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Agenda 


1. Approval of Minutes 

(Vice President Gros Louis) 


2. Agenda Committee Business 

(Professor Theodore Miller) 


3. Presiding Officer's Business 

(Vice President Kenneth Gros Louis) 


4. Question/Comment Period 

(Vice President Gros Louis and Professor Miller) 


5. Vote on "Procedures for Responding to Allegations of Research Misconduct, Indiana University, Bloomington" 

(Professor Ann Gellis, Research Misconduct Committee) 


6. Discussion of Amendment of Constitution and Bylaws 

(Professor Edwin Greenebaum, Constitution and Rules Committee) 


AGENDA ITEM #1: MINUTES 


GROS LOUIS: The first item on the agenda is the approval of the minutes of October 7, and as you recall, those minutes were incomplete on the Web because of the difficulty that the microphone had in picking up some of the comments. So basically, the request is for you to approve whatever appears on the web, which is a partial account, right? A partial unedited account. Any thoughts on that? I don't know what else we do. I hear no comment, so I will assume [inaudible]. 


LICHTENBERG: I move we accept the minutes. 


GROS LOUIS: Accept or to receive them? 


LICHTENBERG: Receive them. 


GROS LOUIS: A second to that? Any objections? Okay, the minutes in that unfortunate version will be received, but we'll recognize and a note will be made that they are incomplete. Second item is the Agenda Committee Business, and I'll call on Ted. 


AGENDA ITEM #2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 


T. MILLER: I have just two items today. One is to report that the report of the review of Vice President and Chancellor Gros Louis is now available in the Reference Department of the Main Library. Ann Bristow, who presides over that department has assured me that this document can be retrieved without showing any identification. [Laughter]. It is available for your perusal. Second item -- this is an item that has to do with the University Division. I just wanted to inform the Council that a Search and Screen Committee has been appointed to search for a new director of the University Division. This, I believe anyway, is a very important unit on the campus, although it's not viewed as an academic unit. Hence, we don't hear too much about it in the Faculty Council. I believe it's a very important unit. Roughly one-third of the students on the Bloomington Campus are students in the University Division, and I believe that this search has really important implications for the future of the campus. Julie Bobay, who of course is a veteran of the Faculty Council, has been appointed Chair of this Search and Screen Committee, and I would just encourage all of you, to the extent that you have thoughts about the University Division, to contact Julie and let her know. I hope that the faculty can be involved in this search in an effective way. 


GROS LOUIS: I'll follow on that comment. I think as many of you also know, Ruth Russell, who also was on this council for a number of years and Chair of the Budgetary Affairs Committee, has taken, not a leave, but full-time as Interim Director of the University Division this year and working closely with University Division staff is attempting to redefine, redirect as appropriate. In other words, maybe no redirections are necessary. But she has undertaken a series of discussions with the staff of the University Division, as well as the advisors in schools on the campus that work with those advisors, to see in what ways University Division can be enhanced. So in addition to Julie, Ruth, I know, would also be pleased to hear any comments you have about your interactions with University Division or any suggestions you have about the structure of the organization, etc. 


AGENDA ITEM #3: PRESIDING OFFICER'S BUSINESS 


GROS LOUIS: Under my business, I'd like to announce that the Search and Screen Committee for the new director of Affirmative Action has been formed. The letters went out yesterday, so some of you in this room that have been asked to serve on this committee don't know that yet. But Professor Moya Andrews has agreed to chair that search, and the first meeting will be later this month. So if you are invited to serve, I hope you'll be able to do so. There are also two representatives from the regional campuses and two representatives from IUPUI on the Search Committee. That's all I have under my business, so we turn to the Question/Comment Period. 


AGENDA ITEM #4: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD 


GROS LOUIS: I received no questions in advance. So the floor is open. 


LICHTENBERG: I am going to talk about the ZBT thing. When you talked last time about that, you stated that you wanted due process to occur. Presumably, you could have expelled ZBT summarily without due process. I assume you wanted due process to occur. But, then I read in the Herald-Times October 25, you are quoted as saying "It doesn't seem likely that some students sat down and wrote a list like this in a short time. It seems to me a list like this might have been in the house even longer." Although it was not a direct quote, it also says, "Kenneth Gros Louis, Chancellor at Indiana University, who favors expulsion of Zeta Beta Tau," etc. I don't know whether that is accurate, because I've been misquoted myself, so I want to ask you first whether that is accurate, and if so, does not that seem prejudicial concurring before the hearings? And if it's not accurate, did you inform the newspaper to have a retraction, because it might be prejudicial? Especially, I worry about this because Dean McKaig is not a member of an independent judiciary but is a member of your own administration. And if he knows what you want, does not that give the appearance that this was a kangaroo court with the verdict and the punishment decided in advance. 


GROS LOUIS: First of all, the newspaper account is accurate. Not in those exact words, but the sentiment is correct. I don't think it was prejudicial for several reasons, Don. First, as I think you know, but you're making a different point, I realize, the hearing panel is established in the spring of every year, not incident by incident and then serves for the entire year. It's established by Dick McKaig by a process that he's had for some time following the Code of Student Ethics. The recommendation of the hearing group is made to him, and any appeal is made to him. I am not involved in receiving any of the recommendations. Now your other point, is Dick McKaig going to be influenced by what I think should be done? I don't believe so. 


LICHTENBERG: That's not what I said. Does it not give the appearance? 


GROS LOUIS: It may. I think it's wrong. It's incorrect if that's the appearance. But I take your point. It may. 


P. BRANTLINGER: On another issue, Ken, President Brand's equity review is underway in a number of the schools and perhaps in the College that I haven't heard. But I wonder how it's going to be conducted in the College. You may not know. It's a school-wide survey in smaller schools, like the School of Education. It would seem to me to make sense to have it on a department basis in the College since there's wide variation among the departments. Is it being conducted that way in the College? 


GROS LOUIS: I don't know, and I'll ask Peter. Peter, do you have any information about the College? 


BURKHOLDER: No, except that it's my understanding that they do want to do it at the school level. That is, there will be a committee. This is what I understand from Mort as of a couple weeks ago, that there will be one committee looking at the College. 


GROS LOUIS: Several observations that I might make may help clarify this. The parameters were that the salaries of women and minorities and those of white males requested, the vitae would be collected and would then be compared to the vitae of two individuals in rank for approximately the same number of years, it might be 1-4 or 5-9, whatever, various breakdowns. That would seem to me to suggest that it almost has to be done within the same discipline. But I don't know that for a fact. And essentially, at the moment, in instructions that the deans have discussed and Peter sent a memo describing the parameters of this, because we, that is Peter, President Brand, and I had discussed this some time ago, long before last Thursday. So the deans already have information on their schools that Peter's office collected, school by school, department by department. And some schools have already established committees. I know the School of Education, if anyone here can speak to that, has already established a committee through a process for the equity review. The second part of that is that the deans do plan to get together, and they have asked Peter to get them together, so that they can share with each other how they are doing in their schools to ensure some kind of comparability across the units and the libraries. I think the third point is, and somebody here if you can speak to this please do, the College Policy Committee, I assume, would be involved as well, in determining the College process. 


WATSON: The College Policy Committee has recommended that this committee have a mandate to look at general causes of these inequities and specific causes as well as, say, structural causes. Interpreted to mean that there are some fields that are heavily dominated by male faculty and some fields in which female faculty dominate. And there are big differences in the typical compensation in those fields no matter who happens to be the faculty member. 


GROS LOUIS: And interpret the instruction or request more to do it department by department for the Policy Committee? 


WATSON: Our understanding is that the instruction that I just described implied department by department. 


GROS LOUIS: So is the case, as you would expect, when you looked, sometime in August, in the HT, the campus-wide figures are not necessarily reflected in the same patterns school by school or even department by department within the College. So that there are some schools where the gender equity issue is almost non-existent. There are other schools where it's very clear there's a major problem. And ditto with departments within the College, that some departments do not have a problem and other departments have major problems. 


BURKHOLDER: We did do a breakdown in the College by department, and our observation was that there was no clear pattern. In some of the science departments which tend to have higher salaries, there was an inequality, in others, there wasn't. In some cases women were paid better than men. That same pattern, that is, same lack of pattern is in the language departments. So the intention is to compare people within the same department as much as possible. If it's a particularly small department, then to comparable departments. But the committee that is going to be doing the comparisons is a College committee, not a departmental committee. 


ARNOVE: In comparing women and minority salaries with people of comparable rank in years in rank, if there's not a prima facie case of discrimination, in other words, the salary is the same or even higher, is it still necessary to review each individual case and see if that person should be making more? Because this discussion has been going on in the School of Education. 


BURKHOLDER: The committees in the schools have discretion in terms of the comparisons. And I noted in my memo to the deans that anybody who is making 110 percent or above the average for their peer group is clearly not going to be a problem. So I would anticipate that the more there is an apparent inequality prima facie, the more interest the committee will take. But I don't think you can immediately conclude that key people who are paid the same amount, that there might not be an inequality. That still might be looked at. A woman, or the minority member, or the male faculty member can also request to buy into this. I'm sure the committees will be focusing on those that are 99 percent or below, but it's to some extent within their discretion to look at anybody who is at 110 percent or above. 


T. MILLER: Have the deans been requested to provide information to their faculty regarding this process so that people in the various units actually know what's happening and what their choices are? 


GROS LOUIS: Well, by implication, yes. Although not directly. In the School of Education have the faculty and the school been informed of the process? 


ARNOVE: Yes, we discussed it within our department. I don't know if all the other departments have. But, in fact, we were going to look at every single case, and we were going to look at the merit reviews and what the raises were by year in terms of the percentage increases. It seems to me that this is a tremendous amount of work. This is even when there is no prima facie case of discrimination, because they could still argue that this person has been exemplary and, therefore, should be making much more. But we had that discussion within our department, which is Educational Leadership and Policy Studies. Was that your question? 


GROS LOUIS: Well, the question was, and maybe Jerry and Donna can speak to it, if all the faculty in the School of Education are aware that this review is under way and that there is a school-wide committee that is going to be looking at the results, etc. 


ARNOVE: Yes, the specifics are still to be worked out with the department committee, but we are well aware of it. 


GROS LOUIS: It might be useful for Peter to take up Ted's point, simply to request the deans to make sure that all the faculty in the schools are aware this is underway. As I assume they should, since white males can ask for it as well. 


SENCHUK: I guess one important mention under gender equity might have to do with rates of promotion, representation, distinguished ranks, and that sort of thing. Does the study purport to compass that dimension, and if not, why not? 


GROS LOUIS: Well, it does to the extent that Peter was mentioning that the information given to the deans does break out years and rank, so that the comparison is done with someone who has been in rank approximately the same number of years. So, it would be a distinguished professor, x years; associate professor, x years. 


SENCHUK: But that won't be with the intent of uncovering any novelties in connection with how perhaps women lag behind in rates and promotion. 


GROS LOUIS: That's true. 


BURKHOLDER: I didn't hear the question. Were you asking whether we looked into whether there was discrimination in terms of promotion? All I can tell you is that we did do a study of the promotion and tenure rates, and women are promoted and tenured at higher rates than men. Of the cohort who are hired in any year, and pass through the system, a larger percentage of women ultimately become tenured professors, ultimately become full professors. So there does not seem to be any discrimination, and we did not find any discrimination in terms of timing, either. 


SENCHUK: And then I suppose the other related one is representation of the distinguished ranks. 


BURKHOLDER: You would have to talk to the Distinguished Ranks Committee about that [laughter]. 


P. BRANTLINGER: Just to go back to Ted's point, we haven't heard anything about this in the College, yet. But I assume that there has to be some kind of announcement to faculty, some kind of invitation to, as Peter put it, buy into it if you want your case reviewed. 


GROS LOUIS: It seems obvious that all faculty has to be informed, since all women and all minority faculty will be reviewed, and white males can be reviewed if they request it. But just to be sure of that, Peter will remind the deans that everyone should know. 


BURKHOLDER: It makes sense to me that that announcement would come after the committee has been put together, and it may be that some schools are simply ahead of others. But I will remind everyone. 


GROS LOUIS: Any other questions or comments on this item? If not, then we move to Item 6 on the agenda which is a continuation of the Procedures for Responding to Allegations of Research Misconduct. Ann, do you want to reintroduce this again? 


AGENDA ITEM #5: RESEARCH MISCONDUCT 


GELLIS: What I said last time stands. Basically, this provides a fairly detailed step by step process for the way in which complaints of misconduct are brought to the attention of the university, how those claims are handled from the point of the introduction through the system. And it follows the basic two-step process that the federal government requires. One is the inquiry stage, preliminary investigation. And then if there is reason to believe there is misconduct, it goes to the Investigation Committee which then looks in greater detail at the facts to see if, by preponderance of the evidence, misconduct has occurred. 


GROS LOUIS: This has been discussed by the council on several occasions last spring and then for a briefer period at the last meeting. So I guess the floor is open for further comments or questions of members of the committee who are here. 


NEWTON: There doesn't seem to be anything said in here about a statute of limitations. Is the idea that anybody can allege misconduct that is alleged to have occurred, say, 20 years ago? 

GELLIS: For example, if you have falsification of data, even if it's 20 years later, there may still be people out there who are using that data or who might be hurt by virtue of the falsification of data. So I think that, in terms of whether you have to investigate misconduct, I think the answer is perhaps you don't want a statute of limitations for determining that. In fact, misconduct has occurred. I think you want some form of, what I was saying last time we met, is that you want some sense that individuals may not be brought up and have any kind of going through the process and getting sanctioned for something that is essentially a stale claim many years later. And my view is, and I don't feel terribly strongly about this, is that in the law we have a distinction between the statute of limitations which says you can't bring a claim after this point. In fact, it is being brought 20 years later and that is going to have an impact on whether we consider it and whether we consider just simply correcting the record or taking further action. I don't know that, and Robin and I have talked about it. I don't know that the federal government would prohibit us from having a statute of limitations. But I think if we do, then it has to be long enough because some of these claims do take awhile before they are brought to the attention of the institution. 

NEWTON: I think that concern, in particular, is that evidence would be very difficult to obtain, if it were very old. 

GELLIS: I think that's right, and I think it may be that a particular Inquiry Committee or Investigation Committee would say, well we don't have the evidence to make a decision on this since the claim is too old and it can't be proved one way or the other. In which case, I think they would find that they couldn't make a finding of academic misconduct. 

T MILLER: My understanding of the investigation phase here is that the Investigation Committee will be appointed by the Vice President for Research. The Vice President for Research will then be responsible for evaluating the report of that committee and deciding whether that person agrees or doesn't agree with that report. It strikes me that the Vice President for Research is clearly playing a very central role in all this. Was there any thought given to having this Investigation Committee be an elected committee rather than an appointed committee? 

GELLIS: I don't think it's being elected. First of all, unless you could have a standing committee, but I don't think that you could even have a standing committee. Basically, the membership of the committee has to be tailored to whoever is the respondent for the misconduct. And you need someone from outside the university and you need someone from the faculty's own department . And so I don't think that an election would work. The other aspect of it is that these committees, both the Inquiry and Investigation committee, are in essence an advisory to the vice president. And in that sense, don't differ very much from the way other advisory committees relate to the administration of the Vice President for Research. 

T. MILLER: Let's suppose that an elected committee wouldn't work for various reasons. Could you imagine someone else appointing the Investigation Committee to somehow distance the committee? I just wonder if distancing the committee a bit from the Vice President for Research would be useful. Just a thought. 

PENSLAR: I think the suggestion that the Chancellor appoint them in place of the Vice President would be a reasonable alternative if you wanted to distance them. The Vice President is the natural person to appoint this committee, knowing the expertise of the research faculty. It has to a very particularly composed committee, which is why an election just doesn't work. We tried a standing committee and found that it simply wasn't possible to put together a working standing committee to people these processes, that they need be hand picked each time. 

DÁVILA: Forgive me. I don't have the documents that we were given last time. But is there a safeguard here as there are with other committees that report to the Vice President or Vice Presidents to the effect that whatever the results of the investigation are, are made public to the parties involved so that if the vice presidency defers to the committee or disagrees with the committee, that at least there is some openness about discrepancies? 

GELLIS: The document procedures basically give the respondent copies of all the reports as they come due, so the respondent knows at all times. Not only will the respondent know what the Vice President has done, but also what the Investigation Committee has done, and also the responses of the Investigation Committee to the Vice President. 

DÁVILA: So there is this openness. 


NEWTON: Well, I just wanted to get back to this question of who appoints the committee. If the committee is appointed by the Chancellor, it seems to me that the first thing a Chancellor would do is ask the Vice President for Research, in any case, for advice. And should be constituted a formality. And I don't really see that there is an issue of conflict of interest, or anything like that, that the Vice President for Research appoints the committee and then also makes the decision in the end. I don't really see that that makes me uncomfortable. 


GROS LOUIS: And I can imagine in instances where if there were a potential conflict, that then, whoever is in the position might ask the Chancellor to appoint the committee. There have been several instances where George has been asked to make decisions that involve funding for the Physics Department or the Cyclotron, in which he has deferred to me rather than his making that decision. 


EISENBERG: I was going to suggest that if we wanted to have kind of a double-check system here at the outset so that we wouldn't have the Vice President for Research appointing the committee and then hearing and setting on the report of the committee, then we might modify this just slightly so that the vice president in charge of research might make a recommendation to you or whoever is Chancellor about the committee. Ordinarily, the recommendation would be accepted pro forma, but there would be the Chancellor intervening between the actual recommendation and the appointments officially coming from the Chancellor. 


GROS LOUIS: I gather from what Robin said that that would be consistent with the federal legislation. 


PENSLAR: Yes, and the procedures, as they are written, contemplate the possibility of conflicts of interest and require that that be taken care of. I don't think that would be problematic to accept the amendment. 


GROS LOUIS: Should we take that as a friendly amendment, or do you want to make a formal amendment, Paul? 


EISENBERG: Yes, I'd like to put that forward as a motion. 


GROS LOUIS: Ann, is there just one place that requires an addition? 


GELLIS: Well, I guess if you wanted it changed, it would change it both places, at both steps--- the Inquiry Committee and the Investigation Committee. I think those are the only two places. I understand the motion to be that the recommendations of the Vice President would then go to a Chancellor. I think that would be fine. 


GROS LOUIS: Is there a second to the motion? 


ANONYMOUS: I second it. 


ENO: I have a question about one point in the document which I thought was extremely well done, but it concerns the issue of the appointment of the committee and relates somewhat to the issue of the Vice President. In the Inquiry Committee, both the respondent and the initiator have the prerogative to object to the appointment of the members on the basis of whether or not they conform to the standards set forth. On the Investigation Committee, only the respondent has that option. It's on page 13, well I'm not sure if it's page 13. This is the Internet copy. I wonder whether there is a reason for it, that I'm just not picking up. Why the initiator doesn't have an opportunity to object to appointments that the Vice President might make to the Investigation Committee. It's under the Investigation Process No. 1. 


GELLIS: Where do you find the Inquiry Committee? 


ENO: I beg your pardon. I didn't hear what you just said. 


GELLIS: You said that you had found in the Inquiry Committee the initiator has [inaudible]. 


ENO: Yes, on the Inquiry Committee it says [inaudible]. I'm not really objecting to it; I just don't understand why. 


GELLIS: I think it's inadvertent, as opposed to any intention. 


ENO: It just occurred to me that what we're talking about, the issue of objectivity of the Vice President, might be another way to ensure that this is taken care of in the course of a normal process. 


GELLIS: Would I assume that you want the initiator in both? 


ENO: Unless there is a reason not to have it. It's already in the one; it will be added to the other. 

GROS LOUIS: Further comments or questions? If not, let me call on Julie for a roll call vote. 


GREENEBAUM: I just wanted to say as one of those who raised objections to an earlier version of this document, that I appreciate very much the responsiveness of Ann and Robin and her colleagues to meet our concerns. Largely, they did it in good spirit and very competent. I think we've ended up with a very good document, and I hope the Council adopts it. 


GROS LOUIS: What you are voting on now is the document that you had as Circular B9-98 with the two friendly amendments that will be added to any final document. 


BFC VOTE -- RESEARCH DOCUMENT 

Arnove yes 

Bantin 

E. Brantlinger yes 

P. Brantlinger yes 

Bristow yes 

Burgan yes 

Burkholder yes 

Capshew 

Chaitin yes 

Chiagouris abstain 

Clancy yes 

Cunningham no 

Dávila yes 

Eisenberg yes 

Eno yes 

Fitzgibbons yes 

Gellis yes 

Ginger yes 

Gros Louis 

Grossberg yes 

Hanks yes 

Hegeman yes 

Heinz yes 

Hendry yes 

Johnson yes 

Koceja 

Lichtenberg yes 

Ludwig yes 

Malcomb yes 

Marker yes 

Mathiesen 

J. Miller yes 

T. Miller yes 

Newton yes 

Nilson yes 

Orensten yes 

Orr yes 

Patterson yes 

Pierce yes 

Ripley 

Robeson yes 

Schroeder yes 

Senchuk yes 

Sinor yes 

Thompson yes 

Walker yes 

West yes 

Wiggins yes 

Willett 

Wood 

Zaret yes 

Zorn 


GROS LOUIS: The vote on the Research Misconduct was 41 yes, 1 no, and 1 abstention. 


AGENDA ITEM #6: AMENDMENT OF CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS 


GROS LOUIS: We'll have the exact vote in a moment, but why don't we move on to Item 7, which is a discussion of the amendment to the constitution and bylaws. And let me turn it over to Ed Greenebaum who will guide you through all the materials that are at your place [laughter]. 


GREENEBAUM: This project has been in the works for a bit over two years now. It started with a retreat sponsored by the council's Agenda Committee and the Bloomington Chancellor in September 1995. Since then, there have been three reports; six prior occasions in which the developments of the matter has been discussed in council; and comment and contributions from a number of unit policy committees and the Chancellor's staff. And so for those who are new to council this year, this may be new, but it has been in the works for a long time. Three different committees have been shepherding it through. The year before last, the Agenda Committee appointed an Ad Hoc Committee to work on the project. Last year, the Agenda Committee itself took the leadership on it. And this year, the Agenda Committee has referred it to the Constitution and Rules Committee. Gerald Marker and I have been on each of these three groups, but there have been a diversity of other participants over the years. There are a few matters that appear in the current documentation that have not been before the council previously, and I'll point those out. But most of these have been subject to previous discussion. The idea is, as I understand from the Agenda Committee, that we should discuss the documents today and see if there are issues that need attention. Then if all goes well, the matter will again be on your agenda two weeks from now for action. And that is, in fact, the latest in the year that we think the matter could be acted upon and amendments still be implemented for next year's council. What I recommend our doing is that we work from Circular B13-98, which is like many other documents, titled Restructuring Campus Governance. It contains the inventory of proposed changes in the structure of campus governance. What I would propose doing is to, myself, go over that inventory to survey the materials for you, and then we could go through the items, perhaps by categories, for discussion to identify issues and concerns on your minds. So if that is agreeable, that is what we will do. The first category of changes, we put under the heading of BFC Membership. The proposals contain only minor changes. Well, not minor in a sense of unimportance, but statistically, minor changes in the structure of the council membership. Under these proposals, as was previously contemplated in our discussions last spring, three schools would be disentangled from the miscellaneous category and be made their own separate election units. And each election unit would have a minimum of one representative. In addition, and this is a new feature since this spring but follows through the logic of where we were going last spring, the College of Arts and Sciences would be given a representative at-large from the College to facilitate the interlocking communication between the council and the College Policy Committee which is further down the list of unit representations. Otherwise, the recommendations would fix the number of campus at-large representatives at ten which is, in fact, the number of representatives we now have. The difference is that it would fix the number at ten rather than having that number float in adjustment to the number of representatives who are worked out by formula in other units. So that the end result is that we could have a voting council membership of between 50 and 55 under these proposals rather than being fixed at 50, as the current arrangements have them. And we, in fact, contemplate, as we say in the documents, that the voting membership of the council next year would likely be at 54 to account for these 4 additional members--the 3 for the new units and the 1 at-large representative from the College-- that would likely be added to our current 50 representatives. So that covers Items 1 and 2 in the outline. Items 3 and 4. 


GROS LOUIS: You kept saying 50. Did you mean 50 or 40? 


GREENEBAUM: The 40 are the elected faculty members. The 50 voting faculty members include the 4 graduate student members, the 2 undergraduate student members, and the 4 administrative members. 


GROS LOUIS: Right, thanks. 


GREENEBAUM: We recommend not to change putting the constitutional provision and the bylaws together. We're not proposing any change in the administrative members of the council. But we think it would be useful to make the administrative members, other than the Chancellor, be determined by the bylaws, so that the council, without having to resort to constitutional amendment and referendum to the faculty, could if there were a change in administrator structure, make a change in the council membership through an amendment of the bylaws. The fourth item, which I wish I had more time to discuss and I apologize for not having an occasion to discuss this with the graduate student and AI members of the council in advance, again we're not proposing a change in the number of graduate student members of the council, we are proposing a change in the way the AI members are chosen. It hasn't worked very well in recent years for various reasons, and we can discuss it if you are interested in doing so. And we also make it a little bit flexible, the allocation of graduate student representatives between AIs and others. In other words, rather than fixing the number at three AI representatives and one graduate student to organization representatives, we make it flexible to whether two or three of the graduate students would be AI members. The fifth item is a significant item. We recommend to you that we drop the requirement currently in our constitution, that there be a minimum number of untenured members of the faculty on the council. We explain briefly why we recommend that in the fifth paragraph. It doesn't work very well, or even very honestly, in the current arrangements. The so-called untenured members generally are not untenured members, in practice. And also, it isn't very well known that in order to administer this provision, there are occasions of some frequency, when in order to get the requisite number of untenured members on the council, some units end up being represented by an untenured member not from their unit. And that is inconsistent. Probably not a good thing to start with and is certainly inconsistent with the spirit of the proposed amendments we're making under the elections category here. As we say here, if the council thought it important to guarantee a minimum number of untenured members on council, we think the only way to make that workable would be to deal with that limited to the campus at-large category. So that's the recommendations we make in summary form regarding membership structure. Regarding elections, the principal item, and this was discussed in council last spring, is to put the selection, both nomination and election, of unit representatives solely in the purview of that unit's faculty. This, actually, was a controversial item as we discussed it last spring. Reflecting on that experience, we ended up, those of us pursuing this project, thinking that the closeness of the vote on that issue was in part an artifact of the dynamics of that particular discussion. And we'll probably find that out today. We feel that balancing this feature with fixing and securing the number of campus at-large representatives gives the council assurance both that campus-wide viewpoints and unit viewpoints will be reflected in the council membership. To follow through and be consistent with the spirit of that reform, we have added another item that was not explicitly on the table last spring. And that is the question of how vacancies would be filled. And we thought it consistent with the spirit of the reform to put the filling of vacancies within the hands of units faculties as well. And we have done that through putting it in the hands of the elected faculty members of unit policy committees rather than in the Agenda Committee and Nomination Committee which is the present practice and would remain the practice for vacancies in the at-large contingency. Item 7, which deals with time lines, really is no change. It just gives better information about what our practice is and therefore, somebody reading the bylaws would be really informed on what it is we need to do. No change in practice is contemplated. So that's the changes we recommend in the elections area. School policy committee relationship is one of the matters that we had the most discussion on last spring. The further evolution of this proposal is consistent with the direction we were going in last spring but adds more flexibility to it to meet the needs and the situations of particular schools. The direction we were going last spring and the draft that we circulated to deans and school policy committees and to you about a month ago, stated that a member of the council would be a member of a school policy committee. The draft in front of you now scales that back, I think, in a sensible way. It makes a member of the council a liaison to the school policy committees. It retains the feature that the member of council who would be signing on to that role would be elected to that office knowing of that responsibility. And so, would not have this as an added afterthought which has worked better for some liaisons which have come in the other way than for others in recent years. But leaves it, as we say in our comment, to each school to work out the exact working relationship with the liaison council members. We think there may be a couple of the units which will, in fact, make the liaison member full members of their policy committee because of the nature of their policy committees. Others, we think, the liaison member might be an ex-officio voting member. Or in other instances where policy committees exercise functions that aren't really very relevant to the liaison functions, the liaison member could join the work of the policy committee and serve. I've had some favorable feedback on this version of the idea and think it may be workable. There is in front of you on a white sheet with today's date, a new version of Bylaw 7, which I commend your attention, not necessarily for intensive study right now, but certainly before our next meeting. Chuck Watson, who's fulfilled this liaison function between the College Policy Committee and the council over the past few years with great diligence and has useful experience, pointed out to us that just because we created the liaison membership doesn't mean that we would necessarily want to not continue to give the policy committees the option of having a representative who would come and join us with nonvoting, speaking privileges. And so this is redrafted to continue that. And also, we've put in a statement regarding a practice we've had the last two years, and we think ought to be a continuing practice regarding the beginning of the year meetings between the Agenda Committee, council committee chairs, and representatives of the policy committees to discuss the work for the year ahead. So there is a new version there that we are likely to incorporate in the text before two weeks from now. Items 9 and 10 are material that we discussed before and I think are not as dramatic and make good sense, so I won't discuss them right now. In the other category, these matters are not critical to the other matters on the table, but again we recommend them to you. In Item 11, we recommend that the Agenda Committee have greater flexibility in setting the number of council meetings. We think we currently have, by the constitution, something like six scheduled meetings in the fall and seven scheduled meetings in the spring. We think, perhaps, a somewhat fewer number would be possible. We set the minimum in the constitution at four each semester. There might be more than that. But that would allow a greater flexibility in the balance of council effort and faculty governance efforts between council meetings and committee meetings and other matters, and also might make it easier and more attractive for people to stand for council. Number 12 is a matter that was in our documents last spring, although I don't think it was actively discussed. It suggests that the Nomination Committee appoint committee chairs. You may want to discuss that. We think the current practice doesn't work very well, or at least very unevenly. A number of the committees don't have membership show up for their elections. A lot of the elections are, in fact, arranged by the Nomination Committee in advance, and we recommend this to you. Number 13 responds to concerns, both responsibilities mandated by the UFC constitution, also to a concern raised with us by one of the school policy committees that was one of the larger schools on campus that was concerned that they sometimes are not represented on the University Faculty Council. So that's my survey. Ken, I would recommend that we work our way back through that. 


GROS LOUIS: Let's go back then to, to maybe take them one at a time, the BFC membership, beginning with Item 1. 


ARNOVE: When these proposed changes come up for a vote on November 18, will the council be voting on each item separately, or are we voting on the total package? 


GREENEBAUM: We're operating subject to Robert's Rules as always. And unless somebody were to state a special rule, the proposal would be subject to amendment. 


ARNOVE: And some of these items, are they going to be desegregated? For example, Item 6 has two parts to it. 


GREENEBAUM: I think the Agenda Committee will have to look at that in light of today's discussion as to how they will propose to work on it. Some of the items don't work very well independently of other items. And so, as proposed amendments came up we'd have to keep an eye on that and explain to you what the implications of proposals would be. 


T. MILLER: Bob, in front of you is Circular B10-98. In a very formal sense, this document represents the motion that's coming from the Constitution and Rules Committee. And this, I think in practice, is what we would be voting on, if you will--a series of motions: one, two, three, and four. And these would be subject to amendment as has just been discussed. 


GREENEBAUM: Actually, on the overall motion, that I think you can't vote on separately, because they are an integrated package. But the motion refers to the attached circulars, and motions to amend the circulars would be in order. 


LICHTENBERG: I have a few questions. First, you mentioned that the person who would act as liaison to the policy committee would know that in advance. There are two new members of a unit who are to be elected. How would those two members know which one [inaudible]. 


GREENEBAUM: Well, the proposed bylaw instructs the Nomination Committee to indicate on the ballot which one would be elected to that office. And my supposition as to how that might look like physically was that for certain of the open positions, there would be an asterisk by them with a footnote saying this individual will fulfill this role. 


LICHTENBERG: Another question would be, in the miscellaneous group that there is now, is there only one council member elected from that group? 


GREENEBAUM: No, two. 


LICHTENBERG: So this would be to make some units much smaller. Now could you tell me how small? How many people would be represented? I mean, how many people who are represented and represent from the smallest unit as opposed to the largest unit? 


GREENEBAUM: If the decision is made to continue with the proposition that the schools with self-contained degree-granting programs on this campus would have a minimum of one representative, our smallest school is the School of Library and Information Science. And it has a faculty of under 20. So I think that would be the smallest unit, although I haven't done the counting up as to just how many will be left in the miscellaneous unit. 


LICHTENBERG: So there still would be a miscellaneous unit? 


GREENEBAUM: Yes, there are still Social Work, Nursing, the Social Research Institute, the Pointer Center, Continuing Studies--the current miscellaneous unit has about 10 or 11 groups in it. And we're taking three out of that. 


LICHTENBERG: And the one representing the largest number of people? 


GREENEBAUM: Well, once you get above the minimum, our current bylaws, and we contemplate that this will continue, call for 1 representative for each 50 members or major fraction thereof. And presuming we can continue that standard, that would continue. We have some units that have two members under that standard. We have, I think, and correct me if I'm wrong, a couple Arts and Science units that have three representatives. The structure of the current constitution does not provide for the structure of representatives. It merely says that there should be a minimum of 40 elected representatives. And it's previously been left entirely to the bylaws to set up election units. With regard to the College, that's been done by agreement between the College and the Agenda and the Nomination Committee in the past. And my understanding is that the council election units conform to the internal College election units. 


LICHTENBERG: Since you're departing so much from the principle of equal representation, have you thought of renaming it to the Bloomington Faculty Senate? 


GREENEBAUM: Not really. 


LICHTENBERG: And might that be appropriate? 


GREENEBAUM: Those words don't carry that kind of meaning for me. But what it's named is in the hands of the council, and that would also have to be ratified by the constitution. I think it would be an undesirable thing to do. We are known around the university, if not around the nation and the world, as the Bloomington Faculty Council. And I don't think I would want to create confusion by changing the name. 


GROS LOUIS: Are there any further comments or questions on Items 1 to 5? We'll try to keep this somewhat focused. 


P. BRANTLINGER: Item 4. The AI election process has not worked very well in recent years. I think I was on council when we voted to increase the number of AI members. I don't know whether that increased the number of graduate student members or not, I don't recall. But why hasn't that process worked very well? 


GREENEBAUM: Ellen is actually our expert on that, so perhaps she'll correct me if I have this wrong. The current process is a self-nomination process, where Ellen does the mailing late in the spring to all Associate Instructors on campus asking that they nominate themselves. Is it just a single ballot? 


PETTAY: There are two. A nominations ballot where they nominate themselves, and then we send out a second ballot to all the AIs listing all the names of those people who have nominated themselves. 


GREENEBAUM: The nominations process is, itself, very much a self-selection process, so that there's not a political process in the nomination. It was certainly true last year and I believe has been true in other years, in which the numbers of individuals who have nominated themselves have not exceeded the number of vacancies to be filled. So that there ends up being no political process choosing representatives at all. And there has been no organizational process. So that's the issue. 


P. BRANTLINGER: Item 4, though, also states that as amended, this will put the process in the hands of the Graduate Student Organization. Would not putting the process in the hands of GSO solve the AI problem, or couldn't it? 


GREENEBAUM: Well, that is our means for solving the AI problem. We could have kept the number at three, and if you wish to do that, that can be the case. But we thought that perhaps the balance might not be exactly right, and that we could leave it to the Graduate Student Organization to fix the balance between AI and non-AI graduate students. 


P. BRANTLINGER: That will be up to the graduate students then. 


GREENEBAUM: With a minimum of two AIs and with the specification that one of the representatives be an officer of the organization. 


P. BRANTLINGER: I'm also worried, can I go on to Item 5 here, about representation of non-tenured faculty. Every time I serve on this council about half the people are the same. And I do worry a bit about what happens when we all retire, and whether we will have reproduced ourselves. I think it's a good idea to have non-tenured faculty on council. So I'm worried about this item. 


GREENEBAUM: I think it's a fair concern. I do think that if you look at the history of council membership and look at turnover, I think you'll see that there are more new members and that the balance of age is probably a little better than your glancing impression. But I do think it's an issue. I do think it's a matter that should have attention in the nomination election process. But if we put the nomination and election process solely in the hands of units, unless we limit it to the at-large category, which is as I say would be technically feasible, we have really no way of administering on a cross-campus basis a requirement of a minimum number of non-tenured members. 


P. BRANTLINGER: So Proposal 5 doesn't eliminate the possibility? 


GREENEBAUM: Oh no, of course not. And I would hope those who are active in seeking to solicit nominations would take that into account. As I say, if the council thought it important to keep a minimum number of non-tenured members, there would be no technical reason why that couldn't be done within the at-large category. If you did want to do that, I think you might want to consider whether you would want to do that, not in terms of tenured or untenured, but perhaps more in terms of number of years of service to the university. That's more realistic in the way that it works, as I explained briefly in the note. I think it's been some time since we've had an untenured member who hadn't, in fact, already been granted tenure and was serving at least in the second year of their term of office on council as tenured, in the full sense. And perhaps, to make it a little more flexible and realistic in terms of what it is we are talking about, you might prefer to define it in terms of years of service. But that certainly is a matter, if limited to the at-large category, where an amendment to the proposals could be workable. 


P. BRANTLINGER: You said earlier, and as we are currently composed with the four non-tenured faculty, sometimes these non-tenured folk wind up representing units they don't belong to? 


GREENEBAUM: Right. 


P. BRANTLINGER: How does that work? I don't understand that. 


GREENEBAUM: The bylaws mandate that there be four non-tenured members. It also has a scheme for filling vacancies. And when you put the two of them together, some bizarre things happen. 


GROS LOUIS: So basically, in the pool that remains of the non-tenured faculty, maybe somebody from the Business School is filling the slot for humanities. 


GREENEBAUM: Well, it's not very pretty. I think it would be useful for us to, if the council would want to, for us to show some sentiment on the non-tenured issue, whether or not the council as a whole or a sufficient number wanted us to take steps to preserve that feature or whether the unbalanced membership is happy with the proposal as it stands. 


P. BRANTLINGER: Would it be reasonable to have a non-tenured unit? That is, a unit composed of non-tenured faculty? 


GREENEBAUM: I suppose if you did this limited to the at-large category, you would by implication be doing that. But you mean with the thought of the non-tenured faculty doing the election alone--a separate unit. It would be technically feasible and possibly we shouldn't get too far in that as opposed to having some discussion on the listserv between now and two weeks. If the council is not of a sentiment to preserve that feature at all, then we wouldn't need to get into it. But if they were, then we would need to have some discussion as to the best approach to it. 


GROS LOUIS: Let's go back to Items 1 to 5. Roger. 


NEWTON: It seems to me that the inclusion of non-tenured faculty members, the election of non-tenured faculty members, has never been a very realistic matter. Because given the enormous pressure on non-tenured faculty members to get tenure, it seems to me that none of us with good conscience can actually recommend to a non-tenured colleague to run for the Faculty Council and spend time on the Faculty Council rather than doing the kinds of things that would be useful for him or her for getting tenure. This is not going to get that non-tenured faculty member tenure, to be a member of the council. 


GREENEBAUM: If you were to elect people with a certain number of years service in the university, there would be some individuals who were tenured shorter than the usual period of time who might be in position to do it, or there might be those recently tenured people who would. 


BURKHOLDER: I would like to raise a small objection to what Roger just said. The Tenure Committee has increasingly, in the past several years, been looking at service and making sure that there is adequate service. We do not want to be training our junior faculty that service to the university is not something we require of them. Indeed, we want tenured people who are accustomed to giving service to the university. Therefore, I would indeed recommend to a non-tenured person that this is exactly what they ought to be doing. Because very few non-tenured people have an opportunity to do service at the campus level. And this is an ideal way to do it. 


EISENBERG: I'd like to second Peter's observation and to suggest that while it may seem to us that election to the BFC carries with it work on one of the BFC standing committees, ordinarily would represent an undue load for someone who is also doing normal service work within his or her department. The reasonable thing to expect would be that someone elected to BFC would seek to work out an equitable arrangement within the department, so that normal expectations there might be somewhat abridged. 


CHAITIN: I'm curious to know whether, in fact, in recent years there have been a sufficient number of non-tenured faculty willing to stand for election. Has there been? Just from my own personal acquaintance, the non-tenured members of faculty, that I know, are afraid to do that because they feel they have to devote all their time to their research or creative activity. And one half of me says that we absolutely should have non-tenured representatives on this council; but on the other hand, not so much a matter of recommending, but in forcing people to do it against their will, frightens me. 


PETTAY: That's correct. Some years we have great trouble getting enough people who are non-tenured, and right now we have no way of knowing who is literally untenured. The data that is provided to us from which I create the circular lists the tenured track people who will stand for election. We show an asterisk that indicates tenure, but the footnote says that the people with an asterisk do not include those people who have already received their letter of tenure, because that tenure will go into effect July 1. And, as a matter of fact, this current council that we have here, those people that were elected to the non-tenured slots, have already received their tenured letter before they were elected to the council. It's that difficult to find non-tenured people who have the time to do this before they reach tenure. 


GROS LOUIS: Ted has suggested, and it might be useful, to have a straw vote on this. Would someone like to move one way or the other just as advice to the Constitution and Rules Committee? 


BURGAN: I do have a problem with the straw vote because it's all so contingent on what follows. It seems like this present arrangement is set up in order to facilitate or to be compatible with Item 6. Is that correct? 


GREENEBAUM: What I would like, an expression of the council's sentiment, is whether or not they would like the committee to devise a scheme for representation of faculty relatively new to the university to be included in the at-large category. Because that's the only one that's feasible, that's compatible with #6. But if there's a considerable sentiment in favor of our doing so, we can develop an alternative. If the council on balance likes the proposal as we've made it, we'd be happy to stick with the proposal that we've made. 

GROS LOUIS: So does someone move one way or the other so we can take a straw vote? 


DÁVILA: May I suggest that it would be best to discuss Item 6 and subsequent items, agreeing to go over Dan's observation, if there is a contingency. And more, in the way these particular items are arranged. 


GREENEBAUM: Well, we could mark the place and hope to save a little time for straw votes at the end of the meeting. 


GROS LOUIS: Anything else on Items 1 to 5 at the moment? 


BURKHOLDER: Before we move to Item 5, I was reading the actual changes to the constitution, and there is just a very small clarification that I would find helpful. On page 4, of circular 11, section 5.6 A 1, this is the one that establishes these election units. It says "the following units shall constitute an election unit" and then lists these units. And my reading of that is that all of these are bundled into one unit, which is not what we mean to say. Can we say, "Each of the following units shall constitute an election unit"? 


GREENEBAUM: Yes, thank you. 


CHAITIN: I have a question, really just a request for clarification, concerning Items 1 and 6 together. I read in the material on the web the changes in the constitution. Perhaps I read them too rapidly, because I wasn't able to determine whether your proposal outlines or specifies the procedure that the College is to use in designating subunits, or whether that is to be left to the College. And whether, and this is where Item 6 comes in, whether, when you talk about the units faculty nominating and electing or voting on candidates, whether that would mean the subunit or the entire college. So I would like some clarification on that. 


GREENEBAUM: The proposed amended bylaws specify that it would be done by agreement of the Nomination Committee and the College Policy Committee. 


CHAITIN: Does that mean once and for all, or each time of election, or what? 


GREENEBAUM: The intention is that it would be that way until amended. It hasn't been amended for a long time, and it's been a stable situation. 


LUDWIG: Going back to #4, I find it interesting that as a self-nominated AI, [inaudible]. 


GREENEBAUM: And we're grateful too. [laughter] 


LUDWIG: I find it interesting that we're left to nominate ourselves, yet most of the council is nominated by others. Instead of giving it over and saying, okay we're going to just bring it down to two since nobody seems to be interested, I wondered if a better idea or just a different idea might be to have AIs nominated by faculty members already or by faculty at large. 


GREENEBAUM: What the proposal contemplates is that the Graduate Student Organization would develop a procedure for the nomination and election of graduate student representatives. 


LUDWIG: Okay, and that's fine. I struggle with going down in numbers or giving the option to go down in numbers. Because given the option, the probability is that oh, we don't need them so we'll just [inaudible]. 


GREENEBAUM: Well, as I said at the outset, I'm sorry that in the rush of getting this ready I haven't, because this has been one of our later creations, had the opportunity to consult with the delegation of graduate students with us. We're not proposing a change in the number of graduate students; we're proposing a, but subject to amendment, a modest degree of flexibility of the balance between AI and non-AI graduate students. There would be four graduate students in any case; the question is whether two or three of them would be AIs. 


LUDWIG: Right, and I understand that. But I also think that an AI is a graduate student and can represent graduate students very well. Whereas, a graduate student who is not an AI has no idea what AIs deal with, and what AIs get paid, and all those other things. So one can suffice for the other; whereas, a graduate student may not necessarily be able to represent AIs quite well. 


GREENEBAUM: I would like very much to hear advice from you and your colleagues on this point. This one is relatively easily adjusted. 


RAISMAN: I'm sorry, I don't mean to come across in an offensive manner. But I think that the type of flexibility is good, primarily because professional students on this campus cannot be AIs. And by allowing this type of flexibility and opening it up for professional students, we open up the opportunity for professional student representation. 


SENCHUK: It strikes me, that for all of the difficulty of getting untenured people as representatives and how onerous the demands are, it's an even more selfless task for the AIs. I would worry about putting them in a position of being nominated by faculty and feeling some obligation because of it. 


GREENEBAUM: We're not proposing that. 


SENCHUK: I thought that was one of the suggestions that was made. And then briefly, the point about the non-tenured faculty and the desirability of their university level service. It seems to me that that could be well done by something that would ensure their representation on BFC committees, not necessarily BFC membership. 


GREENEBAUM: We really do need to move on. 


T. MILLER: Let's move on to the elections section of Circular 13-98. 


FITZGIBBONS: In a way, it goes back to 4 and 5 and addresses 6 as well. But I think it moves into 6. And that is, even though several years ago when this first started being talked about, I was very much for having a closer liaison with the policy committee units and with the unit. I've begun to change my mind about this issue and have begun to think that it is more important for a faculty member to be a member of the university community and represent the university community and not just represent their unit. This goes back, in a way, to the tenure and nontenured person. I first started being a member of the Bloomington Faculty Council as an untenured faculty member in my second or third year here. And I think that what that did was introduce me to the university community in a way that I have continued, though I haven't until now, been on the Bloomington Faculty Council by design. I have continued to serve on university committees consistently during that time, because I saw myself as a member of the university community. I think what happens when you put everything back in the unit again is that you only have people representing that are active within the unit or are concerned about maybe more unit problems and issues, and I do think that university issues are bigger and broader and need a more cosmopolitan outlook. I am concerned a little bit about getting rid of non-tenured persons, perhaps. Even the idea of the AI issue, because when they were brought in since that time as representatives, I think they represent a very important part of the university community. And we deal with a lot of issues that do affect their lives. So, I just think maybe we should be very careful in terms of 6, only having people elect from within the units. Because I think once you're involved in the university community that other people outside the units know as much about you or more than within your unit, perhaps, and maybe have a better idea of how you would serve both on council and on committees. I don't know. I haven't been on the council in the last two-three years when you've been discussing some of this. I have been reading the documents as they come out. And I just thought that at least that idea should be expressed at this meeting. 


GREENEBAUM: This thought that you express eloquently was the one final debate that we had last spring that resulted in, what I referred to as, a close vote. My own experience--if I can speak by analogy of my experience on the University Faculty Council where I have gone as a representative of this campus and elected by this campus--is that that is a place where I've been heavily educated into university-wide concerns. An education I did not bring with me, but one which I hope I've brought back to this council and to my own colleagues. And it seems to me the important issue is not so much cultivating campus and university consciousness in the members of the council; we do that to each other here whether we came here with that background or not. But the question is what can we do that best inculcates that and gets that back with credibility to the units as a whole. Counterbalanced against the factors that were raised, I myself think that those elected as representatives by the units come here, and are educated in campus concerns, and go back to their constituency policy committees and otherwise. That may be a more effective way to inculcate this campus consciousness and what may, I guess it much an overstatement, but may have been the case of those of us already. We've come and preached to the choir, talking here, but we may not be the right ones to take that message. 


DÁVILA: I should like to advise that we proceed very deliberately with Item 6, because indeed that is, as Ed Greenebaum has said, we had discussion last year and it is very critical that we avoid, in the service of efficiency and solidarity to our units, a type of parochialism, or as Professor Newton said last year, a balkanization where we pursue or bring items that are particularly interesting or partisan to our units at the expense with this very statement of a more university-oriented direction of council. I do believe that this question of equal representation and the lack thereof, as we exist as a council, whether we call ourselves a senate or a council, does bring to life the fact that as with the Vice President for Research, we tend to be advisory, though our advice is often heard; nevertheless, we are advisory. And one of our greatest strengths is to operate in terms of favoring a university orientation as opposed to our particular units, which are unequal. Some are light and flexible, as the smaller schools. And there are advantages to that, as on the basketball court or football field. But there are also disadvantages to that. [Inaudible]. It is not contrariness to request and ask that we reflect very carefully on Item 6. And really decide with deliberation whether we want to throw out the fact that the election as with things of import in national government or campus-wide or system-wide matters should be left to all the people or just to those that are locally oriented in terms of representation. So, what I'm saying is, I think that Item 6 conceivably could be to attachment to parochialism that would not be in the best interest of what council is all about and what a senate advisory function is all about. At this time, I am just making this statement so we can discuss it further come our next meeting. 


GREENEBAUM: We have discussed this quite a bit. It's clear that we have different visions of what the consequences of the proposal would be, and we are going to have to reach some decision one way or the other on the matter. 


ENO: I probably only have something to say about this because I haven't heard all the prior discussions last year, but it strikes me a more likely consequence of keeping the situation as it is. It's not that we're encouraging university-wide consciousness in the members of the council and those who are voting. But rather that we get more of the same members on the council rather than fresh faces more often because recognition of names tends to move slowly outward from local units. I think that probably that's the main impact that this change would have--is you'd have people coming to the council a little bit earlier than they might otherwise come to the council, because they're better known more quickly within their unit. Whereas, a name that has come up several times before that is familiar throughout the university; people will tend to vote for that person or vote against that person, perhaps. But that's the person who determines the outcome of the election rather than the name that is not known through the broader community. And in line with the idea of having larger participation by people who have been here a shorter amount of time and turning over fresh faces, this seems to me like a good proposal despite the possible consequences. 


DÁVILA: I would submit, that in spite of what we said about same old faces time and time again, that as I've served on council off and on through the years I have seen many a new face. And I would also submit that this type of melody, this danger of the same old faces, affects departments, colleges, and many other of the units throughout campus because, in part, the people that serve are those that might be interested in serving at the departmental level, or school level, or at the campus-wide level. So I'm not too sure that this type of indictment is necessary based on facts. But there are people that are interested in matters different. And that generates this particular type of feeling that we need to bring in fresh blood and so forth. 


GREENEBAUM: Can we discuss it, now. 


T. MILLER: I think we should, perhaps, in the time remaining focus on Point 8. 


CHAITIN: I have a question about Point 8. It seems to me that while I can understand how this proposal evolved, I'm not at all sure that it will serve the purpose that I think you and me had in mind at the start of this process, namely, to try to ensure, as much as possible, that the decisions of this council would not be looked on as something alien to be rejected by the individual schools, but rather there would be some sense of mutual participation and cooperation. The problem that I see with this proposal is that it seems to go only one way. Instead of having people from the policy committees of the schools and College sit on this council, we have people from the council going to the policy committees. While that certainly is better than nothing, I'm not sure it would be as effective as the other method. And let me just add one tiny little other remark. I understand it would be terribly difficult to sit on both an active policy committee within a school or College and to be an active member of the Faculty Council. So unfortunately, I don't have a better proposal, but I do have doubts about this proposal. 


GREENEBAUM: With Chuck Watson's help, in fact, there is room in this for its going both ways. Part of the difficulty with the earlier thinking is that we first thought of it one way and then we thought of it the other way, and it doesn't work very well. We still maintain the invitation to the policy committees to send representatives to the council, as well as setting up the liaison the other way. 


CHAITIN: What will be the motivation for doing that? 


GREENEBAUM: Well, they may want to do it more than they have in the past. Because they may well have better information about matters coming to the council and issues coming before the council and at an earlier time, so that the prepared [inaudible] for them, and so that they may be drawn more to the council, especially as needs and issues arise. Clearly, it's a device that will need active participation and cooperation to work. But I think that whatever the formalities that we set up, that will be the case, anyway. The critical thing, as I see it, is that people fulfill responsibilities that they contract for. And it seems to me that the central problem in the scheme that we have is that this responsibility of liaison; Chuck and some others, for example, have fulfilled very well, but other schools have not been well represented. That it is something added on to a burden, a significant burden that they had already contracted to do. But then the question arises how do you structure it in a way so that what it is you're contracting to do is not too burdensome so that nobody would be willing to undertake the responsibility. So that's why we've cut it back. Some of the schools have very substantial policy councils, three that I think of, substantial in numbers. I can foresee that it would be possible to be a member of such a council without having a lot, other than the meetings involved themselves, not having a lot of additional responsibilities in terms of committee work and specific obligations. We have a couple schools where the policy councils have only two elected faculty members, only two elected members from this campus in the instance of a system school, although that's not the right terminology these days, University School. In that context, the burden on that individual to be members of both in the form that we have conceived would be very difficult . There are a variety of other situations. The College has a committee of 9, I think, for a faculty of something like 800. That dynamic is very different from any place else on the campus. So it's our judgment that it can work. It will take some spirit to make it work. But we haven't found anything else that does resonate with an adequate number of schools. I still don't know how SLIS will do it; they don't have a council there. They have such a small faculty. 


ROBESON: My question is along the same lines. I'm thinking about how workable this is, and just how much communication there has been between the policy committees, and the deans, and your committee in terms of whether or not the policy committees might see this as an intrusion, for instance. 


GREENEBAUM: Why don't we hear from Paul? 


WATSON: I could address that at least for the College. There has been a good deal of back and forth as this proposal evolved over time, and if you've been following it, there were quite a few very different versions. One we interpreted, perhaps erroneously, was that there would be six members elected to this body who would come over and join the College Policy Committee. But that's one way to do it. And there were other suggestions. And finally, it has evolved to this current one. Which at least, in our last meeting when discussed, seemed pretty workable compared to a variety of others. We have been sending a representative here on a regular basis. And then at times when maybe issues arose that obviously affected the College and were of great immediate interest to the BFC, we might come over with more than one person to make a presentation. And we have done that. 


GROS LOUIS: The retreat that I referred to in the fall of 95, for those of you new to the council and who may not have been at the retreat, the concept of linking the school and College policy committees to the BFC was, I think if not the number one, it was one of the top two items that emerged from the retreat as being most desirable if it were to be some kind of faculty governance reorganization. And that's because of the budgeting system and the increased authority that the policy councils and the committees of schools now have. So there has been more discussion. Ed has met with the dean's group on several occasions. They were very positive about having their policy committees linked to the council and really quite neutral about their own participation in the council, which was another issue at the retreat. 


GREENEBAUM: Thinking about the relationship to the deans is important. This is not only a matter of improving communication with the policy committees, but also as a vehicle through the policy committees to involve the academic deans as an early enough stage of consciousness of what's going on in the council. And we think the policy committees are the closest to the deans, and if they are also close to us, the deans will have more of an interest in them in some instances. And it will be a better communication with the deans, as well as with the policy committees. 


GROS LOUIS: We have reached the mandatory adjournment time. Any thoughts obviously between now and the 18th, send on the listserv, probably would be the easiest thing to do. So the members of council could comment on them. 


GREENEBAUM: We would hope that if you have amendments you would like to offer, you would let us know and let us help you shape them up in ways that would be compatible with the scheme. We'd like to do that. 

