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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. Indiana University Intercollegiate Athletics Policy

(Professor Theodore Miller, Agenda Committee)

(Professor Kathleen Warfel, Athletics Governance Study Committee)

(Professor Bruce Jaffee, Athletics Committee)

(Circular B22-98)

5. Proposal for Faculty Review: Part 1

(Professor Theodore Miller, Agenda Committee)

(Professor Patrick Brantlinger, Faculty Affairs Committee)

(Circular B23-98) 

AGENDA ITEM #1: AGENDA COMMITTEE

T. MILLER: Thank you very much. I have two announcements that I'd like to make. The first being the most important. On February 26, which is Thursday of next week, at 3:30 p.m. in Ballantine Hall 004, there will be a reception in honor of Ellen Pettay on the occasion of her 25th anniversary as an IU staff member. And I would certainly like to invite all of you who are able to do so to attend this, no doubt, happy occasion--February 26 at 3:30-5:00 p.m. 

The second announcement has to do with the, I'm trying to recall the exact name, the Bloomington Information Technology Council, which is a new manifestation of the campus computing committee. There was a question a couple of times ago about when that committee was going to meet, if ever, this year. And I'm pleased to announce that the first meeting of the Bloomington Information Technology Council is scheduled for next week. I believe it is on Monday, if I am not mistaken. Some of you are members of that council, and I hope you will be able to attend that meeting. And I'm hopeful it is the beginning of a series of meetings, actually, for that body.

AGENDA ITEM #2: PRESIDING OFFICER'S BUSINESS

GROS LOUIS: Thank you. Just a few observations I'd like to make about the Lilly Retention Grant effort. George Kuh and Pam Walters were here earlier and I indicated that during the course of the time of the grant that every now and then I would ask George for some update. So just a few items. The college has moved forward with extended sections of M118. Math 118 has a very high incidence of D, F, and W grades each year. And what the college has done is to offer a Math 116/117 that has essentially taken the material in 118, spread it out into a year-long, 2 credit each semester course. And it works in such a way that even students who are in M118 in the middle of the semester may be advised to shift to 116 and then take 117 in the spring. The math-TV infrastructure is in place. This was something funded by Lilly as well as Math tutoring services, both at Ashton and at Briscoe, for students in those two different parts of the campus. 

Remember George had talked about the Freshman Interest Groups, those courses that students would take in clusters. Up until now, there are 45 classes that have been volunteered by 23 different departments. And it will be from that group that the initial 20 clusters for entering freshman next fall will be drawn. George, I think, had mentioned when he was here, maybe Pam did, that they plan to have four additional theme units in the residence halls next year. That is, inviting students with an interest in a particular set of issues or science and technology, international affairs, to live together. But there is such interest in these theme centers that they are now planning to have 14 additional academic theme units in the residence halls in the fall semester. The group has introduced new selection criteria for the RAs, placing a greater emphasis on academics, such as requiring a higher GPA for the applicants and things of that sort. The University Division has evaluated, and hopefully enhanced or has plans to enhance, its early warning system. It is trying to identify as early as possible those students who are having academic or other kinds of difficulty in their first semester. 

And finally, and some of you may have been involved in this, the orientation for both summer and fall are being revamped. A particular interest is that in the fall, students will not be allowed to move into the residence halls until the Wednesday before classes begin. And, as many of you know, in past years they have been able to move in the weekend or two weekends before classes begin. Even though a lot of activities were planned, it meant that the new matriculants were on campus for sometimes up to nine days before they started classes. Most people in orientation, here and elsewhere in the country, just think that's too long, even if you plan a lot of activities, for students to be away from home, perhaps for the first time before they get into their academic work. So that's a brief update of some of the activities in the Lilly Grant. And I'll be doing this on a periodic basis rather than taking up time in the agenda to have Pam and George return. 

AGENDA ITEM #3: QUESTION & COMMENT PERIOD

GROS LOUIS: The third item on the agenda is the question and comment period. I had no questions in advance, nor did the Agenda Committee. So the floor is open for any questions or comments. 

CLANCY: When the BFC changed the constitution they said that the graduate students were being elected in a matter determined by the GSO. So we determined that method. The constitution has four graduate student seats, two are required to be AI's, one is required to be an executive committee member, and the fourth we decided to try to recruit a professional student, either through one of the professional schools or one of the MPA programs in SPEA. So that will be the elected body. The BFC attendees will be elected by the representatives to the GSO at our April meeting. And announcements will go out to the graduate students and professional student body beginning in March. 

LICHTENBERG: I have comments on two holdover items from last time. The first concerns campus outside lighting. I have not noticed an improvement. I have noticed a crazy quilt on the campus, some places lit, and some places not lit. For example, a few days ago I noticed lights on outside the Law building, lights off outside the Administration building. I am not going to comment on this any further except that remedy still has to happen, in my opinion. And the next time I bring this up will only be if I notice some improvement. The second item concerns a nice card I got on Valentine's Day. That card was my health insurance card that I should have gotten January 1. And I hope that in the future things can be arranged so that people will get their health care cards as of January 1. It might mean that the open enrollment period should be, instead of in November, might be in October. Or something like that. But something surely ought to happen. 

GROS LOUIS: Other questions or comments from the council? If not, then we'll move to Item #4 on the agenda which is the continuing discussion of the Intercollegiate Athletics Policy. You have at your place, if you remember from last time, the memo to Ted Miller, Bill Schneider, and President Brand from the co-chairs of the committee. Is Kathy here? Okay, Ted is going to introduce the topic.

AGENDA ITEM #4: IU INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS POLICY

T. MILLER: Yes, we are blessed today, I would say, by the presence of Professor Kathleen Warfel from the School of Medicine at Indiana University at Indianapolis, and also Bruce Jaffee from the School of Business here in Bloomington. Bruce is the chair of the Bloomington Campus Athletics Committee. Kathleen was the co-chair of the Athletics Governance Study Committee, the report of which we are considering today. Bruce was also a member of that committee. They are here today to answer questions that members of the council might have. I really appreciate very much their being here. Particularly Kathleen since it's a long drive from Indianapolis. I would like to begin just by pointing out that this discussion today is being conducted under procedures that were spelled out in circular B30-97. This document was distributed to the Bloomington Faculty Council from the Agenda Committee February 15, 1997. Basically, this circular announces the effort to formulate the Athletics Governance Study Committee and indicates in paragraph one, this is the operative sentence, "We will charge the committee to review these Trustees' resolutions and advise the Bloomington, Indianapolis, and University Faculty Councils regarding recommendations that should be made to the Trustees in this regard."   So at the outset of this process there was an expectation, I think, on the Agenda Committee last year that these recommendations would come to the BFC, to the IUPUI Faculty Council, to the University Faculty Council, where they would be considered and acted upon. As you know, we had a preliminary discussion at our last meeting on this document, focused pretty much on an issue of the faculty's role in hiring and firing coaches. And today I hope that we can go beyond that issue to talk about some of the other things that might be of concern to the members of the council in this particular proposal. 

GROS LOUIS: Kathy, is there anything you would like to say by way of introduction to the committee? 

WARFEL: No, not really. I know that you have already discussed it here once. Some of you were present at the University Faculty Council and discussed it again. So really, at this point, I think if there is anything I can tell you about the thinking of the study group or the study committee that worked on the document that you see before you, I'd be happy to.

GROS LOUIS: Thank you. Bruce, any comments from you?

JAFFEE: No.

GROS LOUIS: The floor is open then for your comments or questions on the documents that, as you know, you discussed initially at the last meeting. Remember, Kathy drove from Indianapolis now. You have to think of something.

T. MILLER: Well, I would like to propose two amendments to this document. Both of them are actually fairly minor amendments, at least from my point of view. It's kind of a stylistic point, which I don't think is really much of an issue, but on page 4 of the document that you have in front of you, in the middle of the page, B. Membership, the very first words there, "The President (or Chancellor) shall appoint the campus athletics committees..."  Now all of the rest of this document is written really in a different kind of style as you can see if you go down to some of the other parts of that paragraph. For example, one of the phrases at the very end says, "With the consultation of the Chancellor (or President at Bloomington)..."  So everywhere else in the document it says Chancellor or President at Bloomington, except at this particular place. And I'm not sure if there's a particular reason why it doesn't say that there. But it strikes me that just from a style point of view it could be changed to be consistent. The first amendment I'd like to propose then is on page 6, at the very top of the page, in item 7.A., "Evaluates either as a full committee or through a personnel subcommittee..."  And I would like to propose that we add a phrase after subcommittee. The phrase would be, "selected by the full committee."  So the language would read, "Evaluates, either as a full committee or through a personnel subcommittee, selected by the full committee, coaches in regard ..."  Now, I really don't think this is much of an amendment. It may well be that most people would probably take for granted that this is what is going to happen. But it struck me as something that would make me feel just slightly better. So I would like to move that. 

GROS LOUIS: For clarification to me, is this document before the council for a vote?

JAFFEE: Yes, it is.

GROS LOUIS: The floor is open for discussion of the amendment. Kathy or Bruce, if you have any comment on it first. Bruce.

JAFFEE: I would just add that I think that was the intention of the Governance Study Committee, that would be appointed by the full committee. This is an appropriate clarification. 

GROS LOUIS: So on behalf of the committee, do you just want to take it as a friendly amendment?

WARFEL: Well, let me clarify something. And that is that our study committee does not exist anymore. So it is not as if you are recommending things to us to change. 

GROS LOUIS: This will be a recommendation to the UFC? 

T. MILLER: Yes, this will be a recommendation to the UFC. That's right. 

GROS LOUIS: Any further discussion or comment on the amendment? Do we need a roll call vote, or can it just be voice? Well, given the discussion, it seems to me that it is not a very controversial point. So all those in favor say "Aye."
ALL: Aye.

GROS LOUIS: Opposed. (None opposed.) Abstentions. Okay. 

T. MILLER: The second amendment is perhaps a more substantive one. It relates to page 5, under Functions of the Campus Athletics Committee, paragraph 4. This reads, "Participates in the development and recommends approval of general athletics policies related to academic matters."   And then there is a listing of various things that apparently fall into that category. I would like to move that the phrase, "Recommends approval," that a substitute for that phrase be simply the word "approves" -- "Participates in the development of and approves general athletics policies related to academic matters." 

GROS LOUIS: Is there a second to that?

ANONYMOUS: Second.

GROS LOUIS: Discussion or comments from Kathy or Bruce?

WARFEL: In an earlier draft, the language actually was that the Athletics Committee would approve of this and it would approve of that. And the change to recommends approval occurred after further discussions with Myles. I think it would be fair to say that the study committee didn't view it as a huge issue, although I understand the point that's being made with this motion to amend the document. I think in reality if the Campus Athletics Committee is going to function in a useful way, it will be functioning as part of a team that will include the Athletics Director and the Chancellor or the President. And I think that if the Campus Athletics Committee dug in its heels and said we don't approve of such and such that it would be a political issue. I'm not sure it would actually stop anything. So those are just comments. I'm not trying to influence the BFC one way or another, just as background and general comments. 

GROS LOUIS: Could you make a distinction of the question I have between 4 and 5. Because 4 deals with academic matters and 5 deals with [inaudible].

T. MILLER: That's really the point. It seems to me that to the extent that the Faculty has some kind of authority over athletics, it should come in matters that impinge on the academic side. That's really the point of this. 

ZARET: I understand the intent behind the amendment, to shore up our authority over academic matters that arise in the athletic policies. Would it not be necessary to split out some of the matters in number 4? I think this point was raised last time. Some of the items in 4 would not seem to directly bear on academic matters as much as others, that is, team competition and practice schedules. Is that something which the faculty ought to have more direct legislative authority over? Or would that item not be better off in 5? I raised that as an example, but I wonder if a more selective [inaudible] of items into 4 and 5 might facilitate your intent to shore up our authority in a more truly academic aspect of [inaudible]. 

T. MILLER: I don't have any problem with that. It isn't clear to me exactly how they should be sorted, however. It had occurred to me that the listing there is not necessarily a great listing, from my point of view.

BURGAN: I agree with David's point. That really is, I suppose, up to the person who does the final drafting of the document, which I think is what Ted is saying. But I like Ted's amendment. The last time that council discussed this matter, when there was a lot of debate over the question of hiring coaches, the point was made in defense of the way the document is written. That for one thing, apparently that was the only way it could be written. And the point was also made that that was not really a very academic matter or didn't have a very clear bearing on academic matters in the way that other things do. So it seems to me that Ted's amendment picks up on that and says here is where academic matters really are a concern. This is the place where much stronger language seems appropriate. And especially if there was an earlier draft ahead of it, that seems to indicate that the committee, at least at some point in putting this together, saw it that way. So I like Ted's amendment. 

E. BRANTLINGER: In number 4, why do you just have drug use rather than other things? I know we now have a female athlete who Sports Illustrated took up the issue on her eligibility to play because of another legal infraction. I mean, you just have drug use. You don't have others. It just seems puzzling that that one thing would be in there. And that has come up now with this particular athlete. Has anybody else seen that Sports Illustrated? I haven't seen it, but it was quoted in that we shouldn't be allowing this player to play or something was the implication. So if you're going to include one, it seems maybe it should be encompassed in a broader issue. People who have broken the law. 

JAFFEE: I guess the broader issue is the distinction which clearly isn't tied between academic and nonacademic matters. There are both conference and NCAA drug use policies which have been implemented in terms of particular testing procedure which IU follows. And then, probably most importantly, if the drug tests are positive, what kind of help and penalties are imposed on the student athlete? So that is consistent with the current issue. There is also, not to deal with the details of this case, there's no question but that there should be policies or at least guidelines that the committee may be involved in and what to do with student athletes who violate the law and how that maybe meshes with the Code of Student Conduct. So that is one thing that the committee currently is working on, and that is to the extent, using the Code of Student Conduct and integrating that with guidelines for behavior by student athletes. And I think that is to some extent academic and to some extent not academic. So that sort of crosses between 4 and 5. I would add following Dave's comment the issue of team competition and practice schedules is an issue that certainly has an effect on the academic side. And there's a question of scheduling practices or scheduling competition, for that matter, at times that may generate significant class conflicts. And we have stated concerns about practices in the morning, games that may be running Monday, Tuesday, or things like that. 

GROS LOUIS: Further comments on the amendment? We'll take a roll call vote on this one since there's been some discussion. 

YES

Arnove                     Grossberg                     Nilson
Bantin                       Hegeman                       Orensten
E. Brantlinger            Heinz                            Orr

P. Brantlinger            Hendry                          Patterson

Bristow                     Johnson                        Ripley
Burgan                      Koceja                         Robeson
Capshew                   Lichtenberg                   Schroeder

Carr                          Malcomb                      Thompson

Eisenberg                   Mathiesen                    Walker

Fitzgibbons                McDowell                     West

Gellis                         J. Miller                        Wiggins

Gieryn                       T. Miller                        Willet

Ginger                       Newton                         Zaret

NO

Chaitin 

ABSTAIN

Clancy 

Sinor

GROS LOUIS: Obviously, the amendment has passed and therefore the full document is back for any further amendments or further discussion. The vote on the amendment was 39 yes, 1 no, and 2 abstentions. 

LICHTENBERG: I just have a question. Is it not correct that we have in place a stronger document than this approved by the Board of Trustees? But since they're not following it, we're weakening it in the hope that they will actually [inaudible]. Is that the reason for this document?

GROS LOUIS: Let me ask Ted or Bruce or Kathy to comment on that.

WARFEL: It is true that this document will replace a list of functions of the current Athletics Committee. But the functions that were listed there were, I can't give you the right date without looking at my notes, they gave extremely strong authority to the faculty. It was a document that was written in reaction to some problems that have occurred with IU's intercollegiate athletics teams. As far as we could tell from our study, no institution was attempting to function with an athletics committee that had all of those authorities. So the document that you have in place now served a very important purpose at one time. But there have been changes since then that make it unworkable. 

GROS LOUIS: My recollection of the date of the policy [inaudible]. And it was in response to some difficulties in the football program at the time. 

JAFFEE: IU probably got the worst, arguably the worst, sanctions in 1960 ever imposed on a NCAA institution. And as part of the end of that broad banishment for championships in all sports, including swimming at that time, this Trustees' resolution, I think, tried to take control by the faculty. But with the passage of 30 or 40 years, and the development of more sports, more money, change in the authority of athletics toward the President, who is a necessity, I think, for a major revision of this document. 

GROS LOUIS: Further questions or comments on the document? Let me ask, then, for a roll call vote on the document. This is, remember, an advisory vote to the University Faculty Council. 

YES

Bantin                            Gieryn                    Nilson
E. Brantlinger                 Ginger                     Patterson
P. Brantlinger                 Grossberg               Ripley

Bristow                          Hegeman                Robeson

Burgan                           Heinz                      Schroeder

Capshew                       Hendry                   Sinor

Carr                               Johnson                  Thompson

Clancy                           Koceja                   Walker

Eisenberg                       Malcomb                West

Fitzgibbons                     McDowell              Wiggins

Gellis                              J. Miller                  Willett

                                      T. Miller                  Zaret

NO

Arnove

Chaitin

Lichtenberg

Mathiesen

Orr

ABSTAIN

Newton 

Orensten

GROS LOUIS: Final vote on the Athletics Policy was 35 yes, 5 no, and 2 abstentions. Thank you Bruce and Kathy for coming down. I appreciate it very much. 

AGENDA ITEM #5: PROPOSAL FOR FACULTY REVIEW: PART 1

GROS LOUIS: The last item on the Agenda is the initial discussion of the proposal for an Annual Merit Review Policy for Bloomington. It's on a yellow sheet of paper that is at your place and did appear yesterday afternoon. And I'll ask Ted to introduce it, and then he will turn it over to Pat Brantlinger.

T. MILLER: Well, let me start by apologizing for the late posting of this document. Normally, we have been trying this year, to the extent that we have documents to post on the Web in preparation for a meeting to do it later on in the week prior to the weekend before a meeting. In this particular case, however, the discussions in the Agenda Committee and the Faculty Affairs Committee were ongoing both up to the weekend and after the weekend, and really we didn't come to a point where we had something we wanted to put forward until yesterday noon. So again, I apologize for that. And I hope that things like that will not happen regularly. At the same time, this is an initial discussion. I hope that you've all had a chance to look at this. It's not a terribly long proposal. You'll note on the agenda that it is billed as Part 1 of a proposal. There is a second part, which will be discussed at the next BFC meeting, which would be March 3, I believe. It is my hope that after those two meetings, we will be in a position to go to the UFC meeting in the following week, March 10, and basically talk there about an approach to what is, I guess, what most people would call post-tenure review, an approach to post-tenure review that we're discussing on the Bloomington campus. Following the spring break, then, in the last meeting in March of the BFC, I hope that we'll be in a position to discuss a final proposal, perhaps vote for it, perhaps vote against it. I'm hoping that that's roughly the timetable that we'll work with. So we have a period of a month, possibly another couple of weeks beyond that, if necessary, to talk about these issues. I think that the April meeting of the UFC is going to be one where the UFC is going to have to take some kind of position regarding this question of post-tenure review. 

This topic, post-tenure review, is one that the BFC has been asked to talk about. There is, as you know, a broad national movement revolving around this topic, post-tenure review, and many of our peer institutions are doing post-tenure review. Some have adopted their own policies. Others have had post-tenure review procedures thrust on them by their trustees or state legislators. And it's been the position of the Agenda Committee, I believe, this year, that we should try to develop a proposal in this area that would be acceptable to the faculty of the institution rather than to wait and see what might happen to us as we go along. 

The proposal that is in front of you today is a serious proposal. That is to say that it is not a proposal that has been structured in such a way that it's so obviously flawed and obnoxious that it can just be voted down today and we can dispense with it, or at least I hope it isn't. It wasn't our intention to structure a proposal of that type, anyway. I think that for several reasons, it would be useful for the faculty to have a serious discussion of this particular matter. 

One of the historical facts, as many of you recall, is that four or five years ago there was a proposal for post-tenure review that was roundly, soundly defeated in the Bloomington Faculty Council. And at that time, one of the major points that was made was that we, in fact, are already reviewed. And I think many of us around the room recognize that we are already reviewed. And one of the ideas underlying this particular proposal is essentially to really build a policy on the existing review structures. And from many points of view, perhaps, the most fundamental parts of this proposal, points 1, 2, and 3, I think in many of the units on the campus, this is fairly standard procedure. And reports are produced; faculty are reviewed in terms of their reports; salaries are adjusted on the basis of the reviews; faculty receive reports from the administrators regarding their performance. As we go toward the bottom of the page, there are some things that perhaps are not being done, particularly in point 5, that are not being done at present. And perhaps that section will turn out to be a more controversial section to the extent that there is controversy here. Although maybe not. 

So in any event, that's what we set out to do, is to build a proposal that really rests very heavily on already existing review mechanisms. We do not want to structure a system where everybody is caught up in some new level of review. It would be my hope that if this proposal or something similar to it were adopted that almost all faculty on the campus would note almost no change in what is happening now in terms of review. That actually, from my point of view, is the objective of this. Now perhaps the language we have here misses the mark in some regard or other. But that's the point of having this item for discussion. Could I ask Pat Brantlinger if he has some words.

P. BRANTLINGER: I think all of you know the history of this proposal. When I became chair of the Bloomington Faculty Council, Faculty Affairs Committee this fall and co-chair of the University Faculty Council version of this committee, the UFC committee was already considering talking about a policy that's been developed at IUPUI. And a number of you, I know, have heard Sarah Hook, my co-chair of the UFC committee, talk about that proposal. That proposal was available on the Web site. In view of the Bloomington Faculty Council, Faculty Affairs Committee, that proposal has a number of problems which lead us to think it would not be suitable for this campus at least. 

One of the problems is that the IUPUI proposed policy links annual merit review pretty closely, especially in its involuntary plan B, to the question of dismissal. The AAUP guidelines published in the August/September or September/October Academe, I think you've got it there, the guidelines for post-tenure review make very clear one guideline that I certainly agree with, and I think most of the Bloomington committee agrees with, and that is the question of merit review needs to be rigorously kept separate from the question of dismissal. I believe that this Annual Merit Review Policy that you have before you does that. I believe, as Ted had said, that if there is any major objection to be made of this particular proposal, it might be, and I've heard this now on a number of occasions, it might be that it simply repeats what we already have in place. You'll notice under item 2 the last sentence there, "It is the intent of this policy that the merit review shall be identical to the review process implicitly required by the salary policy."  I could quibble about implicitly. I think this is Agenda Committee language here. The Faculty Council and the UFC passed a number of years ago a salary policy that is more detailed than the case of the policy that the BFC passed. And that policy calls for there to be, in all large units, I forget the exact size, whether it is six or more or ten or more, there is to be an elected salary committee. In all small units, there is to be a procedure for merit review and salary determination that the full faculty have voted upon. 

Now, this is all well and good until one begins to discover that there are units that are not in compliance with this salary policy. It is also well and good to say that item 1 of this proposal is obvious that we all do this, etc. We all turn in annual reports. You'll notice, though, that in parentheses, again Agenda Committee language pointing out that we have never, as a faculty body, approved the provision for turning in annual reports. Furthermore, at the AAUP forum on merit review, Ken Gros Louis pointed out that there are some units on this campus where upwards of 50 percent of the faculty do not turn in annual reports. It seems to me that the objection to a merit review policy that runs along the lines that we already are doing reviewing, we just need to explain to the public and to our loyal and faithful and unmeddlesome Board of Trustees that we are doing all that needs to be done, would be well and good. This argument might be sufficient if we were, in fact, if all units were in compliance with this salary policy, if all faculty were turning in annual reports. 

Tape was turned; some words were lost.

P. BRANTLINGER: Ted, I think, is absolutely right. At least in the case of the English department, which I chaired for four years, every one of these items is something that is now happening. It's true that in the case of the English department, items 5 and 6, which deal with developing career development plans for faculty who are found over a period of time to be performing at an unsatisfactory level in some area. It is true that in the English department, this is now done rather informally. But it is also the case that chairs, myself included, have written such plans in consultation with faculty in the past. In essence, every one of these items is something that is now happening, or should be happening, in most units. 

GROS LOUIS: Thank you, Pat. Don had his hand up earlier, then Bob, and then Tom.

LICHTENBERG: I have two questions. The first is, we are promised Part 2. Is this supposed to be independent of Part 2? That this is could be voted yes and the other voted no.

P. BRANTLINGER: Yes.

T. MILLER: Although, let me just say that in a very general level, that the focus of Part 2 of this policy is intended to be on disciplinary procedures. That is to say, it would be a proposal that will seek to strengthen, well maybe that's not the right word. 

LICHTENBERG: Maybe we should wait to see. But they are independent. 

T. MILLER: They are independent, yes.

LICHTENBERG: Okay. My second question concerns number 1, the statement in parentheses about it's not been approved by the faculty. Then on who's authority are we submitting these?

T. MILLER: In the Academic Handbook, what it says under that provision in parentheses, it says, "administrative practice" which of course is something that we find in a number of places in the Academic Handbook. That is the authority for this particular part.

ARNOVE: I was involved in the drafting of the language. The final sentence of point 5, concerning what constitutes serious deficiencies, and I noticed the wording that was formulated yesterday in the Faculty Affairs Committee has been changed. It's no longer the same. For example, the word "satisfactory" was before the phrase "professional performance."  And then, "during a period of two or more years"--those words are deleted from the definition. 

T. MILLER: It probably has to do with my failure to take accurate notes at the meeting yesterday. But you go ahead and give us your words.

ARNOVE: The term "serious deficiencies" is used here to denote a systematic pattern of failure to meet commonly accepted standards of satisfactory professional performance during a period of two or more years. 

P. BRANTLINGER: Yes, that is language that was approved by the Faculty Affairs Committee. 

GROS LOUIS: We take that as part of the recommendation from the Faculty Affairs Committee. Thank you, Bob.

GIERYN: I'm a little nervous listening to Pat about the final sentence in part 2. I can see why you would not want to repeat the entire salary policy. On the other hand, you mentioned some contentious issues that would make it difficult for me to vote on this without having the salary policy in front of me. Pat mentioned the issue of an elected salary committee. I'm from one of those units in sociology that does not have an elected salary committee. We have our reasons for that, better good ones or bad ones. But in a certain sense, there are things left out that could conceivably be smuggled into this Merit Review Policy, simply because we don't know what aspects of the salary review policy are being brought in. And that may be one contentious issue, but I find it difficult to vote on this because I don't know what other possibly contentious issues would creep in through the phrase, "shall be identical to" these other review policies.

T. MILLER: Well, just one comment. There is a school of thought which suggests that this policy should actually be, I'm not sure what the right word would be, deconstructed and put into the salary policy. In other words, rather than create some new policy called Annual Merit Review Policy, that various provisions here would be put into the salary policy. And essentially, we'd vote on an amended salary policy. As I say, there are people who feel that would be a better approach. 

ZARET: The intent to try not to create new committees and procedures is evident. And I think we all share that goal. I'm puzzled why it is that the Agenda Committee and the Faculty Affairs Committee feel the need to provide an alternative to the IUPUI policy which does precisely that. The intent behind that policy is to load post tenure into the annual reports. I have three brief comments. If annual reports are not being submitted, that does not necessarily indicate the need for a new policy. I would fault, frankly, the Chancellor and the Dean of Faculties for not enforcing that. I don't think the fact that some faculty or some schools may not be following that practice should lead us to have to come up with general procedures because of that default. The current salary policy that does now exist does not require, explicitly, annual written evaluations of each other. This may be the practice in English and some of the departments. It is not practiced in other departments. The net effect of this proposal, is in effect, to increase the bureaucratic workload on the faculty. Because this policy would require annual written evaluations of each other. And I think at a time with teaching capacity models and all the other demands for faculty time, frankly, this is a counterproductive proposal because, in effect, it does make more work. So I, for my part, would like us to consider [inaudible] the IUPUI policy, warts and all, as an alternative to this. I think if you want to achieve the purposes that we all share, post tenure, accountability, but not more work, we might want to think about taking the annual reports more seriously and following the procedures that were fairly carefully outlined in there. 

EISENBERG: One thing that I want to comment on, before it was already clarified by Bob, and apparently that was a matter of inadvertent omission in the text of paragraph 5, I wonder if perhaps there is another inadvertent omission. It strikes me that that might be the case. Because this is how I am understanding this. We have a situation in which a faculty member has revealed a serious deficiency over a period of let's say two years. It's also hypothesized that this deficiency was due to a chronic illness. It would be important for the chair or the salary committee to note the problem. We have a situation in which a faculty member would explain that he or she had been very ill, perhaps that the illness was terminating or expected to terminate, but, in fact, the next sentence goes on to talk about the development of a career plan. And that doesn't seem to be the only alternative that would be appropriate when serious [inaudible] say over the course of a two-year period. Deficiencies that might, for example, be due to a chronic illness [inaudible]. It seems to me there needs to be something else inserted there. That even if the satisfactory information given when it is called for, or else the faculty member would agree to the development of a career plan. Could that be a friendly amendment?

T. MILLER: I really don't see any problem with that, just off the top of my head. If there is an explanation for the situation, that's satisfactory.

P. BRANTLINGER: I would assume, Paul, that in most units that do merit reviews now, it's understood that that sort of situation would be dealt with, not by identifying a faculty member as seriously deficient or as failing in some responsibility. And there are provisions in the Academic Handbook for disability leaves. I think that this language in item 5, but the other items too in this proposal, point very much to units themselves coming up with the rules, the procedures, for instance, for producing career development plans. In item 5, the language is, in the second sentence, "If the faculty member accepts this opportunity, a career development plan for the faculty member shall be developed following written procedures adopted by the unit faculty." I think it's the intent of the proposal in all cases for the different units to adapt these provisions to their own current procedures where those current procedures, as apparently in sociology, are not being followed in relation to the salary policy we already have. Hopefully, those units will come into compliance with the salary policy that already exists. That, I believe, is the sense of the Faculty Affairs Committee. 

EISENBERG: I'm confident it is. But I think the language here should say something more and not be all that implicit. 

ARNOVE: If a unit like sociology is not conducting the annual merit reviews with a written evaluation of a faculty member by either the unit head or peers, then on what basis are salaries being determined? 

GIERYN: It's a question of who does it and how. It's not that we don't conduct reviews. These are done mainly by the chair. And the written reports don't exist as an elaborate document. If there are problems, they are discussed between the faculty members and the chair. But there is no committee, and there is no formal report. 

ORR: I wonder if Pat would tell us again, you said there was some problem of lack of separation in the IUPUI document. That in some ways looks the same and I'm not sure what the deficiency in the IUPUI document is. 

P. BRANTLINGER: The IUPUI document is aimed at producing career development plans that the faculty member and the unit head would consult about and work through. If you look at that document, you know that there is a voluntary plan A, where presumably on that model a faculty member would go to a unit head and say, "Hey, I want a career development plan."  Part B is involuntary. The language in the IUPUI proposal now reads that the Dean will identify the faculty members who will undergo review. So it's involuntary. The product would be a career development plan, presumably, that the faculty member would need to adhere to. If not, then the least implicit threat there, I think it's actually fairly explicit, is dismissal procedures.

ZARET: In describing the plan, one ought to add that the unit head and the Dean would trigger raising the issue of the need for a review. Once an individual faculty member is identified, an elected faculty committee, elected by the members of the unit not including the administrators, would, in fact, investigate the particular case. The IUPUI proposal provides that the faculty committee could dismiss, out of hand, the need for development of the remedial plan. So, in effect, there is not very much difference if one looks at how the process works down the line between the IUPUI proposals and the one that we have here. The principle difference is then the triggering mechanism. The IUPUI plan simply leaves it to the Dean and the unit head in reviewing the annual reports to say, is there a need? And then it can go to the faculty committee. It does not require that 99 percent of the faculty who have no need for a remedial action to undergo written annual reviews that this proposal does. 

MATHIESEN: Well, I am going to vote against this proposal whenever it comes to a vote for a variety of reasons. First of all, I think it's very poorly written. It leaves all kinds of things open to question. And I don't think it takes into account at all the AAUP Committee A's statement on post-tenure review, which is certainly what this amounts to, whether its' called post-tenure review or not. I had hoped, actually, to distribute a copy of that document to everybody, but the AAUP office sent the wrong issue of Academe. However, I will make copies of this committee report and send it around for a future meeting. 

There would be so many ways to deal with the inadequacies of this document, I hardly know where to begin. So let me just make a number of random remarks. First of all, we learned at the AAUP forum a few weeks ago that this proposal is being referred to as the IUPUI proposal. It is not, in fact, an IUPUI proposal. It has never been voted on by any committee.

P. BRANTLINGER: That's not true.

MATHIESEN: Well, that's certainly what we were told.

P. BRANTLINGER: I know. 

MATHIESEN: So whether or not that's true, I think we need to be sure that this is really a proposal that has actually been endorsed by whatever the appropriate committee is before we refer to it in those terms. I think that if we look at sections 4.A.2. and 4.A.4.C. in the Committee A report, which say such things as "any discussion of the evaluation of tenured faculty should take into account the procedures that are already in place for that purpose: annual reviews, teaching, scholarly production, service, comprehensive consideration of timely promotion, various things, accreditation reviews," and so on. I see no evidence that this proposal has taken into account those things. Likewise, in Section 4.A.4.C. has there been any cross-benefit analysis to show that institutional resources can adequately support a meaningful and constructive system for post-tenure review without damage to other aspects of the academic program and to the recognition of faculty merit? Since the constructiveness of such a system depends not only on the application of these standards but also on the ability to support and sustain faculty development. 

Now, it's been mentioned a number of times that there are units in which 50 percent of the faculty don't submit annual reports. And the unit being referred to, of course, is mine--the School of Music. I, having been on the Budget Committee in past years when these salary considerations were taken up, I can say that the reason that most of the faculty in the School of Music didn't submit an annual report is because the form is totally irrelevant to what they do. There's hardly a single category in that form that would apply to anything that a School of Music faculty member is involved in doing. Moreover, I would venture to say that our Dean had a better concept of the actual productivity of his faculty by not using these reports than anyone would have by simply evaluating data that is plugged into a variety of pigeonholes in a report. So I don't think we should necessarily use this 50 percent number as somehow or another an excuse for adopting a procedure that may be unwieldy. We first of all need to determine that this lack of submitted reports in certain units is not fully justified. I would argue that at least in the past it has been justified. 

Now, if I look at each section of the proposal, let's take number 2 for instance, "Each academic unit shall have written procedures adopted by the faculty..." Does that mean the faculty of the whole university or just the faculty of the unit? If it's the faculty of the unit, what about someplace like the School of Music? Does that mean the faculty of the individual subdepartments which aren't officially recognized by the university since the School of Music is one enormous department with over 140 faculty? Or does it mean just the entire school? It's inconceivable, I think, that the procedures that would be adopted by just the School of Music faculty would possibly apply appropriately to all the different activities in the school. And it's certainly inconceivable that if these procedures would be adopted by the faculty as a whole, that they could apply to the types of things that go on in the School of Music. Likewise, I am concerned in Section 2, where it says, "principles of academic freedom should be scrupulously observed..." There is no reference at all to the 1940 or 1958 AAUP procedures which specify precisely how those things should be done. Does this mean that we are developing our own principles, [inaudible] set of principles, or are we going to follow these principles to which IU is signatory? In that same paragraph it says, "It is the intent of this policy that the merit review shall be identical to the review process implicitly required by the salary policy." Now, when I read the salary policy, which appears in the Handbook on page 46, there is nothing in the salary policy that has anything whatever to do with issues of deficiency and correction. So I don't see how it would be possible that the review could be identical to the process involved in the salary policy. Clearly, there is something else of [inaudible].

In item 5, "The unit head must discuss all serious deficiencies revealed by the merit review with the faculty member."  Who's determining the deficiencies? Just the unit head on his or her own volition? In consultation between the unit head and the faculty? We don't know. That's not spelled out. It would certainly imply to me that the unit head unilaterally determines that something is deficient. And, therefore, the faculty member is offered the opportunity to render these deficiencies. Now this suggests, if I am reading the language correctly, that the very fact that the unit head has identified deficiencies, if so, in fact means there are deficiencies. And the faculty member then has to remedy these deficiencies. I see nothing in here that suggests the kind of exchange that I think is required in collegial evaluation. Moreover, in Committee A report 4.B.2., it says specifically, post-tenure review must not be a reevaluation or revalidation of tenured status, as defined in the 1940 statement. And then it goes on to say that this should not be used to shift the burden of proof from the administrator to the faculty member. As I read number 5, it sounds to me like that is precisely what has been done. The administrator determines the deficiency, the faculty member then has to accept the plan by which this is remedied. Now, "if the faculty member accepts this opportunity," notice the clever wording here. We are not suggesting in any sense that this is something that the faculty member might not wish to happen. This is an opportunity for the faculty member's improvement. Then there will be a career development plan following written procedures adopted by, and now this time the unit faculty. What unit? "One option in such a plan for a tenured faculty member shall be a change in career emphasis. The procedures must also specify how developmental outcomes will be assessed. The term 'serious deficiencies' is used here to denote a systematic pattern of failure to meet commonly accepted standards..." And then, as we've heard, some words are missing. But there is no sentence in paragraph 5 how any of these deficiencies are identified, who is doing the identification, and what the procedures are for objecting to this. 

In number 6, "the career development plan," which has now apparently been established, "shall be placed in the faculty member's personnel record." What if the faculty member objects to this plan? Does it go in the record anyway? It says, "If the unit head and faculty member fail to agree on a development plan, then an explanation shall be placed in the personnel record by the unit head."   So apparently the plan goes in the record regardless, whether or not the faculty member agrees to it. The faculty member can add comments. But clearly already there is in that faculty member's permanent record now, a plan, an opportunity that he or she failed to take. And I can't see how that could possibly not be seen as disadvantageous to the faculty. 

And then finally, we're informed in number 7 that the Dean of Faculties office is going to provide us with training sessions to improve our faculty performance. Where has it been established that the Dean of Faculties office is particularly qualified to help the faculty improve their performance as teachers? 

I just think the document is filled with unspecified implications that are extremely hazardous to the rights of the faculty as specified in the Academic Handbook and as traditionally established by AAUP guidelines. Now, Ted says that he thinks one reason for developing a proposal of this sort is to force [inaudible]. As may have happened in other places. I would argue that by developing a proposal of this sort, what we are essentially doing is engaging in kind of a [inaudible] relationship with the administration to shift all of these burdens of proof to the faculty and away from where they had always been in the past. So I think the proposal is fundamentally flawed, and I hope everyone will vote against it.

P. BRANTLINGER: Just a couple of minor observations. One is Martin Spechler at the AAUP forum did claim that the IUPUI document had not been voted on. And he called it the Hook document. Sarah Hook, the co-chair of the University Faculty Council, Faculty Affairs Committee, assures me that the Faculty Affairs Committee up at IUPUI did vote positively on that policy in Martin Spechler's absence. 

The other observation I would make, just one, number 7, the Dean of Faculty's Office already does this. 

GROS LOUIS: Further comments on the proposal. Are you ready then to vote on it?

ORR: I guess I didn't understand that we were going to vote on this today. Is that the case?

T. MILLER: No, we're not going to vote on it.

ORR: Okay. We will see Section 2 before we vote on Section 1? 

T. MILLER: Yes.

ORR: It seems to me that historically following the AAUP guidelines that our position as faculty has been to perhaps oversimplify it. The value of tenure is such that there may be a few bad apples, but it is worth it. And that position is probably no longer acceptable. And so what we need to do is find a way, in fact, to deal with that, in such a way that preserves the value of tenure without, in fact, opening, in some cases, very well justified criticism that it's a program to simply protect faculty against their own incompetence. Listening to Mr. Mathiesen's comments, it strikes me that the IUPUI proposal is less subject to his criticisms than is the one we have. But I'm not actually sure about that. But it does strike me that we are not in a position to ignore the issues that are being addressed by this document.

BURGAN: I had a question. I was unable to hear this document discussed yesterday. It's about number 5. I think the way I read the document, the faculty member has the option of not accepting the opportunity, and if he doesn't, then there won't be a career development plan placed in his personnel record. Is that correct, Ted? 

T. MILLER: Since there wouldn't be a plan developed, it would not be in his record. But Tom is right. In number 6, it does say that to the extent that there is no such plan developed, given that there are so-called serious deficiencies revealed in the merit review, there would be, I'm not sure, a document put in the record which would indicate that the faculty member refused to participate in the development of it. That's essentially what number 6 is saying. 

BURGAN: That was my understanding. I thought it was stated, or I thought his reading of it was that a plan was going to be put in there anyway and an explanation if the faculty member refused to accept it. Whereas, my understanding is what you just said. Now, there wouldn't be a plan, since he wouldn't have agreed. But there would be a statement that it had been proposed anyhow. 

T. MILLER: Yes. 

NEWTON: Of course what we haven't discussed at all is what sanctions would be applied. Presumably that's going to come in Part 2. It's a little difficult to talk about all of this in the absence of knowing what exactly the threatened sanctions are. That presumably has something to do with whether this is a weakening of tenure or not.

LICHTENBERG: I just have a question to Lloyd Orr. And that is he said the idea that there have to be a few bad apples because the tenure system is no longer acceptable. No longer acceptable to whom? It's acceptable to me.

ORR: By various external constituencies and not so external constituencies. 

LICHTENBERG: But if it's acceptable to the faculty, then maybe we can forget about those. 

ORR: Highly unlikely.

CHAITIN: Well, I'm not sure whether I'm going to vote for or against this when the time comes, but I do agree that in many places the wording is vague at best, and I would like to point out a few places in hopes that maybe the Faculty Affairs Committee and Agenda Committee might offer some more precise wording between now and the next time we have to vote on it. I haven't had time to think of amendments myself, but maybe I should do that. In any case, especially in item 5, I share Bill's perplexity. It says, "If a faculty member accepts this opportunity..."  And then it doesn't say what happens if he doesn't, or if she doesn't. It's too vague. It should be stated there without having to imply well there's a connection with 6 or there isn't. Just say what happens if the person doesn't. I think that would improve it a great deal. I have the sense that a career development plan means that you have to teach more courses because you're not doing any publishing. And I realize that you leave open the opportunity for individual units to define and make procedures. But I wish there were something a little more specific. Some more specific indication of what a career development plan is. And I think part of the problem is that since there is no identification of what sorts of deficiencies, not specific deficiencies, but what sorts of deficiencies might be uncovered, there is, therefore, consequently no sense given of what sort of plan might be developed to remedy that. I know you have specific cases in mind, but I think it should be a little more specific. At least I would feel more comfortable voting for or against it if I knew what was meant. And then when you say one option is a change in career emphasis, again that suggests to me that there are other options. But there is no mention of what the other options are. And I would like to see that so I would know what I was voting about. And also, again, a little more specifically about what career emphasis means. 

And in the last section, number 7, Pat replied that the Dean of Faculties already offers training sessions on this topic. Again, I'm concerned that while this topic is a little vague, that is to say there are several different things, all of which would make sense to me, that the word topic might mean, in this case, career development plans, deficiencies, etc. And I'd like to know exactly what it meant. I know of training sessions for non-tenured faculty, but I honestly didn't realize there were ones for tenured faculty. Perhaps there are, and I just don't know. But I would like to have some greater sense of whether it's spelled out in terms of the topic or the training sessions, of what sorts of things are meant there. 

MATHIESEN: Just a quick clarification. This notion that somehow or another that if we don't modify tenure, we're stuck with a few bad apples on the faculty. I should remind everybody that the AAUP policy and our own handbook have always provided a mechanism for dismissing professors with tenure. The problem, as it has been pointed out time and time again in committees, is that the administrators who are responsible for identifying those faculty who should be put through dismissal procedures do not follow through with this responsibility. So I don't think we should say that the alternative is we either have to have annual review of everybody or we have to have a certain number of bad apples. If you would employ the policies that are already in place, you would be able to deal with that problem.

P. BRANTLINGER: Just to respond to Gil. I think those are all good points. I think that the document is vague and [inaudible]. Again this is Agenda Committee language, the sentence, "One option in such a plan for a tenured faculty member shall be a change in career emphasis."  This reflects, of course, the ongoing discourse about whether units will adopt a differential teaching load for some faculty. Some units are comfortable with that. Some are not. So it's my understanding, at least, that biology has a differential model they're at least reasonably happy with. If any biologists are here they can contradict that if they want. But the English department, in contrast, is not comfortable with such a differential model. So you're right, it's vague in a number of ways. I'm not sure that vagueness is always a bad thing in policies. I could certainly imagine some language that would improve number 7, maybe language connecting 5 and 6 a little more clearly. 

Let me also add, I think that since this inevitably has come up, and we are in the mode of comparing this proposal with the IUPUI proposal, one recommendation that the Faculty Affairs Committee made to the Agenda Committee, I believe before Christmas, was that we simply put the IUPUI document on the BFC agenda to debate. I think now it would probably be a good idea to have copies circulated to everybody. I realize it's on the Web, people can print it off there. I think it would be good to have this document, that document, side by side. I think most people, to go back to Tom's point, I think most people have read the AAUP guidelines and report. I don't know how many people would need copies of that. That's been distributed in a number of places, on the Web also. But I think all these documents are clearly relevant to this conversation. 

GELLIS: I wanted to say that I share Tom's concerns. And I am very concerned about the sort of jump from number 2, the last sentence where it says, "It is the intent of this policy that the merit review shall be identical to the review process implicitly required by the salary policy," and how we get from that point to serious deficiencies. And how those deficiencies are determined. That is, it isn't clear to me that those things that are taken into account or the way you measure various components of what we do between teaching, research, and service that go to determining salary in the unit are necessarily the same elements, or the same weight, for determining whether someone has serious deficiencies, however defined. It seems, for example, that in the Law School for merit raises, service doesn't count at all. And I would assume that none of us sitting here would think that we were seriously deficient for being here. Perhaps maybe one would believe we were. So I think that there's a lot indeed that has been left out and not thought about, and that this is just too vague to be supported. 

BRISTOW: Just to the point that we assert that we do these things, that we have adequate processes in place and that's why we don't need any attention to this matter. Particularly to the issue that Tom raised, and I won't dwell on it, because it's really not before us today. But in the assertion that in serious disciplinary matters, leaning towards dismissal, we have adequate processes in place. I think once you actually look at those processes, one realizes we don't. [Inaudible]. But there is no place for the faculty to play an active role in that process. And that is one of the considerations that we have in mind at present. 

A similar point could be made in terms of policy committees within our departments. I'm very sympathetic to hearing sociology talk about not having a faculty committee to do the annual merit reviews. My own unit once had one and then voted it out. It depends. Nobody is always delighted with those decisions. At one moment you think let's throw it back at the chair. And the next time you think we better take it back to ourselves. But in fact, that is the policy on campus right now. And alluding to this, we're just talking about a policy that the council had already passed and is there something that we should be observing. And it is a basic premise, I think, that both this and the disciplinary procedures that are being thought about that the faculty have to take an active role in this, and not hand it simply to administrative decisions.

E. BRANTLINGER: That's what I was going to say. She said it better. I think the two people who are so opposed to it are departments in which administrators have made many decisions. And yet, we also see that we are going through an equity review in which major inequities have been discerned. And that's why we're doing it. And that is supposedly done by faculty review. I think there is a need both for the merit review and also for faculty input in any kind of dismissal procedure. 

GROS LOUIS: As a footnote, looking at the dismissal procedure if you haven't recently, Ann will remember because she was on the Agenda Committee two or three years ago when a department wanted to bring dismissal proceedings and thought that the procedures in the handbook were very cumbersome. The department recommended with university legal council an alternative way that the Agenda Committee approved, in that particular case, pending the Faculty Affairs Committee taking up the issue in more detail. 

P. BRANTLINGER: One of the ways in which current dismissal procedures are weak, yes, administrators are supposed to deal with faculty who are [inaudible] in some major respect and competence or misconduct of some serious nature. Most of us know that this does not happen. At least, not very often. And one of the ways in which I think faculty could play a role, as Ann has suggested, is through a standard in each unit, each department or school, to have a standard regular merit review that is well understood by all faculty, that is conducted by a committee, in the larger units at least, and that produces a written record, and a written record that can be used in various ways. 

One of the policies that I've scouted, Ken gave me a copy of a Michigan State post-tenure review policy that I believe that campus has now adopted. That policy calls for not just looking to produce career development plans for faculty who may be seriously deficient in some way; it also calls for an elaborate new structure of rewarding merit, when merit is discerned in three or more years, I believe it is. So the Michigan State faculty now, the full professors, are divided into three levels. And you can be promoted within the full professor rank to different levels with a pay increase at each level if you are found outstanding according to their merit review system. I'm just suggesting that that clearly is a very different model. In some ways it is even more meddlesome than what we have envisaged here. 

I think, again, the main intent of this, vague though the document may seem, is first and foremost to enhance or strengthen existing review procedures that are in line with the existing salary review policy. And I think that units that are not in line with that policy are units where faculty are not producing annual reports. Perhaps they should be creating their own annual reports to fit their needs. I think there's a real problem with accountability there. And when people from those units then claim that everything is hunky-dory and just let us faculty alone, we don't need to be reviewed, we don't need to be accountable, there's a real problem with that. I think not just in terms of public perception, I think in the perception of the colleagues around this table. 

ZARET: [Inaudible] correct me if I'm wrong, res ipsa loquitur, "the things [facts] speak for themselves." We have an annual reporting system that for many years distinguished us from, I think, many other institutions where faculty were required to hand in a vita, and that constituted their annual review. Over the years, as these annual reports are handed in, a unit collects a lot of information, facts, on what faculty are doing. We have course evaluations--this information pours in. It seems to me that in terms of compiling information that is necessary to evaluate merit, we do this as a matter of routine. So I do not see why it is then that we need to ask three or five faculty members in various units to form a committee and sit and when they're not grading student papers and when they're not [inaudible] articles submitted to journals, when they're not evaluating people who are applying for jobs, they can also turn around and evaluate each other on a yearly basis. I certainly don't have the time to deal with that. And neither do most of my colleagues. I think this is one of the reasons why we elect people to that dubious privilege called being a chair. Chairs, over the years, accumulate this evidence; it's on file. It seems to me really a misuse of faculty time to do this, and does not serve the purpose of accountability.

T. MILLER: I'm sorry, David. Are you offering a critique of the proposal that's on the table here?

ZARET: Well, to the extent that the current proposal requires a written annual review of every member of the faculty, which is what is explicitly stated in here. It certainly does what I just indicated. And it also does go beyond the existing salary policy. When I look at the salary policy, I see words like advise, consult, that advising or consultative roll for an elected faculty salary committee does not necessitate production of a written evaluation of faculty. So this proposal does go beyond the existing salary policy in terms of making it work for us. And ideally, that requires written [inaudible] explicitly in here. 

Tape was changed; some words were lost.

T. MILLER: If I could take a slight issue with Pat regarding his interpretation of the salary policy. I've looked at the salary policy; maybe I haven't looked at it as much as I should, but there is some reference of the salary policy, there's something called the consultative committee. But the duties of the consultative committee are really quite general, at least as they are described in the salary policy. I know in my unit there is a consultative committee which talks to the Dean in very vague terms about the budget and percentage of amounts that will go in this category of raises, but they're certainly not involved in detailed evaluation of faculty in terms of what the salary increments will be. The Dean basically does that. Really, when you are talking about the fact that we have a chair, I don't envision in this policy any requirement for an elected faculty committee that would sit around and produce these reviews. This would be the job of the chair--to produce a review that would be sent to the faculty member. At least it could be. Please also note that over and over again in here there is mention of procedures developed and approved by the faculty of the unit. This is trying to be as non-directive as it can be. With regard to the School of Music, there is certainly nothing in here that says there has to be a procedure to evaluate every faculty member in the School of Music. The faculty in the School of Music could easily come to agree that there are different kinds of faculty members in the School of Music, that different review procedures are applicable. To me, that would be fully within the spirit of this. I see this as a fairly open, very non-directive, attempt, at least the effort was to be non-directive. Contrary to the IUPUI policy which I think is quite directive. It says exactly what units have to do, with no exceptions.

ZARET: May I speak in defense of direction and non-vagueness. We aren't talking about issues that speak of terms and conditions of employment for the faculty. I think it's a matter of due process that these procedures be carefully spelled out. One could be directed in order to assure that all the necessities of due process are observed, and I think that's one of the troubling aspects of this.

T. MILLER: I'm not opposed to that, certainly. If there are suggestions that will help us move in that direction, I think that would be wonderful.

E. BRANTLINGER: I would say to David Zaret, though, that an extension of your logic of not involving faculty in things like salary decisions, it might be that faculty might not be involved in tenure and promotion committees. Where do you say faculty shouldn't be involved in tenure promotion or salary? In my department we have 42; we elect a 3- person merit review committee that goes through all the files. If you don't submit you get an unsatisfactory that year. I think the chair finds it very very helpful in dealing with individuals. You can only serve once every three years, so once you've been on it one year, you don't have to serve for another three years and then if you're not elected you won't get it then. But I think it's been very very beneficial for people to feel that their credentials are really looked at very carefully.

P. BRANTLINGER: The English department also has an elected salary committee that does an annual merit review. I'm on that committee now for a three-year term, I guess. It takes us not a whole lot of time to go through the information necessary for roughly 65 faculty. The chair is looking at the same information. This three-person committee then ranks each person in research, teaching, and service on a four-point scale. It's numerical, so it's easy to tally. It's basically numbers in relation to the standard tenure promotion adjectives. The information we look at includes the annual report, updated CV, and information about teaching. We suggest syllabuses from two courses taught during the year or if a person has been on leave, two recent courses, and summaries of student evaluations from those two courses. That's the minimum. If faculty want to submit anything else, they are free to do that. So when we do the merit rankings, it takes us maybe six hours to go through that information, then we meet for no more than two hours to put these numbers together. It's my experience on this committee, and when I was chair working with the committee also, that we generally come to very easy agreement, in most cases. The review process is fairly easy, fairly efficient, and what it produces as a result is an accountable system that allows the salary decisions to be explained clearly to our colleagues. It's an accountable system that produces a record over time, not only for individual faculty but for the entire department, about how salary decisions have been made. I think that there is a good deal of virtue in having such information. 

In the past, in the English department, chairs did operate on their own and assigned percentage salary increments, not in relation to any clear merit determination. Despite the fact, I think I can say this honestly with Ken sitting here, he's a former chair of mine, that all of the chairs that I worked under before I became chair myself were very fair minded people that the entire department trusted. And yet, that system of a single chair making the salary adjustments and presumably doing it on some judgment about merit was not very explainable; it was erratic in a variety of ways. And now we've got a system that I think most of us like a lot better.

LICHTENBERG: If I understood Pat Brantlinger right, it takes 6 hours to evaluate 60 faculty members.

P. BRANTLINGER: Roughly. I'm guessing.

LICHTENBERG: Ten faculty members an hour or six minutes a faculty member, that's fine. I don't mind six minutes a faculty member. If you in addition have to have a written report on each faculty member, I think that six minutes is going to get multiplied.

P. BRANTLINGER: Can I explain how that works in English? It's not difficult--it really isn't. It's the chair's duty to provide that information. In fact, when I was chair, my colleagues chose not to have the information delivered to them in written form unless requested, so the individual faculty member has to ask for it, except in the case of the junior faculty, the non-tenured faculty. I always made it a point to put the findings of the salary committee and merit rankings into their annual reports, or annual reviews, which chairs have to produce anyway. Presumably every chair of every unit is writing a fairly substantial annual review of every non-tenured faculty member. Now, if I were to do all the faculty, again it wouldn't take very long because what I would do with the tenured faculty would be very brief. It would be just a numerical ranking, some kind of standard memo that would also offer the average rankings for the department in all the areas. End of conversation.

GELLIS: I was just going to say, again, I think our emphasis, our attention right now is focused on the annual review and how well it works, and that may be fine. It seems to me our attention ought to be on the people who are going to be captured under number 5 and 6. It is their interest that we have to protect, and as I said earlier, sort of the angular view of the situation of a person with a serious deficiency is going to have to accept some career redevelopment. There isn't anything in this document to provide support, to provide procedures, to determine what it is. That's where people want us to change. The focus is on bad apples and getting rid of them. They're not looking to see whether our annual reviews are okay or done in writing or not. They want to know whether we are weeding out people with serious deficiencies and helping people with serious deficiencies. It seems to me our attention ought to be focused at number 5, how we get to that point and then what do we do.

ORR: Essentially the same comment Ann made, that we may need to address deficiencies in the annual review process, but that ought to be a separate issue. We ought to be concentrating on the bridge from that and identify where there are deficiencies, where the written reports [inaudible], and then how we deal with it.

MATHIESEN: Aside from whether it is possible to do an adequate evaluation of a faculty member in six minutes, even if you use some sort of a table, it does seem to me that the salary issue, which being described by Pat, is fundamentally separate from what this proposal is all about. This proposal is not primarily about establishing salary, although it supposedly models on that procedure. I encourage everybody to go back and look at the salary policy that is printed in the handbook; there is very little resemblance to all of the charges that are implied in this document. That's what we need to be careful about. I also think we have completely glanced over the important issue that's raised in the Committee A report about why we are doing this in the first place and what the cost-benefit analysis would be.

E. BRANTLINGER: Again, though, the merit review process is identifying bad apples. It's identifying people who year after year get unsatisfactory reviews because, I don't think of not doing research, but because they're having very negative student evaluations. They're not doing any service in the department. In my department, you can get decent reviews without doing research, if you are a good teacher, and you're doing service, you're considered a good citizen. The bad apples are the ones who are going to show up in these annual reviews, and that's how their identifying, rather than through some osmosis. We're looking at the evidence of their teaching, their service, and their research. 

CARR: I promised Ted that I wouldn't talk. But so much has come up, I want to get a few things off my mind. I probably can't think of them all. One thing I did find disturbing is the title of this report, an Annual Merit Review Policy. Somehow the notion of post-tenure review has now become an annual merit review policy. Ken, what is the frequency of your review?

GROS LOUIS: Every five years.

CARR: Yes, and now we are for the faculty talking about an annual review of the faculty. I know this is an age in which we have to justify everything that's going on, but this seems to me to be an exaggeration. 

There are definitely critics of the institution of tenure. The notion of post-tenure review didn't come about were it not for these critics of tenure. But it may be incumbent upon on us to do something, but if we are going to do something, let's make it something worthwhile. 

I can appreciate what you are saying, Ellen, that an annual review helps your unit to find the bad apples. I would say, first of all, that any chair knows who the bad apples are, if there are any. We don't really have to get into a long process to define them. But that process, in my mind, is quite distinct from what we are talking about in an annual report, which we say here is dealing with the usual areas of research, teaching, and service to assigned salary. This is not what an academic career is all about. 

I could see in answer to the critics who say you have to justify our institution of tenure, that there might indeed be some sort of review, and this could be healthy. But, I really do not believe that a six minute tabulation of figures is sufficient to constitute an annual review that is in any way meaningful. Now, Ken is reviewed every five years. And I assume that a review gets into some dialogue that's useful to him and so forth. This is the general practice for administration. Should it not be somewhat similar for faculty? Well, we're not quite as good as administrators, maybe every three years we have to be reviewed. [Laughter]. 

But perhaps something other than simply an annual evaluation of what we are doing. In my own unit, and speaking here about humanities, the thing that counts most is the publication of a book. I can't turn out a book every year. It takes between three and five years. That in between time I'm deficient in the area that is considered most important. Then I should go for a career change? If I can't produce the book, it's too late to change my career. [Laughter]. 

Let's look at this matter in a way that's going to be beneficial and use it. Now I can see, for example, that we could [inaudible] ourselves for administrators, that every five years, the chair would give a review of the faculty member. It could be a paragraph, not just a figure and a total. It could look back at the annual report and perhaps even in consultation with the faculty member, seeing what he is doing to make this somewhat useful and meaningful, not just an exercise that's going to most likely become purely automatic and as we even suggested in one of the Agenda Committee meetings, even reduced to a single word, saying pretty good, fine, okay, as the chairs of larger units are forced to turn out these reports for everybody involved. 

We can look at a situation which is not necessarily one that we are anxious to deal with, but to deal with it in a positive way, not make it overly burdensome. Allow ourselves to extract from the situation so that it can be beneficial to the faculty member where he can get into a dialogue with his chair about what is going on, what he is up to every three years or every five years, whatever it may be, and it might even enlighten some of the chairs as to what is going on. I think this policy we have before us, with all due respect to our President, needs some reconsideration. I'm more convinced than ever when I hear some of the comments that have been made around the table this afternoon.

GROS LOUIS: We have about a minute for one more comment. Is there one more comment?

GIERYN: Let me say that I'm a little worried about a three-year ritual or a five-year ritual because I see a risk that that would become a much more substantial burden just by the accumulation of time and documents. I see a lot of merit in this proposal. I think it would do some good things. I think it could be manageable in terms of our investment of time. I think a lot of objections that have been brought up are worth thinking about. I would very much like to see another draft of this which would take into account some of the objections and maybe try to deal with those.

CARR: One thing I did want to say, certainly just as we left it up to the units to make up a salary policy, could the units not make up a post-tenure review policy which would be functional within the unit? I think this is something that is very difficult to legislate for every faculty. We've seen that it doesn't work with the salary policy. Why in post-tenure review is it going to work any better? I think that brings us to 5:30. [Laughter].

GROS LOUIS: I guess Dick has adjourned us. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

