student on this campus and so on. One sense of shall I say discomfort about all this is enhanced (inaudible) I should say that even back (inaudible) has met recently with (inaudible) all of one of our (inaudible) For all that the commission’s findings and these statistics are not ones should make us feel extremely good. It may well replace that the over all situation for this campus be not as bad as that information suggests to be (inaudible) for example (inaudible) that other Big
10 flagship schools have often the same statistics as we do. Now that’s of course the interpretation in which is ambiguous at best we might conclude that (inaudible) that pools of very good candidates of research institutions such as ours are very small. We’re doing about as effectively as we can do. The other less happy interpretation that easily comes to mind is that none of the schools in question is doing a particularly effective job including at various levels. I don’t know. At any rate I believe that on this campus from the central administration on down that there’s much good will and certainly there’s been in recent years much effort toward improving these statistics and the situation which underlies them. We do have to realize that the problem is massive and multidimensional whether we’re thinking about improving undergraduates, graduate students, higher of faculty at junior level or we’re thinking about senior faculty whether we’re thinking about staff positions or administrators in every one of those areas. We encumber some thing like the same problem. Since the problem is indeed so multidimensional it’s easy to throw up one’s hands and say to one self (inaudible). In order to fight against that reaction we here in the Affirmative Action Committee in Bloomington want next year beginning as early as the summer to focus on just one of those problem areas. We recognize the areas are interconnected and that ultimately to make tremendous improvement will require making improvements in the other areas as well. Never the less, one has to begin some where. So we are currently trying to determine which one of the several areas might be the most reasonable one for us to try to focus on during this coming year. And we’ll be working or even attempting to make that determination in conjunction with other offices of this campus, including of course the Office of Diversity that has recently been formed and I hope continuing to work together other relevant persons and offices we want to pursue that particular initiative in the course of the next academic year.
GROS LOUIS: Thank you Paul. Questions for Paul. Julie.
KNOST: I just had some additional information, (inaudible) I intend to focus on the optimistic side, (inaudible) Here’s what’s going on and let’s hope for the best. I wanted to give you some idea of what is going on now. It’s really hard to give you this report as all of you know there are offers out. There is also right now the state of people giving notice that they will be leaving the University makes it very difficult for us to know what next year will look like. I wanted to give you a summary of some of the things that have happened this year. First of all it’s been a very
9
active year on the deans searches committees and as you know on we’ve had this campus dean
searches in Education, in COAS and in SPEA which actually goes through IUPUI. (And in the

faculty search) The Education search has resulted in our hiring of a Hispanic male. The COAS
has resulted in our hiring of an Asian male. In SPEA that is I believe going to (inaudible) I’ve
been told has a very diverse pool both in terms of ethnicity and in terms of male/female
composition. And I’m very proud sitting next to Moya Andrews who’s are new Dean of
Faculties. Outside of the deans searches this year some key departments where we’ve been
working very hard and there’s been some activity going on. In Economics we’ve worked for
several years now trying to increase senior women hires. There was an offer to a senior woman
this year. She turned us down. Alyce is going to keep working on that with her department and
we were also turned down by a senior woman last year. But they did hire an African American
man and an Asian American man. In History there were offers out to 2 African American
scholars. One male that accepted one, one female is outstanding at this point. In English there
are several positions opened. There are 2 junior and 1 senior hire opened in African American,
African Caribbean, Asian American (inaudible) Literature. The search so far has generated offers to Hispanic and Asian American scholars. So far an Asian American woman accepted. A Hispanic scholar turned us down. An Asian American man turned us down. I hope this is giving you a sense of what activity level of what’s going on. In Biology we hired a senior Hispanic woman and we’ve hired another junior woman into the sciences. Other senior women in science, there is an offer to a geologist and there’s a couple more out there but I’m not sure they’ve been actually offered. In Sociology there’s been an offer made to a senior woman, African American.
In Telecommunications they’ve hired a senior Hispanic woman. In Journalism they’ve hired an African American woman at assistant rank. In Philosophy they’ve added a senior woman. In Education and I can’t say this is complete, you may know more than I do but I know at Psychology there was an African American woman hired and in (inaudible) instruction there was an African American woman and a Hispanic woman hired. And in SPEA I don’t have the current updates. But those are the ones that I knew I could remember just based on the ones I was sort of following without going through the files directly. So there’s a lot of activity going on. The other thing I wanted to mention is that I think there’s always a (inaudible) only hires that are occurring through the strategic hiring initiative. The strategic hiring initiative is very, very, very important in hiring in general and has gotten a great deal of support and I hope to continue to support it but there’s other hiring going on and that’s what’s also very important to emphasize that it is departments that are searching and working and that means(inaudible). On the opposite side if I would to turn this over I would have to mention retirements possible (inaudible) institutions. On the tenure front I think that we have a pretty good year and other leads I don’t know about so the final report might look a little different. But I did want to mention that on the hiring side. In other activities (inaudible)I just wanted to mention again that there has been the faculty pay review that has continued throughout this year and also you may know but you many not know that this year we did a peer review for the professional staff in regard to gender and ethnicity. And finally I just wanted to mention another major project that has been very time consuming and that Ann Thompson is the chair for here on this campus and that is all campuses we’ve done a complete programmatic assessment of all programs and services on disabilities. And that is it’s an American Disabilities Act, self-assessment. It looks at all programs, all hiring, facilities, very comprehensive and that survey which closed last Friday had about a 75% return rate and we expected to get 100% when we have the reassessment done by the end of May. It’s been a very active year.
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GROS LOUIS: Thank you Julie. Any questions for Paul or Julie. Yes.
NYIKOS: I have a question for Julie. You’ve mentioned staff and I was wondering if there was or is any initiative for increasing diversity in our staff?
KNOST: I agree. We try. I’ll tell you one of the problems is that we don’t monitor staff priority and without monitoring it would be very difficult to be...what we try to do is work with the searches. Many universities do monitor hiring. I would like to see us at least begin to monitor hiring at certain ranks above and then possibly work down. But at this point we’re not monitoring them so it’s very individual. The only other initiative there is the pay review which I think has given us a better idea of what’s going on. There are a couple other things going on in the staff ranks. One is something called broad banding which will bring ranks together and it might give us a little bit better sense of the composition of our professional staff and how hiring is (inaudible) there too. Like the faculty, there’s a lot of longevity on staff too. And so while we have turn over...it tends to turn over in certain areas too.
GROS LOUIS: Other questions for Paul or Julie. With that then I thank you both. We’ll go on then to an item we’ve seen before Item #7 Policy for Academic Appointments including Lecturers. And Ted
AGENDA # 7: POLICY FOR ACADEMIC APPOINTMENTS INCLUDING
LECTURERS
(Professors Edwin Greenebaum and Theodore M. Miller, Faculty Affairs Committee
(25 minutes)
T. MILLER: Thanks Ken. Edwin Greenebaum is not able to be with us so we have however on the Council I believe 2 members of the Faculty Affairs Committee, Bob Eno and Julie Nilson, and the 3 of us will try to answer the questions that you have regarding these matters. We are talking first here about Circular B28-2000, Circular B29-2000. The most general of these documents is B29-2000 which is a statement of policy regarding academic appointments. And basically seek to structure a classification (inaudible) that will help us better understand what is going on in the academic sphere of this University. One of the categories of academic appointments that we have spent the most time on is a category which we are proposing to call Lecturer and the Circular B28-2000 is essentially a statement of policy for the lecturer category. And as you can see from the title of B28-2000 the approach that we have taken here is to fold the lecturer category with the clinical appointee category. And essentially we have a more or less common policy for these 2 classes of non-tenure-track faculty. Now these 2 documents are drafts. Are intent here is to have a discussion with (turning to other side of tape and lost a few words) discussions with the trustees because this project was launched 3 or 4 years ago now.
The trustees really began to get interested in this idea of non-tenure-track faculty where Indiana University was going with this category of employee and the Faculty Affairs Committee has struggled for I would say 3 or 4 years. We’ve had several attempts to do something in this area and none of it has really gone very far. It’s been controversial on this campus over that group or whatever. We’ve spent the year really focusing on this topic and you now can see the product of our endeavors. So we bring it to you for you to express your views about what we’re trying to do here.
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GROS LOUIS: Ted which one do you want to take up first of the circulars?
T. MILLER: Well I think B 29 is maybe the more or the over arching structure so maybe we can start there.
GROS LOUIS: So the floor is open for Ted or other members of the Faculty Affairs Committee about any aspect of Circular B29-2000. Dennis.
SENCHUK: I’m wondering about the participation of the Faculty Governance (inaudible) since it set up the school or campus level. I think it’s been not the discretion of the department more or less.
T. MILLER: The concept of this that we’re working with is that in the University Faculty constitution the statement about participation and governance and it in fact excludes certain categories from governing participation. But it’s a fairly narrow group that is excluded. The idea is that the campus will be able to consider this question and if it wants to exclude some other category presumably we can do that as we go along. But to the extent that that doesn’t happen the schools can decide for themselves how they want the various appointee groups to participate in the governance of their unit.
SENCHUK: Does this have any thing to say even about things like faculty governance in some sense of participation in department (inaudible)?
T. MILLER: No. This doesn’t say any thing about that. Presumably departments are able to structure their own regulations. Assuming that at the campus level some thing hasn’t been prohibited or at the University level some thing hasn’t been prohibited.
ENO: I’d just like to add some thing to what Ted said. Having anticipated that Ed would be here to spell things out in great detail having worked with this policy with Ed and Ted who were the chief architects for some time seems to me there are a couple of major (inaudible) that underline the policy the way it is written that would probably be good to bring out. One of these is that the approach that the committee seems to me have taken towards the issue is trying to get a handle on the way the non-tenure-track (inaudible) are appointed on all these campuses. Have shifted the focus on to try to determine ideal absolute numbers as a way of limiting gradual shift towards non-tenure-track faculty which has been going on primarily for economic reasons; and, instead try to accommodate the fact that there may be, there certainly are, legitimate uses, legitimate roles for non-tenure-track faculty to play on the campuses of Indiana University, (inaudible) focused on the notion of trying to make non-tenure-track faculty appointments more closely resemble lines the way that tenure-track faculty appointment resemble lines. I think what the committee has been trying to do is to try move units away from the practice of looking at the hiring of non-tenure-track faculty as an economic expedient and focus on the hiring of non- tenure-track faculty as a very short term commitment to those who have hired a very little risk for the University. And instead focused on the fact that if non-tenure-track faculty have appropriate roles to play then the University should be prepared to make substantial commitments to non-tenure-track faculty who are hired and to exercise care in the hiring of non-
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tenure-track faculty as well. And so in these regulations there’s an expectation that regular non- tenure-track faculty appointments will be made for 3 year renewable contracts that include a probationary period which is suggested in here if I recall at 6 years or two 3 year terms. After which there will be a review of the non-tenure-track appointee and if that review is positive that appointee will be shifted to a longer term contract, suggested I think is a 5 year renewable contract. This will bring the appointment of non-tenure-track faculty more in line with tenure- track procedures and more of a commitment to an ongoing line with certain built in protections that protect academic freedom and job security. I think the notion is that if this greater attention is paid to the quality and commitment to those who are associated with non-tenure-track faculty that gradually the great disparity between the hiring of tenure-track and non-tenure-track faculty a high commitment for one, high salaries for one, a high protection for one, a very casual attitude towards part-time or visiting or non permanent appointees who’s qualifications aren’t greatly scrutinized (inaudible) this difference would be reduced.
GROS LOUIS: Yes, Paul.
JAMISON: I have a question on the scientist’s strengths. Are they included under the D. research appointments on page 7?
T. MILLER: Yes.
GROS LOUIS: Jim.
SHERMAN: Bob since you’ve rounded out in terms of salaries for non-tenure-track faculty your statement was that they be equitable, fair, reasonable, etc. is there any role to be played in guaranteeing that?
ENO: Under this policy?
SHERMAN: Under any policy.
ENO: Be played by?
SHERMAN: By faculty. I think it varies between campuses and probably varies between departments. And some of them are frankly pretty cheap ways to get through.
T. MILLER: Well what this book has documented and says about salaries is not much. But what it does say is that the various categories shall be subject to the salary policy which is a Faculty Council policy. And so presumably what is going to happen is that that policy will be reviewed and will be revised to somehow accommodate this new idea.
SHERMAN: Will that be some thing that we can take out next year?
T. MILLER: It’s something that we could take out if it was thought necessary. But that’s really what the document says about the salary issue is that the category directors for example should
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be viewed as part of the salary policy procedures that this Council has approved. It doesn’t say
that there salary should be but it does kind of bring them into that policy thinking.

GROS LOUIS: There’s a question back here.
DURKIN: With regard to senior lecturer and lecturer what is the distinction? Is it after that 6 year review that one....
T. MILLER: That’s the way the document now reads. After the probationary period, a person would automatically enter the senior lecturer category if that is the decision that was made.
GROS LOUIS: Yes, Moya.
ANDREWS: I just think that this is an excellent document. It provides with some structure that will be really very helpful to us. At the moment we have people who are teaching who are on professional appointments, who are on hourly appointments. Just the other day I had two cases of people who have been here 4 years hired as hourlys to teach and so I think this document is really needed so that we can formalize the ways in which people who teach are hired and how they’re protected against exploitation. And also ways in which we can bring more into the academic community and provide them with faculty development activity and ways in which they can be true members of the community. And so I just want to say I think this Faculty Affairs Committee has done an excellent job with this document and I’m very much strongly in favor of it.
T. MILLER: Just to respond to that Moya. I think Moya’s favorite sentence in the document is the first sentence of B29 which reads: The academic work at Indiana University is run by individuals holding academic appointments in different classifications. That’s what she is talking about. We’re trying to make sure that the academic work of the University is done by people holding academic appointments and academic appointments are appointments that this council can regulate. That’s really in a very fundamental way what this is about.
ANDREWS: If I could just say one thing, otherwise if they are appointed as professional staff members they come under the jurisdiction of Human Resources which is a very different philosophical orientation. And yes you’re quite right Ted that is my favorite sentence.
GROS LOUIS: Julie.
BOBAY: Could you remind us Ted the paragraphs of this discussion and if this is finally approved at what ever level what will happen when and if this becomes a policy?
T. MILLER: What will happen?
BOBAY: What will be the impact on individual units if this becomes a new policy?
T. MILLER: This will be a tool the Dean of Faculties will use to regulate activities hiring people, appointing people to do various things, this will be a (inaudible) policy that guides how
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that is done. And it certainly will put restrictions on the academic units in terms of what they can do because if this policy is followed we will not have all the appointees doing instructional work and we’ll have to have some different appointment in order to do that.
ANDREWS: He means that when we get a PAF action form that comes through our office appointing some one whose duties are instructional who are truly being employed in academic work that they must be appointed as an academic appointee and then therefore they come under the jurisdiction of the Dean of Faculties Office. And so this means that we can send back that PAF and say this person who is going to be teaching a class can’t be appointed as an hourly appointee because we have the Faculty Council resolution and then we can sight the Faculty Council government.
GROS LOUIS: A1 you have a question and then Frank.
RUESINK: I’d like to ask Moya, I think I see what the benefits of what this document will be but I wonder what your office is going to have to do to contend with and may be difficult for you. What’s the flip side, anything?
ANDREWS: I suppose looking at the existing appointees who don’t meet these new guidelines and working with the schools to try to change those people over will present some kind of a problem. There’ll be some budgetary implications too; of course, because the reason that people are appointing start to hire positions is because they are saving money. They’re not having to pay full benefits and while this is not very good for the individual it has meant that for some units they’ve been able to hire some one when they didn’t have very much money to hire. So there will some working out to be done but my sense is that all of those things will be worth it in terms of the long term good that this document would allow.
HOOLE: I wanted to ask Moya where do post docs fit? It mentions people who have experience, it doesn’t mention post docs. Are they academic appointees?
ANDREWS: They are academic appointees but they are not people who teach. So this addresses primarily the people who are involved in instruction and that was the first order of intent. But the post docs are another group that really do need as you know Frank these protections. There’s a great deal of variability of the way post docs are treated on this campus. And this campus is generally better than on many campuses. And I know that George is concerned about that and you’re concerned about that. This wasn’t one of our primary goals to address the problems of post docs. Ted do you have any thing to say?
T. MILLER: Well, this is not really a question that we have talked about I would say. That would be the most (inaudible) we tend to say. Where ever the post docs fit now that’s where they still fit. We are not seeking to change where ever they fit now. But it may however be that where they fit now is not the ideal place. In which case there should be some discussion about that. This is an evolving document. We’re really hoping that we can finish next fall getting this approved and between now and then maybe we can work out just what we want to do here.
HOOLE: I have no idea just where they fit now. I do know that it’s a mess. I do know when we tried to figure out how many post docs we have they’re appointed in some sizable number of categories and it’s almost an impossible situation to figure out really where they fit in.
ANDREWS: Exactly. So this is something else that we really need to address.
HOOLE: If you have nothing else to do maybe (laughter)
T. MILLER: We’re happy to have you join us.
GROS LOUIS: Martha.
NYIKOS: Regarding AI’s this is maybe a fit questional so where do they fit in and I’m asking pretty much based on the fact that they are struck out on the first paragraph and also as Chair of the AI Affairs Committee (inaudible)
T. MILLER: It’s not that we’re trying to eliminate AI’s. That’s not the intent. The AI’s, this is B29 and on the back page, page 8, there’s a category called Student Academic Appointments and basically the AI’s now in the Academic Handbooks and that’s what this B29 is. I mean this is essentially a replacement for a section of the Academic Handbook. The Student Academic Appointment category is still there and it still has what it has now.
GROS LOUIS: Dennis.
SENCHUK: I think that one of the kind of differences that might be thought advantageous on the part of a common by some departments on the hiring lecturers is the character of the job search. Does anything in your (inaudible) address trying regularize the job searching procedures as between say lecturers and assistant professors?
ANDREWS: The job search is the same.
T. MILLER: There is a section in B28 on page 3. The section begins right in the middle of the page at a point of advancement.
SENCHUK: But I guess I figure you’re saying in other words that just as we might require a national search for heighten member we should be requiring a national search for a lecturer.
T. MILLER: Well what this says is that the process for appointment with probationary status or 5 year long-term contract shall go through the ordinary procedures for faculty appointment.
Now what ever is encompassed in the ordinary procedures would presumably be possible to use.
SENCHUK: And isn’t this some sort of change only because haven’t lecturers in the past not been hired on the basis of national searches?
T. MILLER: Certainly the status of lecturers is definitely being changed by this proposal. That has been the major focus of our work really in effect to elevate the category of lecturer to some
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thing that really is equivalent to the clinical appointment class. And that is certainly going to 
grant the category of lecturers’ prerogatives that currently lecturers do not enjoy. Absolutely.
GROS LOUIS: Moya.
ANDREWS: One of the ways in which people now are appointed is they are appointed as visitors as you know. And then they can only be kept for 3 years and then there’ll be a succession of people as you would predict who have been appointed as visitors and haven’t gone through a full search and those are the people that will benefit from having a regular lecturer category where there was a search and where an appropriate job line existed. So that at the moment people are being rotated between different kinds of ranks and given this visitor title so that the unit doesn’t have to do a search and so the search procedure would be more appropriately administered under this new criteria system because we’d have this lecturer line where it was clear that a proper search had been done before the person was put into the position. So I think it would close that loophole.
GROS LOUIS: Alyce.
ROTELLA: I guess I just want to voice uneasiness. I understand that the current situation (inaudible) hiring going on. But this sets up the possibility of creating for Indiana University a permanent teaching faculty different from its regular faculty and for that to grow proportionally larger and larger over time. We need to think hard before we do that. It has lots of implications.
T. MILLER: Well I think that we are doing that as we sit here it is happening to us. One of the reasons that we’re doing this actually is so that we in fact can have a system of classification that will actually allow us to understand what is happening around us. Some of the parts of this document you know require.. .1 think we’re still working on just what kind of reports and what the content of what these reports really should be. In various sections here we’re calling for reports from the academic units. What are you doing with your non-tenure-track faculty? What are their responsibilities? How many people are there in these various categories? I mean that’s part of this process and we’re doing it really because we are concerned about that and right now we really I don’t think have any idea or we don’t have a very good idea of what’s going on. We’re certainly...that idea is one that we’re quite sympathetic to.
KNOST: Ted, let me respond to that in terms of the (inaudible) form that was about a week ago. Someone had called me and asked me about (inaudible) the list of clinical ranks. And I took that over and we had some discussion by generating any one that had a clinical appointment it generated one list and then this person came back to me and said that this doesn’t include this person’s existence. That’s because although they’re functioning they’re being back doored under something else. Then about lecturers...lecturers do currently go through a full search but what’s happening is if you don’t want to go through a full search you can back door with a different title. We have many too titles by sort of narrowing and being very specific by the titles you don’t’ have that sort of proliferation of people that are doing similar things but you can’t track. I can’t produce a report to tell them how many...the implication...I believe Ted you need to jump in here. Schools have for example set caps on the number of clinical that they can have in proportion to tenure-track faculty so that let’s say it’s 10%. Well then if you’re only showing
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up under the clinical ranking that’s fine but it you have this proliferation of titles you can have 10% in clinical, then another 10% in a different rank in visiting so you can get around the cap that way too. So by having a much more standardized system and I don’t think it’s been reviewed very recently. We’re able to monitor it more carefully too.
GROS LOUIS: Bob. And then Jonathan and then Moya.
ENRO: I just wanted to respond to what I think will be a subtext of something Dennis was saying. There are different ways in which lecturers are employed. And some times lecturers are meant to be visitors. We have a teaching need that is short term. And in those appointments will be visiting appointments. They would not necessarily require a national search. And they would still be accommodated by this policy. This policy really addresses the problem of people who are permanently in place as ever occurring of lecturers particularly on branch campuses. This is an eight campus policy where the University makes no commitment to them and doesn’t search to see whether or not the roles they are fulfilling could be fulfilled in different way perhaps more beneficial to the University and so on. And the idea is to regularize those positions a lot more. It’s in that regard at least that we really face on other campuses outside this campus. Precisely the situation that you’re speaking of is already existing in a very advanced form and I think that all that we can try to do in a policy like this is try to bring some regulation to it and generate information about it and then try to use the leverage that will give us to try to urge colleagues to hire more responsible matters according to this policy.
ELMER: I was going to go back to something you said earlier Bob that the strategy on the committee had moved from questions of numbers and limits I guess or however that might be addressed to this other. It sounds to me like there are a number who feel as though this regularization will have a dampening effect on the numbers that will make it by guess by closing loop holes and there are fewer appointments that go over their 10%. I suppose that would have to be seen if we don’t know now really the extent of the non-tenure-track hiring. It’ll be hard to know whether it dampens or not. So I guess I wanted to go back to why there was that shift in approach or strategy. I mean I understand it’s going along now so one can’t imagine that it isn’t but why did you go away from the idea of saying let’s regularize or standardize what in fact already has amongst many of the units or departments. They have a cap. Why would it be inappropriate for the Faculty Council to be thinking about that?
T. MILLER: Well I think one of the reasons that in this document we’re sort of retreating from the cap idea because this is meant to be an Indiana University policy. The campuses, the units across the system are so diverse in this regard that it just really is impossible to think of a meaningful cap that wouldn’t raise lots of problems on other campuses. And so what we’re really trying to do here is to recognize the fact of our modem academic life that universities are hiring non-tenure-track people. And in many ways right now these people are marginalized.
And we’re trying to set up a system where we can bring them a little closer to make them a part in a more meaningful way of the academic enterprise not only on doing it on this campus but on the other campuses as well. It’s not that we’re going away completely from the idea of a cap.
We are asking in this document for each academic unit to send a report to the academic officer, the Dean of Faculties in this case, in which the faculty of the unit, the tenure-track faculty of the unit, expresses its view of what proportion of the faculty of the unit at a maximum must be in the
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tenure-track category. We want each academic unit to think seriously about that question. And to make some decision what the comfort zone is in this regard; and, hopefully by asking them about that this will be an issue that will help or kind of preserve a large group of tenure-track faculty on the campus. There also is an effective cap stated in the document. This is in B29. No I’m sorry it’s in B28 at the bottom of page 2 there’s a section called Rights and Privileges. There’s the underlined text there towards the bottom of the page: Provided that where lecturers and clinical appointees have voting privileges their voting participation must be structured in such a way that the reserves at least 60% of voting weight to tenure-track faculty. That’s as close as we’ve come to the idea of a cap and the language there is quite artful and you do have to think about it a little bit in terms of what it actually means. Still that’s as close as we’ve come to this idea of limits.
ENO: I think one point to add. The committee seemed to recognize generally that the way instruction is structured on our campuses, all 8 of them, there is in fact a very legitimate role that may need to be played by people who would not be subject to the type of tenure-track criteria that tenure-track faculty are subject to. There are roles that are best fulfilled on this campus by people in clinical settings for clinical ranks and in settings that resemble clinical ranks in some features by people who are not trying to pursue research teaching and service careers at the same time and subject to those criteria. What we’re trying to do is ask units to use that model to describe how their mission can best be fulfilled by a mix of people who are in fact devoting their careers to all three areas and people who are specializing in instruction and service or a combination of instruction and service. Now as Alyce pointed out that does raise the possibility that you have 2 different types of faculty. In fact it’s often very productive in units as their set up. We have units even on this campus where a very large percentage of people are in clinical ranks or in ranks that resemble clinical ranks. It’s fruitful for the mission of the unit. In other cases it’s undermining the mission of the unit. There’s no uniform standard that applies to all units certainly not on all eight campuses.
ELMER: It seems clear that there are legitimate instructional roles but (inaudible) we would be worried about. We’ll be worried about say the (inaudible) by hiring labor cheap. Right? And that’s what people are worried about as a sort of national trend and the question is does this instrument is it really going to help us have authority over that some way. It sounds like some people think it will.
GROS LOUIS: Moya.
ANDREWS: The sad part is that whether we like it or not we’ve got a large number of people who are not tenure-track faculty. A document like this plus the unit governance document having to cover these people so that the unit decides on the cap for their unit, the unit decides on the salary and reappointment and criteria for these people. It’s a great improvement to what we’ve got now. Because there are units who don’t even know that the people are hired. They don’t even know what lines, the other faculty don’t even know they exist. By bringing them under the umbrella of the unit governance document and making sure that there is a line and making sure that there’s a national search it means that the faculty in the unit are going to have to vote on not only the cap but also on the conditions and criteria all those things that we believe that faculty are best qualified to do. So that it’s not perfect but it’s really a lot better than the
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situation now. And the question about whether or not we should have a second class faculty as some people call it is moot. We have all over the country, universities have large numbers of

people who are not tenure-track who are teaching and if we want to make sure that they teach as well as they can and that we have some control over the quality of their instruction and that they continue to develop and that they are given some kind of humane treatment then we have this kind of a document.
GROS LOUIS: (inaudible) the opportunity if you wanted to vote on this or simply T. MILLER: No.
GROS LOUIS: Well I really can’t see doing that. Yes. Go ahead.
BONDANELLA: Well I just want to make a comment that last fall the College Policy Committee developed a policy on (inaudible) ranks and we did indeed look at the policies of several different schools and in almost every case they contained some statement about a cap on the number of those kinds of appointments so I would anticipate that the policy committees of the different schools would set about restricting the appointment of lecturers just as they have of appointment of clinical faculty.
GROS LOUIS: I think in order to have one more comment and then stick to the agenda.
BROOKS: The only thing that I wanted to bring up happens to be in the other document, B29.
And that is here with the simply the change in terminology. When I looked at this at first being in optometry and remembering all of the work that went into the first document on clinical rank and discussion back and forth, I was really anticipating a lot of areas that would really jump out but I didn’t find it and I was really amazed at the care that the committee put in on crafting the document as skillfully as they did. The one thing that stood out to me and also stood out to the faculty member who remembers who I asked to read this in Optometry was the change from clinical faculty to clinical appointee. That was the main point that proved objectionable because on the one sense we’re trying to bring the faculty to a better stature but on the other hand the clinical faculty we have which we searched for and try to be very careful about who we have in these and we have some very fine clinical faculty one of whom just received the President’s Teaching Award at the last Founders Day ceremony. I do feel this sort of sense well we don’t quite belong kind of a thing. By changing this from what it was, from a clinical faculty to clinical appointee that could be a sensitive point.
T. MILLER: Yes. This was a point that was discussed. Moya mentioned the AAUP spring meeting which was focused on this topic and there was a good bit of discussion about this. What happened here...this is really a consequence of the fact that we have chosen to kind of combine the lecturer and clinical category into a single policy statement. And in doing that, the original approach to this was to just put in lecturer and ...and in the previous document it was clinical faculty so it’s lecturer and clinical faculty. After looking at that document for a while we came to think that one of downsides of that was that people would think that it’s the clinical people that are the faculty and it’s the lecturers who aren’t. So we decided to use a different phrase to kind of build this document. But certainly our view of this is that lecturers are part of the
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faculty. The clinical appointees who are now called clinical professor, clinical associate 
professor, these are part of the faculty. We’re certainly trying to make them not part of the
faculty. This is just a consequence of the way this document was developed. We didn’t have an equal intent.
ENO: It’s not being intent on getting some way to get the word faculty highlighted back into subsequent documents so this issue disappears. It’s a grammatical issue really.
GROS LOUIS: Thanks for your comments. Let’s move to Item #8, Amendment of Grievance Procedures.
AGENDA # 8: AMENDMENT OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES
(Professor Theodore Miller, Faculty Affairs Committee)
(15 minutes)
T. MILLER: This item Circular B 30. This is a Bloomington campus document and it would be quite rewarding if the Faculty Council would move to approve this particular document today.
As you can see these are amendments to the review procedures of the Bloomington faculty, the grievance and review procedures of the Bloomington faculty. This is a document that we have worked over recently about a year ago. We were talking about the second part of the document, Part II of the document beginning on page 5 which discusses the role of the Bloomington Faculty Board of Review. A lot of the material in this document today beginning on page 5 is stuff that we worked on and approved last year. The first part of the document which covers the activity of what we now call the Grievance Committee has really been kind of on the back burner for 2 or 3 years. The Grievance Committee has wanted to make some amendments to this document for quite a period of time but we’ve so occupied by our misconduct policies and so forth that we’ve just really never go to it. And so we finally this year had a subcommittee (inaudible) the Faculty Affairs Committee chaired by Julie Nilson. Julie Knost helped us along on this. Bonnie Brownlee who’s a long time member of the Grievance Committee helped us along on this. And it really isn’t our sense that there’s anything in these amendments that are...there’s really nothing controversial here. We’re really just trying to improve the understanding of what we now call the Grievance Committee on part of the faculty. There are some misunderstandings on what its role is. You can see we’re trying to change the name of the committee to make it a little clearer of what this committee tries to do or tries to mediate disputes. So this is something that the  members of the Grievance Committee which really has quite a stable membership over the years have wanted to do for quite a while and we’re finally getting a chance to do it. So I’d be happy to answer questions if people have any about these amendments.
E. JOHNSON: I think this is just a style question. In cases where you have a line through the Faculty Grievance Committee, in all cases do you mean that to be a mediation committee?
T. MILLER: We want to change that to the Faculty Mediation Committee. Yes. Did we miss a spot? Well all of us are having difficulty with our...we’ve had some technical problems. We are dedicated to finding those things.
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E. JOHNSON: and another question that’s sort of like that. On page 9 in Restrictions, number 2 you’ve added librarian to the first of that and taken out the last sentence. Would that mean then

at the beginning of the section on the Bloomington Faculty Board of Review that librarian should be added into the first paragraph in A? Because I think the reason they weren’t because of the sentence that you struck.
T. MILLER: Where is the other place?
E. JOHNSON: On page 5, paragraph A regarding grievances of faculty and associate faculty. It probably needs librarian.
T. MILLER: I think that’s right. We’ve added librarians to all the phrases like that and that should also be there, yes.
EISENBERG: Ted, maybe I’m just not reading this properly but it looks to me there’s needs to be some consistency in wording in the introductory paragraph it said that this procedure should “request (inaudible) whereas in the next page at the end of the first paragraph under 1A is the (inaudible) has to bypass the committee (inaudible) Do you mean to keep those 2 things just as they are?
T. MILLER: I think so. The word should here is a little bit open. I think we’re trying to encourage people to take their grievances to the Mediation Committee first. But if a person doesn’t want to do that we’re not requiring it.
EISENBERG: Do you think there’s some word like normally might help?
T. MILLER: Should normally request a hearing? That would be fine with me.
NILSON: I think normally might have been in there at one time. Bonnie had written this introduction and there was a great deal of discussion in the subcommittee as to the degree of requirement going through the grievance/mediation process that there was and in order to get to the Board of Review and it’s not clear that anyone knows the answer to that.
RUESINK: I want to be sure I’m not confused here. On page 1 at the bottom there’s a bunch of (inaudible) from the constitution. We’re not in any way changing the constitution.. .(new tape)
ROTELLA: Who are associate faculty?
T. MILLER: I’ll answer that. Associate faculty is a term that appears in the Academic Handbook and it’s a term I think that is meant to cover the categories for example, of non-tenure- track faculty. So lecturers, clinical faculty, adjunct faculty.
ROTELLA: So those are the people we’ve been talking about here.
T. MILLER: Yes. That’s a term, that’s kind of a historic term that has been used in the Academic Handbook to refer kind of in mass to the faculty who are not tenure track faculty.
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NILSON: Ted wasn’t that as much as anything the case of it was in the original document and we couldn’t find a real reason to strike it and we were afraid if we did we might in fact be disenfranchising someone from this process.
ENO: The phrase is defined on the first page of the flyer we were looking at before, the Circular B 28-2000. The trustees phrase. It does refer to people who would be lecturers and clinical faculty.
SHERMAN: As (inaudible) points out it also refers to emeritus faculty.
NEWTON: But I assume does not mean the associate instructors.
T. MILLER: No the associate instructors are not faculty. They are students.
NILSON: And they’re addressed in the introductory paragraph with the reference to where in the last sentence of the first paragraph with the reference to the Academic Guide where there are appeals and grievance process.
SENCHUK: First of all a comment about the new term mediation. In the grievance it says the directed towards somebody who’s (inaudible) an administrator in charge of the things or whatever but grievance especially (inaudible) conditions at work would include things like two faculty members disagreeing, is this committee prepared to take on cases of unfriendly disputes among the faculty?
T. MILLER: I don’t know. I have not served on the grievance committee but I’m not sure that is the kind of situation that would be something they would want to work on. In the first paragraph there is a....is that what you’re talking about...in the underline section there? There’s a list of the complaints concerning the academic freedom, dismissal, reappointment, tenure, promotion, salary adjustment, nature of conditions of work, at attempt to kind of define the scope of what the
SENCHUK: (inaudible) changed to Mediation Committee is combined with the nature of the conditions of work (inaudible).
T. MILLER: I think that that’s a matter the Mediation Committee will have to deal with them selves. They in effect can regulate the kinds of cases that feel appropriate for them to take up.
If people come with cases that they don’t think they can deal with they will have to say that.
GROS LOUIS: Any other questions on the (inaudible) procedures. This is some thing we’re going to vote on today so if there’re no other questions since it is a change in the procedures of the Grievance Committee, former Grievance Committee, there should be roll call. I’ll ask Julie to do that.
T. MILLER: We do have 2 friendly amendments that have been noted.
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GROS LOUIS: We’re at the last item, the Nature Preserve for Research and Teaching. Tom.
AGENDA # 9: NATURE PRESERVE FOR RESEARCH AND TEACHING
(Professor Thomas Gieryn, Long-Range Planning Committee
(Professors Michael Hamburger, Geological Sciences, and Keith Clay, Biology)
(15 minutes)
GIERYN: I’d like to direct the Council’s attention to Circular B 31 which is a proposal for a nature preserve for research and teaching that has gone through the Long-Range Planning Committee which has brought it to the Council for a vote. The Long-Range Planning Committee has considered land use in the water shed since last December. There was a small controversy as you recall. We met again last week to consider a proposal that has been worked on for some time by 2 faculty members who are very concerned about the use of the campus properties, Michael Hamburger from Geology and Keith Clay from Biology. The proposal establishes or at least gives a rationale for a preserve on campus land. It would be used for both research and teaching. It was unanimously and enthusiastically endorsed by the Long-Range Planning Committee for two reasons, one simply on its merit. I think the proposal establishes a need given growth in a variety of disciplines and field base training. I think the institutionalize high light of that is the creation of a new interdisciplinary Bachelor of Science and Environmental Sciences Program at IU. These and other sorts of programs would benefit greatly from a close at hand preserve with the characteristics that are enumerated 1 through 8 on the front and back of the circular. We think that this is an appropriate use of campus land given our mission of advancing teaching and research. The second reason why the Long-Range Planning Committee was enthusiastic in its support for this proposal is that it suggests, it gave us an opportunity and it was a reminder to us of the centrality of faculty concerns with issues of land use generally, not just land of the campus that is now being used for instructional purposes. Obviously we have an interest in that. But as well the potential uses of land that are now designated for instructional purposes but might well be used for instructional purposes in the future. And since this is a very forward looking proposal it considers generally speaking how the campus is going to use its land and whether those purposes, what should be emphasized in the use of that land should be issues connected to research and teaching. This proposal suggests that we should search for land that meets these criteria so that that land can be preserved for research and teaching. The utility of a vote and the reason that this is being brought forward to the Council now, you haven’t seen it before now, is that there are plans afoot to take this proposal forward to RUGS and through other agencies and organizations within the University for seed money to find a sight and develop these ideas further. It would be useful for the organizers or the backers of this particular proposal have an endorsement from the BFC as they pursue their efforts to acquire seed money and to move with the administration forward in the identification of a nature preserve. So I’ve asked Michael Hamburger and Keith Clay to come by and answer any questions if you have any about this proposal.
GROS LOUIS: Thank you Tom. The floor is open to your questions to Tom or Michael Hamburger or Keith Clay. Michael is in Geological Sciences. Keith is in Biology. Frank.
HOOLE: I’m just curious why the humanities and the natural sciences are mentioned and the social sciences aren’t mentioned.
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HAMBURGER: We tried to keep the social scientists out of the preserve, (laughter) No, no.
What we recognize since a resource like this has enormous potential for teaching and research. I think the faculty who’ve been primarily involved from the beginning have been dominated by those of us who have interests in the natural sciences. It’s very clear that there is a significant group who are interested in aspects like environmental history, Jim Capshew has been involved in History and Philosophy of Sciences like Tom Gieryn represents and others in schools like the Law School, Environmental Law, outdoor education in HPER that have related interests to use of (inaudible). That was not intentional.
GROS LOUIS: Other questions or comments.
HOOLE: I would just think the social sciences would want to be included in the long term. HAMBURGER: Absolutely.
HOOLE: Say that if some body had adjoining appointments like in COAS in social science it’s a natural.
HAMBURGER: Yes.
RUESINK: I think we’re thinking about this in relation to the golf course property. I think we should also be aware of this that the Hilltop Garden Center and nature area has already a parcel of property near Unionville given by Fred Seward’s family and that is already being looked at for some of these kinds of things. There are other options that are already sort of in the works. And this is not just in response to the golf course issue.
HAMBURGER: Maybe I can clarify a little bit about the background. Certainly this proposal grew out of concerns about the proposed use of IU land for the golfers. I think all of us who are involved want to move past this to a more positive looking alternative that would really enhance the teaching and research missions of the University. I think we remain very much interested and committed to preservation of that piece of land, that last piece of University land that joins the water shed. It’s an extraordinary piece of land with great possibility for the teaching and research missions of the University. However, we recognize that at this point it makes perfect sense to examine the broader issues of the possible uses of land owned by IU both on the campus and away from the campus that could serve these same needs and we’ve agreed to do essentially and incremental approach to this problem. First to demonstrate to the administration that there really is a very real need for a facility like this or a resource like this for the teaching and research missions of the University. Second to do a broad assessment of a number of possible pieces of land owned currently (inaudible) owned by the University that could be used for those. And then to make a rational decision about which one or ones of these pieces of land might best serve those needs.
GROS LOUIS: As Michael knows, as others may know, John Walda on behalf of the Trustees sent a letter to a number of people several months ago indicating that the Trustees did not intend
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to reconsider the current identification of the Griffey land for recreational and athletic purposes for some time. So that’s a context that should be kept in mind too.
ENO: The goals of this are great and I’m sure it’s got a lot of support here. I’m a little concerned about the process that goes along with land use decisions governed by the Trustees and the way that this stuff entails into that because I’m concerned that the Trustees carried off in some other direction to prove their (inaudible) or some thing like that after the golf course will mandate moving in this direction without regard to cross benefit opportunities that may fit into with regard to other financial pressures at the University. My understanding is the specific proposal that you’re trying to advance will weigh heavily on outside funding whether or not you’re able to secure outside funding, but, I wish if not in this document at least in the discussion around the document it should be understood that when land use decisions are made and future costs involved with land use decisions are involved, that the Trustees shouldn’t just be working with the faculty and their advise upon what might be desirable to undertake but rather should be working with the faculty to understand and decide what should be desirable to undertake in light of constraints, financial constraints, on the entire University program. While this would be a great thing for us to do when we’re losing faculty lines and our student faculty ratio is growing more and more disadvantageous and we’re financially pinched all around and in deficit in the departments before we begin, it needs to be understood, the Trustees need to be looking at that at the same time as they look at any initiative. As they tend to seek land use initiatives as the preserve, the Trustees to decide without faculty involvement or without full faculty advise I think we need to underscore that when they consult with us it’s not just to identify a sight that would be desirable but to figure out how this objective can be best realized within the entire context of the (inaudible) mission and financial constraints.
GEIRYN: I don’t think the problem has been excessive faculty involvement in any of these decisions.
HAMBURGER: I think one thing that this proposal recognizes is that there really has to be a broader definition of what academic uses of the land are and it’s not just about classrooms and laboratories but there’s a broad array of uses and an increasing array of uses for non traditional learning opportunities. It may be study abroad opportunities for students in foreign languages. It may be in-service learning for students in social sciences. And in the natural sciences field based learning and field base research is a growing area of emphasis in the University. I think it’s important to recognize that IU is probably a minority of major research universities that has not set aside some piece of land for a preserve of this type. It will provide enormous resource for students and faculty recruitment and for potential for research in the future.
CLAY: I’d like to just add a bit to what Michael just said. With a little research on the web as far as I can tell Indiana University and Northwestern University, which basically does little or no environmental research, are the only schools in the Big Ten that do not have such a dedicated facility for teaching and research. All our peer institutions have such preserves and some of them are quite extraordinary. For example the University of Minnesota, Cedar Creek Preserve brings in between 1.4 and 1.8 million dollars a year in outside funding. The University of Michigan’s biological station since its founding in 1909 over 2000 scientific publications come from work done at that station. It consists of 150 buildings and has over 2000 researchers per
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year working at that location. So we just need to look around at our peer institutions and see 
what they’re doing and what they’re doing right and try to emulate them.
GROS LOUIS: We have reached the mandatory adjournment time. Parliamentarian indicates that she believes this can be done with a voice vote. This does come from the Long-Range Planning Committee therefore is moved and seconded. So it you’re prepared to vote, all those in favor of the resolution indicate by saying aye. (ayes) Opposed, (nothing) Dissentions. (nothing). Thank you.
27
