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Transcript
Agenda Item # 1: Opening Remarks

MILLER: I might begin today by introducing the people sitting here on the stage. You are looking at the officers of the Bloomington faculty. We have the Chancellor, we have the Secretary of the faculty, Bonnie Brownlee from the School of Journalism, we have the Parliamentarian of the faculty, Craig Bradley from the School of Law. My name is Ted Miller and I currently serve as President Pro Tempore of the Bloomington faculty. I would like to welcome you to this Special Meeting of the Faculty. Please note that this is not an emergency meeting of the faculty as implied by something in the H-T this morning. This is a special meeting of the faculty which is held under the provisions of Article IV of the Constitution of the Bloomington Faculty. Please note that this is not a meeting of the Bloomington Faculty Council but a special meeting of the Bloomington faculty. 
Each resolution submitted for consideration by the faculty was prepared by a member of the faculty or by a group of faculty members. The officers of the faculty did not edit the resolutions that were submitted. This meeting was called in response to a petition requesting it signed by 131 members of the faculty. The range of issues set out in the petition that limits what is appropriate to discuss in this meeting include: 1) various aspects of the search and screen process for the Bloomington Chancellor/Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs position, 2) questions pertaining to university leadership, and 3) questions pertaining to university direction.  Agenda items 1, 2 and 4 relate to the first of these, agenda item 3 relates to the second, and agenda item 5 relates to the third.
One item that does not appear on the agenda is a resolution of no confidence in President Herbert.  I understand that such a resolution was discussed at the ad hoc meeting held on November 3rd, but the leadership of that session chose to focus their efforts on resolution 3 of our agenda.  Several faculty members did by e-mail indicate they thought a resolution of no confidence should appear on today’s agenda, but did not actually submit a resolution.  One faculty member did submit the language of such a resolution, but withdrew it subsequently.

A great deal of confusion appears to exist over which members of the faculty are eligible to vote at this meeting. This reflects the fact that system of faculty governance at IU is quite complicated. The significant fact in determining voting eligibility is that this is a meeting of the Bloomington campus faculty and a specific policy exists regarding voting rights at this governance level. Each academic unit in Bloomington has policies governing voting rights, as do departments within the academic units. It is the case that faculty may be eligible to vote in their department or their school, but not at the campus level of governance. Articles I and IV of the Constitution of the Bloomington Faculty set out the current voting eligibility status for a Special Meeting of the Bloomington Faculty. 

Section IV.5 of the Constitution requires that the Secretary of the Bloomington Faculty shall keep comprehensive minutes of the meeting. In Bloomington, the phrase “comprehensive minutes” has for many years been interpreted to mean a verbatim transcript and such a transcript will be created for this meeting as it was for the last special meeting in 1986. Those who speak will have the option of identifying themselves, or not. A list of speakers will not be a part of the record of this meeting.

President Herbert has decided not to attend this meeting but he has asked that I read a statement to those attending and as a courtesy to the President I have agreed to do so. The statement is actually in the form of a letter that the President wrote to me and I received today.

“Dear Ted,

Thank you very much for sharing these comments with our faculty colleagues.

Over the past week I have read numerous letters, listened carefully to the views of faculty and staff colleagues and given significant thought to the resolutions submitted for consideration today.

As a member of the faculty, I have decided not to attend today’s meeting after concluding that my participation might hamper the candid discussion that such serious matters deserve. This decision has been made easier because of my belief in the basic fairness and objectivity of our colleagues. I would, however, welcome the opportunity to meet with designated faculty leaders to discuss each of the resolutions and to correct some factual errors regarding my activities that have entered into recent discussions. 

Because Resolution #3 concerns the evaluation of my performance as President of Indiana University by the Board of Trustees, I would like to comment briefly on my reaction to that resolution. Such evaluations are a responsibility the Board executes on a continuing basis. The Board of Trustees has conducted annual evaluations of my leadership of Indiana University each of the past two years. I am very proud of my record of presidential performance over the past 28 months and would welcome the Board’s ongoing review of my leadership and vision for our university.

My continuing commitment to the faculty is that I will work to the best of my ability to elevate the Bloomington campus to even higher levels of distinction and always do what I am convinced is in the best interest of this special institution.


Sincerely.”

Finally, I would like to state for the record that I, having served as a member of the University Faculty Council’s Agenda Committee since President Herbert’s arrival at IU, that I can personally attest to the fact that he has met his obligations to university faculty governance. That is to say he has met his obligations to the Faculty Council on their meeting days, to the Agenda Committee on the meetings we’ve had with him, he has met his obligations to that level of faculty governance in a completely satisfactory way.

Thank you very much. I turn now to the Parliamentarian who will review the rules under which this meeting will occur.

2. Parliamentarian’s Remarks

BRADLEY: Well since these meetings are extremely unusual on a campus the Agenda Committee had to get together and try to figure out what rules would pertain to this session and these are the ones, to some extent governed by the Constitution and to some extent ones that we just tried to decide would be practical. First of all, speaking and voting privilege, according to the Constitution, is limited to “the faculty” though the meeting is open to both “faculty” and “associate faculty”. These are terms of art used in the Constitution. “The faculty” actually refers to three groups of people: tenure-track faculty, tenure-track librarians, and researchers on the campus. “Associate faculty” refers to non-tenure track faculty and emeritus faculty and administrators who do not hold academic appointments. Otherwise it is not open to the public or the press. However, it is not a secret session. People are free to talk about this after the meeting if they wish to with the press and as Ted indicated a verbatim transcript will be prepared as soon as possible.

Only resolutions on the agenda will be entertained at this meeting. Speakers’ comments are limited to four minutes with a follow-up of one minute for each resolution if they should so desire. Votes will be cast, again this is limited to “the faculty” as previously defined, by a show of hands. All motions will require a majority vote of the voting members present to be included in the mail ballot which will follow this meeting.

Finally, there are two microphones, Number 1 in that aisle and Number 2 in that aisle. Speakers proposing a resolution and subsequent speakers who want to speak in favor of that resolution should line up behind microphone number 1. Speakers opposed to the resolution should line up behind microphone number 2 to make themselves heard. With those rules understood we can begin.
The first item on the agenda is actually not printed on the agenda. We are in a situation where the agenda for this meeting, what we want to do is to have a motion to approve the agenda as a first step in launching into this. So I would entertain a motion to approve this agenda please. Ok? Second? Yes, ok. Thank you very much. I’d like to now call on Professor Ted Widlanski who would like to propose an amendment.

WIDLANSKI: Thank you, Ted. I’d like to read an email that I got from Dean Subbaswamy and then make a couple of comments on that. It’s addressed to Ted Miller and others. “Dear, Ted. Thank you for your leadership in grappling with important issues affecting our campus and the university.  I have just looked at the final set of resolutions that are up for consideration by the faculty assembly on Tuesday.  In so far as there are two resolutions (#2 and #4) which specifically pertain to me individually, I request that they be withdrawn, or at least tabled. 

 

Notwithstanding its kind sentiments, resolution #2 goes against time honored processes and principles for the selection of university administrators, questions the prerogatives of the president, and presumes I would serve if appointed. I object to it at several levels, and I am sure so would a great many faculty.  Faculty time is too precious to get bogged down over one individual.

 

I humbly suggest that resolution #4 is moot, in so far as there already has been a spontaneous outpouring of sentiments expressed therein.  I am deeply honored and touched by this expression of appreciation.  Arguably, many other campus and university administrators could also be recognized in like manner.  I also believe the precious time of the faculty assembly is best spent on substantive matters affecting the future of the campus than in honoring particular individuals.”

And now I’d like to make a couple of quick comments. Many of us were dissatisfied with the outcome of the chancellor’s search. Resolution #2 though well intentioned, I believe, will only make this worse. First, for those who harbor any possible hope that Swamy can still emerge as a chancellor, Resolution #2 is inadvisable. It puts the Board of Trustees in the position of endorsing the faculty’s right to choose the chancellor. This is something that no board of trustees can do or will do. By painting the Board into a corner we will remove any vestige of hope that this can happen. Second, as Swamy has noted, choosing the chancellor is not the prerogative of the faculty. The faculty is represented through the search process. To the extent that the process failed to reach a satisfactory outcome we must focus on the process and the reasons for its failure. Focusing on Swamy diverts us from important questions of campus leadership and governance structure. The issues are larger than one person regardless of how much we may respect and honor him. For the same reason and reasons that Swamy has stated, I also believe that Resolution #4, though expressing the feelings of many of us is inappropriate in this forum. Let’s not injure Swamy further by focusing this discussion on him personally. Let us deal with the issues of leadership and governance that have brought us to this situation. I respectfully request that both Resolution #2 and Resolution #4 be withdrawn. 

MILLER: There’s a motion to take Resolution #2 and Resolution #4 off the agenda. Is there a second to that please? [Second]. Second. Comments? Would anyone like to speak to the motion please make your way to the microphone.
KAPLAN: I’m the person who proposed Resolution #2. It was heart-felt but I bow to the wisdom of older, wiser heads and I’m happy to see it withdrawn, thank you.

TERRY: I’m Herb Terry, the person who proposed Resolution #4 and I also would like to withdraw the motion from the table. I believe at that point since we’ve both withdrawn there is no need for a vote.

MILLER: Other comments please? Alright then we are ready for a vote on this amendment. This is a motion that amends the agenda by removing items #2 and #4. All those in favor please raise your hand? All opposed? Thank you very much. [Motion carries.]

Then we will move to Resolution #1 on our agenda. This will be introduced by Bob Eno. I should say Professor Bob Eno.

Resolution #1: Calling on the Trustees of Indiana University to reframe the determinants of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs/Bloomington Chancellor hiring decision to ensure that the Bloomington campus interests are paramount (25 minutes)

ENO: Thank you very much, Ted. This is going to speak to the first of the resolutions that we have and its connected with issues of the structure of the university. Certain features of this structure, which is well-known nationally for its opaque quality, have contributed to the interim outcome of the Bloomington Chancellor search. In the aftermath of the continuation of that search the President and the Trustees have explained that the excellent qualifications to be Bloomington Chancellor may not be an adequate basis for appointment because the chancellor serves also as Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs at the university-level. Despite our urgent need for a permanent chancellor less convincing qualifications for the vice presidential role could justify further delay in that appointment.


What this tells is that the academic and executive leadership of the Bloomington campus may be secondary to functions performed for the university as a whole. In the world of leading Research I campuses, Bloomington is unusual in that it has no dedicated chief academic officer, no colleague fulfilling a provost function. At IUPUI the chancellor serves as chief executive and there is a vice chancellor of academic affairs who exercises clear authority in the manner of a provost. While there may be many reasons we don’t wish to emulate the way that IUPUI implements this structure the relevant point is that its chancellor is able to devote full effort to the interests of the campus and the consequences of clear academic and executive leadership have been evident in the dynamic growth of that campus.

In Bloomington it is the chancellor who performs the provost function of academic coordination taking direct reports from academic units on programmatic and budgetary matters. That same person must provide campus executive leadership. And it is from this position that the university has carved out a portion to serve as university provost and chief advisor to the president. If the Bloomington campus has felt increasingly adrift for a number of years – just at a time when our most challenging competitor within the state, West Lafayette, has seen dynamic growth under a strong president and provost – part of the reason has been the whittling away of our office of academic leadership.  

Clearly, the structure of the position itself requires reexamination.  But to undertake that now would delay a search we urgently need to conclude successfully.  The resolution offered for your consideration presents a short-term solution to these long-term problems, and credit for its formulation belongs to Bob Ivie in Communication and Culture.  Bob’s notion was that at this time we should focus on the specific criteria that would determine the outcome of the search, ensuring that campus interests are determinative in that appointment, without letting our current pressing needs fall hostage to the resolution of long standing problems.  We call on the Board of Trustees to ensure that the successful candidate will be selected on the basis of qualifications to lead and to advocate for the Bloomington campus.  This resolution will convey to a Board already well alerted to our concerns, and also to potential candidates observing the high level of faculty engagement here, that this campus is poised to respond to academic leadership that can bring us together in formulating and pursuing a renewed vision of our common aspirations.

MILLER: So Bob has put this resolution forward. Is there a second? [Second] Second. Comments? Please make your way to the microphone.

KRAVCHUK: Ted may I speak against the resolution from the pro microphone? Is that permissible? 

MILLER: If you insist.

KRAVCHUK: My name is Bob Kravchuk and I’m associate professor in the School of Public and Environmental Affairs and a member of the chancellor search committee. I can see advantages and disadvantages to having both of these roles combined in a single person. A great advantage is that the Bloomington chancellor then becomes the first among the vice presidents and having a superior position to them the presumption is they would have greater influence over university, and therefore campus, affairs than otherwise would be the case. It also enhances the marketability of the chancellor position to the right individual.


I do think, however, that it limits the scope of candidates to a uniquely qualified group of individuals who would be able to wear both hats. It requires not only an administrator of great skill but also one who has great diplomatic capabilities. I also want to bring up a practical point and that is that at this stage of the search process it has great potential to derail the effort. The job that has been advertised for is the job of Chancellor of the Bloomington campus and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs. It would certainly send very confusing messages to the market of qualified individuals who are out there, it would lead them to question what is happening on the Bloomington campus, and would certainly result in further delay in filling the position. As currently designed the position is one that the right individual can grow into and make into their own. It’s a good job; it’s a wonderful job as evidenced by the large number of highly qualified individuals who were in the pool in the first round. And so therefore on both conceptual and practical grounds I would like to ask that my colleagues would vote against the proposed resolution. Thank you.

WIDLANSKI: I’m at the correct mic because I’m in favor of this resolution although I agree with much of what Bob just said. I just think maybe we’re thinking about two different resolutions. The resolution as I read it doesn’t define what the chancellors’ position should be; what it does do is it talks about how the chancellor is chosen and what the greatest factors should be in making that determination and I think I speak for a large number of people on this campus who feel that we should be picking a chancellor who is going to represent the needs of this campus and that the ability of that person to represent the needs of the campus and to push an agenda forward for this campus is what should be paramount in the selection of that chancellor. That doesn’t preclude that person from serving as a system vice president and all of the things that Bob said I think are correct—it would be bad to change the description of the job midstream to try to pick a new chancellor. But I do think that we shouldn’t hold the hopes of this campus, its aspirations and its goals, hostage to the needs of other campuses. That results in a situation in which we never get a candidate who is fully wedded to represent this campus. Thank you.
MORGAN: I don’t know if I’m at the right microphone. This resolution is the last one left that has to do with the chancellor search directly and I know that there are some people here who think that the chancellor search is as it were, the straw that broke the camel’s back and that the real issues have to do with the leadership of the university at large—and certainly I think that there are great difficulties with the leadership of the university overall and the president’s performance but that’s yet to come. So we have this particular resolution. I think that Bob was wrong about the resolution. All the resolution does is invite us to encourage the Board to weight the search in a certain direction which is a nice thing to do and I suppose we ought to do it because it’s all we have on the docket so to speak. But I wish there was some stronger way that we could speak to the issue of the kind of leadership that we want and our confidence that the search committee, having spent nearly a year on the process, arriving at three candidates all of whom the search committee after careful examination thought were qualified; nonetheless we’re left with a situation with the President and the Board refused to return to whatever it was that the search committee came up with. Now I mean I find that personally unacceptable. And I’m happy enough to tell the Board and invite the President to think seriously about us as if we’re terribly important and we ought to be paramount in their minds. I don’t know whether they are going to do it frankly and our saying it probably isn’t going to convince them one way or the other. I wonder if there isn’t some way that, as a supplement to this very mild resolution, we couldn’t encourage the thought that perhaps they should return to the existing search or at least not exclude the candidates that have already been selected—all of whom were thought to be qualified by a very large search committee operating for a very long period of time—especially given the fact that they now are given a mandate to bring this whole process to a conclusion within the space of about six weeks or maybe two months on the outside. Where in god’s name they think that the outstanding candidate, better than the three that were already offered, is going to appear from frankly I have no idea. 
MILLER: Perhaps I could just clarify one point. The resolutions are in fact printed in your packet. There is nothing in the rules of this session that preclude someone getting up and making an amendment, proposing an amendment to these resolutions. So if, Mike, if you have an amendment you would like to propose that would be something we could do under the rules of this session. 

MCGIBBON: My name is Murray McGibbon from the Deaprtment of Theatre and Drama and I indeed have an amendment, a friendly amendment. My Chairman I’d like to congratulate Professor Robert Eno on his proposed Resolution #1 but would suggest consideration of the following by the faculty for the final paragraph. The amendment reads “Now Therefore Be It Resolved that the Faculty of the Bloomington Campus calls on the Board of Trustees to ensure that the determining factor in the appointment of the Chancellor of the Bloomington campus is (and this is the change) an individual with an outstanding academic record and executive leadership experience commensurate with that required by a Research I institution, with paramount concern for strong representation of Bloomington campus interests within the university and beyond.” Thank you.
MILLER: That’s taken as a friendly amendment I think? Fine.

KANE: Stephanie Kane from Criminal Justice. My comment at that first Thursday night meeting was spun in the newspaper as one of two innocuous requests for information. The whole event portrayed as if the faculty were truly informed about ill-doings and as truly outraged. Certainly we all were not and are not outraged at least in the way portrayed. I understand the enthusiasm for this faculty awakening but I am frankly suspicious of the in-crowd networks that are its source and whose vague and rather overblown reports of misdoing we are all supposed to trust and validate. Where do they meet when they are not chatting with legislators and donors and how will their interests be advanced by putting Herbert through this inquisition? Why are so many deanlets and chairs so quick to dismiss Herbert’s credentials, so comfortable with plain insult and disrespect, charges of incompetence and an overabundant interest of sports? They circulate partial or one-sided stories of failed exchange that are then linked to a slippery campus malaise that is the fault of one personality, a fault that will be erased miraculously by a second personality if malaise there be it is systemic, we are all implicated not innocent in its manufacture. I say let us be generous of spirit, let us create an opportunity for collaboration, not one for witch-hunting. The only honorable vote on all these scurrilous innuendos and cowardly anonymous he said/she said whisperings is no. 

MCGERR: I’m Michael McGerr, I teach history and I also serve on the famous search committee. I appreciate your solicitude for those nine months. Two points, first I support this resolution first of all because I think in fact it avoids what is a very difficult question which is whether and how the position of chancellor and senior vice president should be decoupled. I think that’s extremely difficult and we’re right to avoid it at this juncture. That said, my experience on this committee is that it would be extremely useful for a good portion of the membership of the committee if we were to have behind us the very clear sentiment of the Bloomington Campus that it sees the importance of the campus and this position as paramount. It would be helpful to us in a circumstance in which repeatedly other imperatives and the needs of other campuses and of the system as a whole have been held up instead. So I ask you to support it on behalf of myself as a member of the committee. Thank you.

MALE SPEAKER: I have a question. Do we know if the duality of the position played a role in Herbert’s final decision on not appointing anybody at this point? Do we know that or not? Does anybody have any insider information? 

[We know nothing.]
NASH: Richard Nash, Department of English. I’m thinking about the points raised by Bob when he got up to speak against the resolution and I’ve also been listening to the arguments put forward in support of it. It seems to me that as I now lean towards supporting the resolution it would be easier to do that if the language in the final paragraph referred to the appointment of the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chancellor of the Bloomington campus. As I understand the explanation put forward we are not trying to change the job title, we are trying to change the way in which candidates are chosen, we are trying to change the weight given to various qualifications. But if that’s what we’re trying to do then it seems to me important to keep the title the same in the resolution or it will appear, as it appeared to Bob, that we are trying to split this off into two positions. And I think Bob’s right, I think for a number of reasons you do not want to have this position being redefined in such a way that you wind up hiring a chancellor for the Bloomington campus who will then be responsive to some subsequent appointment as vice president for academic affairs; it seems to me you want to keep those two positions together. So at this point I guess I’m turning to Bob Eno. Would you accept that as a friendly amendment?

MILLER: I’m sorry Bob.

ENO: Yes. 

MILLER: That was a friendly amendment. We’re having a great deal of trouble up here hearing what you folks are saying.

ENO: Just modify in the last paragraph where it says the chancellor of the Bloomington campus to the appointment of the “Bloomington Chancellor and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs.”

BRADLEY: Ok in the final paragraph change this to the official title.

MILLER:  Ok.
RASMUSEN: I’m Eric Rasmusen from Business Economics. I’m actually one friendly amendment behind and I wonder if we might read that one over again because I think what started out as a fairly innocuous amendment may now have some bite to it. Did it say something about a strong academic record, something that would rule out certain kinds of candidates that might otherwise be considered I think? I like the sound of it but I think the friendly amendments wording is actually quite important on that point so I’d like to hear it again.

MCGIBBON: What I proposed was that the final paragraph read as follows, and I’m in support of the previous amendment regarding the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chancellor being grouped together, but this is what I’ve written: “Now Therefore Be It Resolved that the Faculty of the Bloomington Campus calls on the Board of Trustees to ensure that the determining factor in the appointment of the Chancellor of the Bloomington campus is an individual with an outstanding academic record and executive leadership experience commensurate with that required by a Research I institution” the rest of the paragraph reads as its in the green sheet.

BOOHER: Good afternoon ladies and gentleman I’m Doug Booher, the Director of the Auditorium. A little bit unanticipated event, we have severe weather in the area that has necessitated us interrupting the meeting. And as you can see we have ushers who will be coming to the top of the aisles we just ask that you follow them to a place of shelter and we’ll reconvene as quickly as we can. Thank you for proceeding calmly to that area and please also be quiet so you can hear directions from the staff. 
[The meeting was delayed approximately 40 minutes for several tornado warnings in the immediate Bloomington area.]

MILLER: Well, we shall proceed. We have Herb Terry is going to propose a further amendment to resolution #1. Now apparently the problem that we have hearing up here can be resolved if you get your mouth up close to the microphone.
TERRY: Ok Ted thank you. This is a simple and I hope friendly amendment to Resolution #1. Currently it calls on the Board of Trustees  to ensure that the determining factor such and such. Since it’s apparent that many of the priorities come from the President I hope we can include “and the President”. I think that’s a friendly amendment.

ENO: I’d like to accept that as a friendly amendment and note that, particularly since time is short, if we wordsmith this as if its policy we’ll never move on. We’ll be adjourning soon. Thanks for that amendment. 

MILLER: Alright. If there are no other…

MALE SPEAKER: In the wording now we have a slight discrepancy in that it was added to have Chancellor and also Senior Vice President but then in the goal of this person should be strong representation of Bloomington campus interests within the university and beyond. Now the Senior Vice President has to be equal for all the other campuses somehow so how can you reconcile that? Right?

MILLER: Well…

ENO: May I respond to that. This has to do with the criteria for selection of the person for this position rather than the activity and the attitude of the person after they take the position. I think we can reconcile it on that basis. The criterion that will be determinative in the appointment are the qualifications to be a strong executive and academic leader of the Bloomington campus. And the position is Bloomington Chancellor and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs.

MALE SPEAKER: If the paramount concern is for strong representation of the Bloomington campus interests somebody is going to squawk about it.

STAKE: Hi, my name is Jeff Stake I’m just here to ask for a clarification if you would sometime about which friendly amendments have been accepted and which haven’t because one was made that I didn’t hear being accepted, one had to do with the primary criterion being that the person shall be an individual with certain academic qualifications. I don’t know, we didn’t hear over here, whether that was accepted or not. If that was accepted I would suggest that the primary determinant being an individual doesn’t actually make sense. The primary determinant ought to be some other criteria rather than “an individual”. 

GUBAR: Hello I’m Susan Gubar from the English department, I would recommend that we hear the proposal, vote on it, and move on.

MILLER: Thank you so much. Well let me try to read for you then the final paragraph in Resolution #1 as it has been amended. “Now Therefore Be It Resolved that the Faculty of the Bloomington campus calls on the Board of Trustees and the President to ensure that the determining factors in the appointment of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Bloomington Chancellor are an outstanding academic record and effective leadership experience commensurate with that required by a Research I institution” now its supposed to go on from there Murray. Where am I picking up after that? Ok. “effective leadership experience commensurate with that required by a Research I institution with paramount concern for strong representation of Bloomington campus interests within the university and beyond.” That’s what we currently have.

JULIEN: Yes my name is Eileen Julien, I teach in Comparative Literature and French and African Studies and African-American Studies. I simply want to say that I am not persuaded in fact that the coupling of those two positions actually works to the disadvantage of the Bloomington campus. I’m not persuaded of that. I mean maybe other people are but I don’t have a clear sense that in fact our interests are disserved. I too would like to see Bloomington be of paramount concern but I’m not persuaded, no one has convinced me that the actual coupling of positions means that Bloomington is being disserved.

GROS LOUIS: Maybe I’ll comment on that. I think it would not be in the best interest of the Bloomington campus for the chancellor and the senior vice president to be separated. First of all, the time to be senior vice president is not great at all now that the campuses are mature and really have their own activities. If you had a senior vice president who was separate from the chancellor the only way that person would have a full-time job is in interfering significantly with all the campuses, including Bloomington. And it seems to me if you had a separate senior vice president and a Bloomington chancellor inevitably there would be tension between the two. In no way does the senior vice president advocate for the other campuses. I give advice, I read tenure dossiers, I chair a committee that looks at new degree proposals and centers, institutes and certificates. But in no way do I oversee them, in no way do they report to me. It’s just not a full-time job. In addition, having the two titles means that as senior vice president I’m part of the President’s cabinet; if there were a senior vice president who was not also Bloomington chancellor it would mean that the Bloomington chancellor would not be part of the President’s cabinet. So while I can vote for this resolution I would urge people who think that there should be two positions to think carefully about what implications might be for the campus.
MILLER: We have a motion on the floor to call the question so we need to vote on that motion. It requires a two-thirds vote. All those in favor of calling the question please raise your hand. All those opposed? Ok, that motion carries. Then we are ready to vote on the amended resolution. Should I read the final paragraph again or have you heard it enough? [NO] You’ve heard it enough. Alright. All those in favor of Resolution #1 raise your hand. All those opposed? No. Thank you very much. [Motion carries by a substantial majority]

Alright we’ll go on then to the next resolution which will be introduced by Professor Fred Cate.

Resolution #3: Calling on the Trustees of Indiana University to Review President Adam W. Herbert 

CATE: Thank you very much. Serious concerns have been expressed about the performance of President Adam Herbert not only by faculty who are present today but also by senior administrators, alumni/ae, donors, government and business leaders and others who are not here and who are often not in a position to speak openly about their experiences with the President. 

In four minutes, I cannot specify all of these concerns, but I will try to highlight some by speaking quickly.

Many of the allegations concern the President’s inaccessibility to important constituencies. More than one school reports specific alumni/ae donors who have given generously to the University in the past, but have said they are unwilling to do so again because of President Herbert’s failure to respond to their communications. I was called yesterday by a donor and Foundation Board member who has given $5 million to the University but is unwilling to give more while Dr. Herbert is President. Members of school advisory committees and donor societies throughout the University report deep frustration with the President’s unwillingness to meet with them, as his predecessors did, or to address the issues confronting the schools they serve.

Staff on the Indiana Congressional delegation report difficulty dealing with the President’s office, beginning with the President’s last-minute decision to miss scheduled introductory visits with the delegation. Journalists, too, report a pattern of difficulty in scheduling appointments with the President, followed by last-minute cancellations or substitutions of other University personnel. IU lost its seat on the Indiana Higher Education Roundtable reportedly because of the President’s inattention to that body. I was called just this morning by a senior official with one of Indiana’s largest companies and one of the University’s most generous benefactors, who described what he called the President’s “invisibility in the business community,” a “pattern of cancelled and missed meetings,” and general “lack of leadership.”

Deans, vice presidents, and others report significant delays in getting the President to act on routine business, such as signing letters of appointment to advisory committees, sending letters acknowledging majors gifts, and responding to proposals for joint activities with external constituencies. These delays are magnified by his frequent inaccessibility to University officials and his failure to respond to their calls and e-mails or to delegate somebody else to be responsible for doing this.

We are all aware of the President’s 18-month delay in appointing a search committee for Bloomington campus Chancellor and Vice President. Similar delays have occurred time and again with other committees and important tasks. The President delayed submissions for the second round of Commitment to Excellence grants for months and then delayed awarding those grants reportedly because he disagreed with the criteria used by the review committee, even though he had previously reviewed those criteria himself.  

The President’s lack of visibility in the University and with external communities is well documented. Last year, for example, the President’s office reported, and I have heard him tell faculty personally, that he gave 91 speeches. By contrast, Purdue University President Martin Jischke gave 342. 

These and many other concerns suggest a President who is not focused energetically or effectively on the serious challenges facing Indiana University. Given the breadth, consistency, and seriousness of these allegations; their impact on the University, and the variety and standing of the people who have made them, it is essential that they be investigated promptly. This is not the task of the faculty. 

Accordingly, this resolution calls on the Trustees to exercise their responsibility by conducting a fair, objective, diligent, and expeditious review of President Herbert. This resolution is intended as constructive and as a necessary step to help us move forward, and I believe from my conversation with individual Trustees it will be understood in that light and taken seriously. Thank you.
GELLIS: Thank you, Ann Gellis from the Law School. I want to comment on, really focus on the issue that Fred mentioned, the lack of visibility, particularly with the external community and the President’s performance. Fred mentioned that the President gave 91 speeches in 2005 and I want to say that, having looked at the list of speeches that he gave, I’m somewhat concerned and I think they illustrate, the numbers that I’m going to give you, illustrate this lack of visibility. Of the 91 speeches that he has listed that he gave in the fiscal year 2005, about 35 were to outside constituencies, and of those only about 5 were to any business group—whether you’re talking about chamber of commerce or particular corporate entities. In addition, listed in the 91 meetings are the meetings with the University Faculty Council; so counted in the 91 meetings are the monthly meetings with the University Faculty Council, the President’s reports to the Trustees each month, the President’s report as, I believe, a member of the Board of the Indiana University Foundation, Founder’s Day speeches, and all of the Commencement speeches that the President gave in 2005—the two that he gives in Bloomington and all the Commencement speeches that he gave on the regional campuses. And I don’t want to be taken as saying that those are not important but the extent to which we are concerned with the lack of visibility of the university to the external constituencies the 91 are really quite significantly less than 91, it’s not even half of the 91. My last point, and I’m sure there are other people who have other things to say and people that they have spoken to, and I want to say that I have personally spoken with people who are major business leaders in Indiana who are part of major benefactors of the university and who are long-time alumni and donors to the university who basically say that if we continue the way we are that the business community cannot continue to partner with IU in future research endeavors.

BROWN: Kevin Brown from the Law School. I’m actually not going to speak either for or against the resolution. But I want to start by saying that a group of senior Black faculty met with President Herbert on Friday afternoon and another group of us met last night, though not with the President. We tried to arrive at a unified position but failed to do so. We decided that each of us should speak as our own conscience dictates. In the letter that I wrote I indicated that a portion of the Black faculty failed to speak out on this issue because they were in the College. If you were a Black faculty member in the College you were stuck within the proverbial rock and a hard place. I indicated because I was in the Law School I was not so constrained. But I want to answer a different question now. Since I’m not in the College the former explanation doesn’t explain why someone like me in the Law School remained silent for so long. 
I’ve been a professor in the Law School for 19 years. I’ve prided myself on the ability to talk about racial issues in the Law School. I’ve written a book about it, at least three dozen other pieces, I’ve taught a class on race and law for 16 years; in other words I’ve made my position very clear on racial issues. I didn’t speak out earlier because I was waiting to find out whether other senior Black faculty members would join the protest. In an institution that values diversity, that recognizes the existence of a perspective of an underrepresented minority group with a history of discrimination not only in the U.S. but here at IU, it is obvious that if you are going to go publicly to criticize Indiana University’s first African-American president in 185 years you should seek out the advice and support of some of the senior Black faculty members. Look at the position we are put in when the only people attacking the first African-American president of this university in 185 years are White as opposed to it being a diverse protest movement including us. Invidious racial intent is not the main problem. The problem is the failure to recognize the point of view of a group that is both underrepresented and has a history of discriminatory treatment, not only in the U.S. but at IU as well. 
Many senior Black faculty in one way or another talk about the different perspectives that are created for us as an underrepresented group with a history of discrimination. This perspective, the perspective of our community, means that we are attuned to the race and ethnicity of actors. When Indiana University’s first African-American president is attacked our colleagues at other universities are going to wonder what is going on at IU. They are going to wonder about racism at IU. Our families are going to wonder about racism at IU. We’re going to wonder about it as well. We are going to be called upon to explain to others whether or not this is racism. That explanation is totally different if there are respected senior Black faculty that are part of the protest. Then we can say to even the most casual observer this is not a racial issue. So I held my piece in order for those who protested to produce senior Black faculty who were willing to support the protest. It is probable that some of us would have joined with the protestors. Adam Herbert came to IU with a reputation of being against affirmative action. He was viewed as a confidant of President Bush’s brother in Florida. He had not met with the Black faculty until last Friday. So we did not approach this issue with any particular affinity for President Herbert. 
As a senior Black faculty member, however, I am forced to conclude that the protestors either didn’t consider it important enough to include us, they thought about it and stereotyped all of us by concluding that none of us would join the protest, or they simply didn’t think about it. All of these excuses are insulting. This is our university too. This is our home. I want to be clear about this; this is not about Adam Herbert for me. I am not saying that Adam Herbert should not be criticized. I am not saying that the people who are criticizing him are motivated by discriminatory racial intent. I know Fred Cate, I know Ann Gellis. I am saying that from the perspective of an underrepresented minority with a history of discrimination in the U.S. and Indiana University a multi-racial protest movement would mean something totally different. And that the protestors should have known.

ENO: I’m Bob Eno again from the East Asian Languages and Cultures department. The way we rolled into the events that we’re in right now had a lot to do with a series of emails that came across my computer screen a couple of weeks ago. The movement to have an initial meeting, call an initial meeting of the faculty, on the issues that confront us now was my idea. And in trying to follow-up on that idea I contacted people I’m used to contacting, and contacted people I know well. And as a result of that the people who were initially involved in this were people who had been involved in faculty governance. It wasn’t until after momentum had started and in fact it wasn’t until after the meeting occurred that it occurred to me as an individual that there was in fact a very important racial component to this situation that I had been completely insensitive to and I hadn’t taken it into account. Since then I’ve spoken to a number of African-American colleagues to try to become better educated, both on what the situation is and what the consequences might have been for my having ignored the situation as it was. When Kevin Brown gets up and speaks today I feel personally responsible in part for the situation that he’s addressing and for the situation that we’ve put him in. I think the University right now is facing a very critical time; we have a very tough set of decisions to make. That time has been made harder and those decisions have been made harder because I, for one, didn’t anticipate the type of complexity we had to deal with and wasn’t sensitive to the issues that Kevin has raised. I think somehow we need to get past these issues and we need to come together. I feel I haven’t made it any easier for us to do that but I hope we can pick up from now and go on. And I appreciate very much Kevin’s raising these issues.

WALTERS: Hello, I’m Suzanna Walters from Gender Studies and someone fairly new to IU, this is just my second year. I want to very much support and second Kevin’s words. I was actually at that lunch with Herbert not to long ago and felt a great deal of unease at that lunch at the way in which he was treated and a kind of disrespect that I felt among faculty there, and was quite stunned. I was even more stunned—and again, this is about the process here—I was even more stunned that in a recap of that event that was sent around to members who were invited to that lunch and were not able to go that that recap focused on his attitude, on his body, on his body language. And I was disturbed to say least because many of us familiar with discrimination know that coded language is often the way these things work. I wrote about that and I responded saying that I didn’t want this summary to be seen as expressive of my opinion of that meeting, which I actually found a very productive meeting, and was met with a sort of stony silence by my colleagues. I find that, I guess, as someone new to this community, the most disturbing part. I think Bob, that it’s not moving past this that we need to do, we need to move in this. Thank you.

ISAAC: My name is Jeff Isaac, I am chair of the political science department. I’m not really sure what I’m going to say. I’ve been a protestor of certain things in my life but I’ve not been a protestor of Adam Herbert’s presidency. In so far as I’ve been involved in this in any quasi-public role it was because I drafted a letter to Adam Herbert that was signed by most of the chairs and directors of the College of Arts & Sciences asking him to change his mind. And as a consequence of that effort to promote dialogue I actually met twice with him and have not been involved in any protest of him. Having said that, having watched these events unfold, and also I have to say being whatever racial and ethnic and religious background I am, I’m not going to identify myself as part of what I’m going to say, I speak only for myself, but being aware as some of the racial dimensions of our culture and society and the history of racism I saw in a very quasi-spontaneous way a bunch of people get together and try to organize in a very short period of time reactions to some decisions that were announced in a way that disturbed them. There was no racism in this. This was not about race. I don’t believe that those who have been identified as protestors were about race at all. And I think that it’s very important that we not, that this not be an occasion for racial division. There needs to be a set of discussions about the substance of this meeting and about the broader issues on this campus but the idea, I just have to say and I say this I have met Kevin Brown a couple of times and in the same way that I was promoting dialogue with Adam Herbert—call me a naïve communitarian, we need to talk with each other. So I honor what was said but the idea that because there is an African-American president critics of him will be some unnamed people will imagine that that’s racially motivated and because of that it’s necessary to seek out certain people before they act publicly I question that. I guess what I want to say is that I admire the way that Bob Eno responded. He responded with diplomatic skills that I think many of us know him to have. But I want to say, as someone who has not been involved in organizing all these things, Bob and Fred I think acted in good faith to do the best that they could. I don’t think they owe anybody an apology and I think if this—and I have to say one other thing really quickly. That meeting with Adam Herbert that was just referred to, I was instrumental in organizing that meeting and I was there. I experienced it very differently than the previous speaker said. And there were a range of experiences at that meeting. And to say that is not to say anything negative about Adam Herbert, but the idea that the people at that meeting dissed him and the idea that when it was suggested that a certain representation of the meeting not be articulated that people were kind of uncomfortable I don’t get that. I don’t get that. There’s a legitimate difference of opinion here. It’s not about racial insensitivity. 

JULIEN: I share many of the views that Kevin Brown has expressed but there are others that I don’t share. I agree with Jeff that in fact, I believe that the people who have criticisms of President Herbert and who initiated this movement, I believe that they acted in good faith. I’m not seeking to accuse anyone here necessarily of a sort of blatant racism. However, I have to say this, you know I was here also under President Brand. Now I don’t know about everybody else, maybe you all know President Brand better than I did, but I didn’t sense tremendous activity, effective leadership, etc., etc. I’m not trying to really compare people but my point is simply that in that context I know of no movement of the faculty to stand up and question the leadership or to lead the faculty to call on the Trustees to investigate President Brand’s leadership or any other president for that matter. So that whether or not President Herbert can be criticized, I think surely he can be criticized. I think there are things that he undoubtedly did not handle well. There may be ways in which people may find that he isn’t effective. I’m not really arguing about that. What I’m really trying to point out is that for someone who looks like me, who comes with my skin, who has lived in this country for fifty years, for someone who looks like me one has to ask what is it that enables this critique in this instance that didn’t enable that critique four or five years ago or years before that. What is it that enables the critique? That’s the question I ask myself. So I’m not accusing people of racism; I’m not saying don’t raise your voice if you have a valid criticism that you want to make, I agree with that. But it seems to me that those of us who are Black wonder how is it that in this instance this kind of action can be taken when there are other, perhaps, egregious instances of ineffectiveness that have not met with the same call. That’s the question I ask.
FEMALE SPEAKER: I’m not going to be able to answer Eileen’s question, which is a good one, and I’m sure other people will. I just want to say that I am very concerned with the welfare of my African-American colleagues. I think that it is extremely important for all of us to affirm our commitment to an anti-racist environment. We are a faculty dedicated to diversity and we have been for some time. Our conversation has to do with issues of competency, not race. Racial issues, it seems to me, should not obscure the issues of competency or incompetence and charges of inaccessibility. 

HEGARTY: My name is Harv Hegarty. I was the first person to be critical of Adam Herbert. I’m the reason you are here tonight. It’s my fault. I can also say to you that my granddaughter’s godfather is a Black man and I love him. There was no racial motivation whatsoever in the comments that I made last July. With regard to our personal differences it is paramount that we leave this meeting with one voice. That voice is commitment and passion for the integrity of our university. When we speak to each other, and more importantly to the media, what is best for IU needs to be crystal clear. Be critical of structure, process, or quality of decision making. Let our voice neither harbor or tolerate personal motive or agenda. We are not merely a grumbling faculty. We are a faculty committed to excellence. That is what we all have devoted our lives to.

WATT: My name is Steve Watt from the English Department. I only have two points to make. One of them was that on the issue of race and ethnicity, I think the occasion that galvanized an awful lot of attention from people in this room has only a mild and ethnic notion and that is the support of an Indian immigrant who has been an outstanding dean. I think that that element of diversity, which had nothing to do with my support for him at all, ought not be lost—that diversity comes in lots of palates. And I don’t think the people who signed the petition in support of Dean Subbaswamy were thinking about race and ethnicity first but it is an issue that I think we might want to remember that diversity is part of this conversation in a broader fashion.

My other point is too idealistic and windmill tilting and it’s simply to respond to Eileen Julien. It’s unbecoming to give oral vita at a microphone but I’ve written about President Brand’s term of office several times. My large problem has less to do with Adam Herbert than it does with a series of terrible decisions the Board of Trustees have made over the years. From extending a man’s leave without pay for six years to recover retirement funds, to hiring an Athletic Director from the San Diego Chargers who was here less than a year and a half, to now compelling a committee to do in two or three months what they could not do in a year. I don’t understand those kinds of decisions. They have less to do with Adam Herbert than with a Board whom I understand I am powerless to effect.

POLSGROVE: I’m Carol Polsgrove from the Journalism School. I’d just like to make an amendment which would drastically shorten this resolution but it might make it possible for some of us to vote for it and it would read “Whereas a significant number of faculty members on the Bloomington campus have expressed concern about the leadership of President Herbert, now Therefore be it Resolved that the faculty call upon the Trustees to conduct a mid-term review.” So it would move over into the second page and delete number 3 under the current Be it Resolved. And I think if we could approve that then a lot of us could vote for that that could not vote for this laundry list of allegations that we have no reason to know whether they are true or not.

MILLER: I’m sorry this I take it was a motion to amend the resolution. We’ll need a second to that. Is there a second? Yes. Alright. Now the issue would be to discuss the amendment. Would it be possible for you to read it one more time.

POLSGROVE: “Whereas a significant number of faculty members on the Bloomington campus have expressed concern about the leadership of President Herbert, now therefore (turn to the second page) be it Resolved that the faculty of the Bloomington campus respectfully call upon the Trustees to” then continue that list but strike number 3 which refers to the allegations which have now been struck from the resolution. 

MILLER: So you are basically striking paragraphs 2, 3, 4 the whereas’ 2, 3, and 4 all the way down to the Therefore Be it Resolved. Yes? So there is a brief statement at the top about the significant number of faculty members who are expressing concerns about the President and then we go down to Be it Resolved 1, 2, 3 is struck, 4 remains.

POLSGROVE: Right. Three is struck because it refers to the allegations that we’ve struck.

MILLER: I understand. Thank you very much. Discussion of that amendment?

CATE: I am speaking neither in favor nor against it, certainly I don’t think it would be considered a friendly amendment I think it should be voted on by the house. I will say this, I think the people involved in drafting this resolution were extremely concerned by the contradictory advice we were given and our own consciences dictated about the need on the one hand to be specific enough so that faculty who were not here would have some idea of what was being talked about and on the other hand not to be so specific as to simply republish a list of charges which we are obviously calling on the Trustees to determine the veracity of. So this was a compromise. Like all compromises it is somewhat inelegant. I would say this, however, I think it is important, very important, I think it is important to the Trustees as well that these concerns have been raised by more than just faculty. This isn’t just faculty complaining about a president, something to my recollection we’ve done about every president whose been here while I’ve been here. But rather this is faculty speaking in a way in which frankly other constituencies are not in a position to, to highlight a set of concerns which are not limited to those raised by faculty.

MILLER: Other people who wish to address the amendment? 

HAMBURGER: I’m Michael Hamburger from Geological Sciences and I’d like to speak in favor of Carol’s amendment. It seems to me in seeing this great outpouring of faculty today and seeing the strength of the emotions on all of the sides of this very complicated question that this recommendation to the Trustees really is the one that I see has the power to help us find a constructive way out of this impasse that the university has found itself in. I think this is the only way on one hand that President Herbert can get a fair hearing of his side of the story and that these allegations be separated from hearsay and innuendo and things that can’t be verified, to separate those from ones that may have some real validity. At the same time it is an opportunity for us as members of the community to air our concerns, to seek some responses from the President himself and from the Board of Trustees, and in the best of circumstances to see some constructive improvements in the nature of President Herbert’s administration. I hope from his point of view that he would not push away this kind of mid-term review but really embrace it and see it as an opportunity to see a constructive resolution of a very serious impasse that’s developed. Having said that, I feel like all of the whereas’ that precede the core of this resolution seem to presuppose a particular resolution of the allegations and I think having a simpler more straightforward resolution that simply requests from the Trustees a formal mid-term review of President Herbert would serve both sides and it would remove this very negative tone to the resolution. So I support Carol’s amendment. 
MORGAN: Faculty in general are not taken very seriously by the Board of Trustees. And I think we should keep in mind that the allegations being made are just that, they are allegations. It’s false that they haven’t been made. It’s true that they have been made and they’ve been made widely. They’ve been made to a host of people who are sitting here in this room and to others. They’ve been made by email, they’ve been made in person, they’ve been made by upper administrators who have to work with the President and they’ve been made by donors who have been rebuffed by him in one way or another. To remind the Board that there is a great deal of substance to our concern—that our concern, as Fred said, is not just faculty complaining about a president, but that it is based on serious problems or the allegations of serious problems it seems to me is completely germane. And I must say taking this out of the motion leaves the motion so gutted that I would be surprised if this review, even if it was acknowledged that a review was in order, would take place any time earlier than the end of this year or next year by which time President Herbert’s term is nearing an end at any rate. So I would feel very reluctant to take out what I think is the real substance of all of these resolutions, the deep concern that underwrites what is our worry with the administration of this university. And for those who say that there was never any allegations, never charges, never complaints raised against President Brand, I go on record as someone who always took seriously at any time whenever a complaint could be made of President Brand and there were many people who did so as well. So this is not a novel occasion except that, under the circumstances, where I think we feel that we have been leaderless for five or six years that the President’s failure to act has left us bereft. Thank you.

RASMUSEN: Eric Rasmusen, in the same vein. I think of things from the point of view of game theory which means I look at branching decisions and information and incentives of the players. And here the players are the Trustees and I think what we have to think about is the Enron Board of Directors as an analog. The Trustees don’t want to be in the embarrassing position of having failed to see poor management. If we make these, sort of complaint these allegations and they are false—and they may be I don’t really know the situation—then they’ll ignore them, they’ll look into it a little bit and ignore them and that’s fine. If they are true on the other hand, the Trustees will now be goaded; they’ll be put on notice that a lot of people have said you ought to look into this and if this place blows up in a couple of years they will be to blame. So I think it’s good to have some kind of resolution like this. I’m against the amendment because I don’t think the exact wording matters and I figure the people who did the original wording thought a lot about it.

WIDLANSKI: I’d like to respond both to Eileen’s question and to motion to amend the resolution. I hear what you are saying Eileen and a lot of us had great dissatisfaction with President Brand but one thing that was always true about President Brand was that you could always talk to him, you could find him, he would respond. You didn’t agree with what he was saying necessarily but he was always around, you could always get to him, if you sent him an email you would get a response, he wasn’t missing in action—you may not have agreed with what he said, he may have had the wrong agenda, there may have been problems with what he was doing, but you could talk to him. It’s literally impossible to get responses from President Herbert. We feel leaderless because he is missing in action. And that’s the big difference. It’s a function of inaction coming out of the president’s office. When I get around to the specifics of the allegation I’ll talk about a few of these really hard things that have to be said to make this more germane for people and more real for people.
[End of Tape 1, Side B, Some comments lost]

FEMALE SPEAKER: … and that it might be a good idea for us to kind of move along and call the question so that we don’t have an anemic vote count that doesn’t accurately reflect how many people actually turned up for this event. 

MILLER: Okay, so the motion has been made to call the question. We’ll need two-thirds majority to do so. 

BRADLEY: There was a question of whether the amendment should …

MILLER: Yes. Well but we’re voting to call the question or…

BRADLEY: The question of the amendment…

MILLER: Yes. Well, we’re gonna vote to adopt it now?

BRADLEY: Just to substitute it for the original.

MILLER: And we need a two thirds vote?

BRADLEY: To call the question, yes, to cut off debate.

MILLER: Okay, so we are going to vote to cut off the debate on this matter and we need a two-thirds vote to do so. On the amendment, that’s right we’re talking about the amendment. So all in favor of calling the question raise your hand. All opposed? All right. So now we will vote on the amendment, okay. The amendment was to simplify the resolution. Basically striking a good part of it out, having a very simple beginning. All in favor of adopting this amendment please raise your hand. All opposed? The opposed have it. [Motion failed]
MALE SPEAKER: Let me suggest to you that the Board of Trustees has been hearing about our complaints for months and months on end. We need to let them know that we are not happy with how things are going. They have not made any effort to show that they are listening to us. We should not be discounted. 

JULIEN: I would simply like to say that I am not objecting to criticisms of President Herbert. If people have found that he’s been ineffective, if he’s inaccessible those are things to be said, those are things to be reviewed. My only point was that I’ve asked, what allowed an initiative of this magnitude? One person said, Steve Watt says that he’s written about Brand. This one says that he’s complained continuously about Brand, etcetera. Wonderful! But nowhere did we have a meeting of several hundred faculty to propose a resolution to the Trustees to examine the record to assess President Brand. That’s all I’ve said. I’ve not said that I’m opposed to actually a review. I’ve simply said that what is it that enabled something of this magnitude? That’s all. I’m not opposed to criticism. Just wanted to make that clear.

FEMALE SPEAKER: I think that what enabled this event this time was the possibility or prospect of not only not having a Chancellor but now not having a Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences. And I think that might be unprecedented. [Applause]

WIDLANSKI: Serious allegations have been made against President Herbert. It’s not the purpose of this forum to adjudicate these charges but rather to decide whether there is sufficient credible examples to support the resolution calling for review by the Board of Trustees. All the allegations I will speak about come from my own specific personal knowledge or from highly credible sources usually high level university officials who for obvious reasons may not feel free to discuss such events publicly. In an effort to include as many as possible in the relevant time frame I’ll present these in a somewhat abbreviated fashion. This list is not inclusive, but indicates a pattern that will be apparent to many who have worked with the President. I will be happy to discuss any of these allegations in a follow up. 

By a pattern of inactivity and inattention the President jeopardized or lost substantial granting and gifting opportunities including: by refusing to accept and return calls from high levels at the endowment, the Lilly Endowment and high levels within the university endangering a $53 million grant from the Lilly Endowment. During November of 2004, while the President was in Florida, he was unavailable to talk to senior officials of the Endowment and senior officials from IU concerning important matters relevant to the decision of the Endowment concerning the grant. This was at a time when he was consulting on a daily basis with the Athletics Department. 
By not acting in a timely matter he lost a gift opportunity from the Lilly Corporation to the Department of Chemistry. Following up on a request from a member of the Chemistry Department to a senior Lilly executive, Lilly requested a letter of support from the President’s Office. This was time sensitive and Lilly made it clear that it had to be received during the same business quarter. The letter was drafted immediately by the College and sent to the President’s Office. It was ignored for too long and the gift opportunity was lost. 

By blocking action from the College, we lost an opportunity to develop a naming opportunity in association with the late governor O’Bannon. Instead this was done by Ivy Tech. I will go into that at length if someone wants. We also jeopardized a $25 million donation for the School of Business which I’m sure many of you heard the Dean talk about. The President delayed approval for the bid on the Simon Hall construction which resulted in increasingly desperate requests from the College for the President’s signature. The President refused to engage in substantive discussions about how the building would be financed. To avoid losing the bid and well into the grace period the Dean of the College was forced to sign a promissory note for a loan at 6 percent interest from the university to resolve the situation and avoid millions in new construction costs that would have arisen from a new bid. 

A similar lack of engagement was displayed by the President during the first round of the state special research funding process. Announced March 13, proposals were due April 2, only a scant 16 days later. Funding was approved very shortly thereafter for a range of important proposals between $200,000-$500,000. However the money was not released for a very substantial amount of time because the President’s Office insists that he announce the funding publicly. To my knowledge he never made the announcement and the award recipients were substantially delayed in prosecuting the relevant research. In fact, I have an email from one of the people involved who was requesting money in September. He said, “Can we get the money on this? When is the President going to announce these things?” This is the pattern of what we’ve been seeing with President Herbert. I’d be happy to amplify on any of these as the time permits. 
MCCLUSKEY: John McCluskey, African American and African Diaspora Studies. A lot has been said today and we’re suffering, it seems to me, from a balance of information. We’re hearing charges on the one hand but we don’t have any support of the other side. I would urge something very simple, the Board of Trustees minutes are possible and available for us all and I would to point to you in terms of all of this, on the webpage, in the Trustees minutes. If you look at the President’s report and I think the President’s report will put a lot of this to quiet. It may not answer all of the allegations but the charges of missing in action, the charge of inaccessibility, whether he gives 91 speeches versus 341, would we feel better if he gave 500 versus 91? I think it comes back to the basic question of actually what we want in a leader and where we want to go as a university. 

We often times talk of the culture at Indiana University Bloomington and from where I sit, I don’t know if the culture of physics is the same as the culture of philosophy or is the same with the culture of gender studies. We have a federation of cultures here and on its best days, perhaps this is a portion of the best day, we can at least talk to one another and come to some consensus as to where the university wants to, where we need to go. At the end of the day, at the end of a stormy day, we should ask ourselves how have we attended to the health of this university? How have we attended to the health of current and future students? How have we attended to the health of faculty members both current as well as future? We judge a worker by the quality of his work, very very simple and there is a record, there’s not silence, there is a record which most of us who don’t know the other side of all these allegations, I think we can begin to discover in something very simple prosaic, thirty pages after every Board of Trustees meeting, just look at the President’s report.

SMITH: Linda Smith, Psychology. I really have to leave and I would really like to call this question, could we vote, can I move so we can close discussion and vote.

TERRY: Second.
MILLER: Okay, question has been called. All those in favor of calling the question please raise your hand. All those opposed? Okay, the question is called. We’ll now vote on the Resolution #3, it is un-amended. It is in the form that it appears on your sheets. All those in favor of this resolution please raise your hand. All those opposed? Okay, thank you very much, the motion carries. [Motion carries with substantial majority]
Resolution #5: Calling on the Bloomington Faculty Council to undertake a review of the impact of the One University structure on the Bloomington campus (10 minutes)

MILLER: We have one other resolution on our agenda, Resolution #5. This is a resolution as you know or as you can see, not to the Trustees but to the Bloomington Faculty Council. I would be willing to entertain, given the time of day, I would be willing to entertain a motion to simply forward this resolution to the Bloomington Faculty Council for its consideration.

[So moved]
MILLER: So moved, is there a second?

[Second]
MILLER: Anyone want to discuss that? No. All in favor, all opposed. Alright, the “ayes” have it. Thank you very much, this meeting is adjourned. [Motion carries]
Meeting Adjourned at approximately 6:00 p.m.
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