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ACTION TAKEN:

The Council unanimously approved changes proposed by University Computing Services and its faculty advisory body, the Academic Computing Policy Committee, to the policy statements distributed in the UCS pamphlet entitled "Computer Users Privileges and Responsibilities, date Fall 1991. The amendment to section 6 reads as follows:

The University will provide an industry-standard level of system security on University-maintained systems. Users are responsible for maintaining properly the protections under their own control, specific to files associated with their computer accounts.

AGENDA ITEM #1: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

Ed Greenebaum announced the election of Allen Grimshaw as emeritus faculty representative to the Council. The newly elected Nominations Committee will meet later this week to appoint standing committees for next year. Laura Ginger (Chair, Constitution and Rules Committee) updated the Council on several issues concerning UFC and BFC committee structure (Circular B32-97).

AGENDA ITEM #2: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD

There were no questions or comments

AGENDA ITEM #3: TENURE AND PROMOTION REPORT

Deborah Freund (Dean of the Faculties) reported on the promotion and tenure process at IUB over the last few years. The report covered three major areas: 1) a description of the process from the department level to the Board of Trustees 2) a statistical report and 3) policy issues to consider. These last included: questions about the effect of waivers, the balanced case, the weight given to teaching and protection of the identity of students writing evaluations of faculty. Myrtle Scott (Chair, Campus Tenure Committee) joined Freund in observing that the process generally works well and that the faculty serving on promotion and tenure committees approach that service with great dedication. She added a couple of area of some concern, however: 1) the considerable variation in the roles plays by administrators from unit to unit and 2) an "over-reading" of outside letters of evaluations; including a search for higher levels of praise or emphasis on one negative phrase. It is anticipated that reports on the promotion and tenure process will be given to Council every three years by the Dean of the Faculties. This discussion of Freund's report will continue at an April Council meeting; additional copies of the statistical data distributed at the meeting are available from the Dean of Faculties Office. Council members are urged to direct any questions or comments raised by the report and handouts to Dean Freund in preparation for that discussion.

AGENDA ITEM #4: COMPUTER USERS PRIVILEGES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Sue Ferencz (Director of Policy and Planning, Office of the Vice President for Information Technologies) and Don Robinson (Chair, Academic Computing Policy Committee) presented revisions of the policy statement on security (Circular B31 -97) in response to an earlier discussion of the matter at the BFC meeting on October 1, 1996. The section was revised and the changes were approved by the ACPC. Robinson also identified the insertion of the words "network capacity" at several points in the document and stated that those insertions had also been approved by ACPC. The policy statement changes were approved unanimously.

AGENDA ITEM #5: NON-TENURE-TRACK FACULTY

Bill Burgan (Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee) introduced Circular B33-97, Interim Report on Policies Governing Non-Tenure Track Faculty. Burgan reported that the Committee is now working to develop a comprehensive regulation of academic appointees who offer courses for credit, with particular attention to non-tenure track faculty. The Committee's goal is a set of policies that will make possible the disciplined assignment of faculty to appropriate ranks, as required by the UFC resolution adopted last year and approved by the Trustees. Discussion of this topic is impeded by current, widespread inconsistencies in the use of academic ranks. Burgan clarified that the charts accompanying the report represent percentages of courses — not sections — taught by various categories of appointees. A course taught in one section would count as one, but so would a course taught in eighty sections. Although this selection of data puts the best light on tenured and tenure-track faculty contribution to teaching, the Committee remains concerned with the growth of dependence on non-tenure track appointees. Burgan identified two matters for Council comments and discussion: 1) should the goal of reducing dependence on non-tenure track faculty be consider a premise of the present effort at regulation or a policy option that may or may not prove warranted by further study of existing arrangements? 2) Should the Committee continue to pursue the possibility of granting all full-time non-tenure track faculty, who serve for extended periods of time, the protections approved last year for full-time clinical faculty?

In subsequent discussion, the formation of campus level committees to monitor renewals of part-time appointees was suggested as a means of preventing haphazard expansion At the same time, the need to study hiring constraints and practices in a variety of settings was stressed as a precondition of policy-making; and some members voiced a concern that broad application of the clinical model to other categories of non-tenure-track faculty might conflict with the goal of reducing their numbers.

Ann Bristow Secretary

Bloomington Faculty Council 3/4/97
Greenebaum:   would like to announce that Allen Grimshaw has been elected to fill the emeritus vacancy on the council for next year so he will be added to our roster I would also like to announce that your new nominations committee will be meeting on Friday to appoint standing committees for next year that means that time is of the essence for any of you who have not yet returned your committee preference forms this is especially important for those of you who are continuing on next year’s council seeing as how all council members are appointed to at least one committee and if you don’t return the preference form you may be appointed to a place less of your preference speaking of committees you have in front of you a memo from Laura Ginger on behalf of the constitution and rules committee do you want to address that?

Ginger:  Well I guess I won’t read it to you you’ll be happy to know this is a follow up about a month ago we circulated here a lineup of the BFC committees versus the new USC committees and there were a couple of holes in the BFC structure where we didn’t have anything that matched up to the USC structure so there were issues regarding whether we should have a standing technology policy committee whether we should have a standing rupc both of those issues are addressed in this memo in the first case we are still consulting with people who know about these things and haven’t yet decided what to do as for the RDPC the current group has recommended that we rely on the university level committee to handle those sorts of matters finally I guess I’m authorized to say the agenda committee intends to assign the ROTC issues to EPC as long as nobody has serious concerns about that if you do you should let us know but that’s where we plan to put those matters rather than having a separate committee for them and that’s about it for me

Greenebaum:  The bottom line of which is there’s no unfinished business regarding committee structure to prevent the nominations committee from doing its work on this Friday.  We have a few visitors with us today with speaking privileges the agenda committee invited Myrtle Scott who is chair the faculty chair of the campus tenure committee currently to be with us and she is here to participate in the discussion of item 3 on the agenda also Mike Dunn has been given we’re giving speaking privileges to Mike Dunn on the same subject when we get to item 3 which we will do quite shortly you should keep in mind that our discussion on that matter will end approximately 4:25 for us so Debbie and Myrtle can leave and go in fact to participate in the campus promotion excuse me tenure committee meeting if our work on the item is if our discussions are unfinished the agenda committee expects to place it again on an April agenda for us to return to and given the thickness of the stack of statistical tables that we find in front of us it seems conceivable we may not pay justice at all in a few minutes time before we do that it’s time now to open the floor for a question and comment period are there we have received nothing in advance do BFC members have anything they would like to raise on this occasion?  If not we will turn to tenure and promotion report and Debbie Freund will help us with that.

Freund:  Hello to the gang and a definitely one of ours and we love you and on that type of (Amy Berkol?) added talking about this topic you both asked to be here and in this case Myrtle is now my conscience who will say things that I have forgotten or reinterpret when I’m wrong but also talk bring to life for you a process that she’s been (building?) the last 3 years and you can add any stint to it that you like I have an outline for my talk today and I wanted to first introduce you to the tenure and promotion process at IU so for those of you who aren’t thoroughly familiar with it or haven’t participated in it in a long time will certainly get anchored in exactly what the process is then I wanted to move on to some statistics on tenured promotion that is the rainbow package you have in front of you and then to talk about what I think are policy issues and those policy issues include getting rid of the waiver the ballot’s place and how teaching how  we’re doing in evaluating teaching in the promotion and tenure process and student protection.  I think that there’s going to be too much to discuss for one day in a 15 minute period of time so if it’s ok with you what I’d really like to do is try and pinpoint go through the entire presentation without interruptions in other words give you broad brush through all the statistics and then give you some flavor of how I feel about some of these waiver issues and then come back perhaps to the meat of the statistics and whatever else then in the remaining time today or next time you may wish to think about

OK to start with the introduction to promotion and tenure process who does what and what does it mean and the first thing I’d like you to remember was it Yogi bear who said it’s not over until it’s over the tenure process is a very long and complex process some people I think would call it but it isn’t over until the board of trustees signs on the line and the tenure becomes affective or in the case of a negative vote if it has to go through a board of review that board of review has taken its action and depending on what their action is the Chancellor of the campus acts or the matter is set to rest so it can take a long time.  It’s initiated when an individual automatically comes up for tenure and promotion I’m going to let me say I want to focus mostly on the tenure process the promotion process is identical except in a few instances so I will try and point those things out they come up more in the numbers than they do in the process itself in the case of tenure an individual comes up automatically for the decision on tenure and promotion at the end of the fifth probationary the beginning of the sixth probationary year and somebody who is an associate professor coming up for a rank promotion can so indicate when he or she wants to come up for that process now in the case of tenure as you probably know that you can come up early if you so choose but you have one and only one chance through our process or it can be delayed if you take a leave without pay which stops the tenure clock and I’ll come back you’ll see some evidence of that and how often that’s occurring in the data when you choose to come up you put a dossier together and someone in your department is supposed to help you put that dossier together often a chairman or a senior colleague and anecdotally I can tell you that’s not even processed through the university but that’s supposed to be somebody who helps you present the best case and put the stuff in there in a way that makes the best case for you and makes sure that all the things that have to be in there in a mandatory sense are also in there at that point the department chair calls a committee often a subcommittee of full professors of tenured faculty all according to the governance in that department who will discuss that case and make a recommendation usually to the full tenured faculty in that department in the case of tenure or to the full professors in the case of a promotion they’ll hear the case discuss it and a vote will be taken a secretary will in fact write up the elements of that case and advance it to the chair person that vote is advisory to the chairperson that chairperson makes a decision writes up the basis of his or her decision and then forwards it to the dean of the college or the dean of the school in which that person participates in the case of SPEA and Journalism I think they’re the only two no in Optometry those 3 schools are fairly small and do not have separate departments so that the first step actually is a school committee which reports to the dean.  When that case gets advanced to the dean he or in the case of the libraries puts together a committee to review all tenure or promotion cases or sometimes both it differs by school and then the process is then repeated at the level of the school or college a vote is taken the basis of the vote is then reported to the dean and is advisory to the dean who then makes up his or her own mind yea or nay writes that up and forwards it to me at that point I convene the tenure advisory committee or the promotion advisory committee who works through the case in the same way they report their votes and the basis of those votes to me in an advisory way I then forward them on to Gros Louis for his signature he doesn’t have a committee he generally he reads them all believe it or not for those of you know Ken I don’t have to say believe it or not he reads them over Spring Break generally and in the wee hours of the night while I’m sleeping and then he usually signs off on most of them where he disagrees we’ll talk about it and then it goes up to Miles who in the last 3 years who has read only 1 case so Miles then forwards it to the board of trustees who takes a vote and generally there’s no discussion at the level of the board of trustees now at each level in the process the handbook requires that the person in charge let the candidate who’s undergoing the personnel action know immediately the results of a vote and the basis of a vote so if it’s yes you’re supposed to know as quickly as possible I forget what the exact language is but in a timely manner I think is what it says and in the case of a no vote the same and at that point the candidate if it’s a no vote asks for the basis of the decision that is something that indicates why that particular committee or dean whoever it is recommending them tenure and that the candidate at that point is permitted to rebut all the basis of decision on which the tenure was voted down this should start if the no vote is at the department level then the rebuttal takes place at the department level if it’s at the level or the school or college same there if it’s at the level of the university same there similarly if a case is turned down at the department level but reversed into a yes at the college or school level that rebuttal information is then included in the dossier but at the time the yes takes place no more rebuttals would be necessary however if after that rebuttal is included the department to which you are rebutting still turns it down and the chairperson still says no that information that was the source of the rebuttal goes on to the college or school if the college or school committee and or deans also vote no that person may rebut once again at the level of the dean and similarly at my level and similarly at the level of the chancellor of the campus the reason it’s not all over until it’s over because in the process you see yes’ becoming no’s and no’s becoming yes’ and it really isn’t until Gros Louis makes his final decision that we know pretty much that we know pretty much what the campus decision will be it’s not over at that point for an individual who has for whom it looks like he or she is being denied tenure because that person A has had the right to rebut up to 4 levels at that point and also should there be procedural errors is permitted to go to the board of review later on so just because you get a no at the level of a department or a school really doesn’t mean it’s over it’s only the final one that counts

Now I thought since I know it best I would give you an idea of how we do our work the committee does it’s work at the campus level I’m talking about the tenure advisory committee and the promotion advisory committee is their everyone on the committee and there has to be 10 persons on each committee 4 from professional schools 6 from the college and people serve generally 3 years and then they rotate off everyone on that committee reads the dossier and dossiers take anywhere between 5 and 8 hours to read now once you’ve been on the committee you know how to read them more efficiently but I remember when I started I was taking about 8 hours for each one so it’s a lot of work I think it’s probably the most important committee in the university and also the most timely one the most time consuming one we use a system in which we have 3 levels excellent, satisfactory, and unsatisfactory.  And I should point out to you that pretty much squares with what every school does except for the college which in 1992 or so adopted its own nomenclature and I will tell you that complicates the process a good deal as we try to map from the college’s language to official university language for the balance case and I’m going to come back to this the balanced case has both its good points I think and it’s bad points but one of the more difficulties was because you used language to describe what the balance was rather than an adjective we at the university level have tried to come up with an adjective that describes strength across the board and whereas we have excellent satisfactory and unsatisfactory we call a balanced case someone who in all 3 categories is very good and to us very good means almost excellent but not quite but way, way ahead of being satisfactory in all categories so that’s basically what I wanted to say about the tenure and promotion process at IU and finish by saying that the board of review I think is often misunderstood you take something to the board of review and the case and the denial only when you believe there is a procedural error

Now I want to go on to statistics on tenure and promotion and what I’ve done is simply compiled to you for you the data in I think a couple of different ways that you will find of interest ok and I’ve compiled only data since I’ve been in Bryan Hall because that’s what I understand and for example Ann you’re looking at the wrong table first so I’ll pick on you the first to make any sense of this you have to go in a particular order the first one is blue and it says tenure analysis by race and sex and I’ve got to go get my here these give you the basic overall data for the past three years simply on in any given year how many people have come up for tenure and I have a whole other packet on promotion in the back and what were the results so let me just walk you through one year and then we can come back to the other years which are pretty similar if you look at the first page which is tenure analysis by race and sex it should say gender but anyway for 1993 to 94 you will see that overall 44 people came up for tenure decision that year 38 on the faculty side and 6 librarians I’ve then broken it down by gender and by race because I was interested in seeing how women and people of color did moving through our tenure system as you all know there’s been concern about the representation of women and minorities on our faculty and I think it’s fair to say from in our data that we’re doing a lot better women are a higher and higher fraction of the untenured ranks but they are moving they are getting promoted in most cases more often than men that is the probability that a women is getting promoted is actually higher than a man if you’ll look on the first page you’ll see that 15 of the 16 women who came up for 15 of the 16 women faculty who came up for tenure were granted tenure in 93-94 for men it was 18 out of 22 then if you look below you will see that of the 37 individuals who were white 32 of them got tenure there was one person who got African American and he or she got tenure that year so that’s 100% and if you will continue to see that women are doing very well getting tenured and promoted as are people in underrepresented groups if you turn to the next page you will see tenure decisions including librarians and here I wanted to give you a feeling for if there were over turns how many and at what levels now I will tell you that in my four cycles doing this there has never been an overturn of a librarians’ decision so all of these are in fact faculty.  But between the dean’s decision to the campus that means when my vote would be counter to dean’s vote does everybody understand that so out of 42 that’s really in fact if you look on the faculty side it was really only 38 that particular year there were two times when my decision and Ken’s decision Ken’s decisions I should tell you are virtually identical to mine there’s only been one decision in 4 years of mine that he’s disagreed with so I haven’t split those out but in two instances my decision would be different than a dean’s the chair decision to the dean would be an instance where the dean’s vote was different than a department chair’s vote and that was 4 decisions out of 30 and then finally the department decision to a chair that would be in this particular year the chairs always agreed with their departmental committees so it isn’t very often that an overturn takes place although the next tenure cycle 94-95 there were several more and then last year was almost identical to 93-94.  I should tell you also that you can’t make too much of it because it’s not always the same cases that are involved.  Sometimes it is and sometimes it’s not.  

Ok now what I want you to do is go to the yellow which says tenure track faculty cohort for appointments beginning 1988 1999.  And while you’re getting this I would hope that all of you are here who know Susan McCammon will send her an email thanking her for spending the last month of her life getting these data together for you I’m embarrassed to tell you that very little of this is computerized it has to do with how far behind we are in our administrative data systems so she’s had to go back and calculate a lot of this stuff by hand and it’s only a labor of love I think that she would do it and for all of those of you who’ve worked with her you know how great she is at it.  Anyway the yellow sheets are meant to portray something different and I don’t think these kind of data have ever been reported the BFC before.  Here I wanted to give you a feeling for how a cohort of individuals actually went through the university now what do I mean by a cohort in the case of 1988 to 1989 there were sixty eight people who were hired into entry level tenure track positions first year assistant professors and what I’ve done ask Susan to help me do is track through the fate of those 68 individuals up until the point they’re tenured or not these data are different are different from what you find in the blue because what you see in the blue is just a snapshot in time that is for any given year individuals could come up from different cohorts because they took leave without pay or something like that so and a lot of people you’ll see never get to tenure time and I think in order to understand tenure rates you pretty much have to understand where people drop off as they go through the process so let’s start out with and we don’t have to do this for each of the cohorts you might want to look at these but I’ve provided you three years of data I thought I’d just give you a glimpse there’s 68 people of whom 88% were white, 6% were African American and 4 were Asian Americans and no particular no Hispanics that year who were entering the faculty now for a variety of reasons 17 out of the 68 people resigned prior to their tenure decisions year.  I would really like to know why they resigned some people don’t like it some people have spouses who can’t find employment here and they leave some people get better offers some people think they’re not going to make tenure and bow out or counseled out in fact those are things I hear but I can’t tell you which of those applies to each of these 17 I think as we get better administrative data I’ll try to find that out but as you all know there’s a sensitivity involved here it’s often very difficult and hard for an individual who is leaving and while I would really want to know to see if there are things in faculty culture which could be changed to make it a better place for faculty by the time they leave they sometimes are so angry and unhappy that they don’t want to hear from somebody in Central Administration asking them for an exit interview and why they’re leaving.  Ok in addition to those 17 there were 8 who were issued letters of non-reappointment after their 3rd year review so you’ll see that there are 25 people who are out of the tenure process by the time that they actually come up for a decision if you go to the next page 2 for the tenure track faculty cohort between 88 and 89 you will see oh and I should point out I’m going to get to a piece of data I want to point out to you in a minute sorry about that I thought it was earlier then you will see that there’re 39 people who came up for tenure on time or who were scheduled early and of those all 39 of them that year were granted tenure.  If you go if you look in future years it’s not always 100% it’s a relatively high number because what I think is going on is something like survival of the fittest where by the time tenure comes the signal should’ve been pretty clear that people are going to make it or not now it’s not a perfect process but I think that’s what’s going on.  You should then see that there are a number of people who delayed tenure due to a leave of absence that was 4 this particular year and you will see that in that particular year more women than men availed themselves of that but by and large it’s more men than women who avail themselves of (291 le wops?) and I want to come back to that because I wonder if that means anything and then of those people who delayed a year all four of them came up and all four of them were tenured and I won’t go on to the rest of the cohorts but I think it’s interesting to see that somewhere around a third to half of the people actually drop out way before the tenure process they would go through the tenure process.

Ok the next sheet is green and it’s labeled the basis for which tenure was granted or denied 1993-1996.  And here I’ve grouped the three years together because I don’t think one can generalize for any one year but I wanted to show you where the area of excellence was for each in the case of the persons who were granted tenure what was the area of excellence and the case of a tenure denial what was the to give you some feeling for what was the reason they were denied now there’s a little asterisk footnote for the columns indicating a denial of tenure and what this means is if somebody for example is found to be unsatisfactory in teaching now remember you have to be excellent in one thing and satisfactory in the other two to be granted tenure or promotion or you have to be very good across the board at least that’s how we define it at the university level to qualify for tenure or promotion based on the balanced case so if for example you’re unsatisfactory in one area like teaching you could have been excellent in another area like research but you would still be denied tenure on this table that person would show up under tenure denied and his or her area of excellence would not show up in the columns under tenure achieved are you with me so we’re actually counting heads here so I’ve tried to give you all the different well I’ve given you all the combinations that occurred if you go down you’ll see not surprisingly that the preponderance of cases research excellence is the area in which people have come up there are a number have been over time a number of teaching excellence cases and I want to come back to how we evaluate teaching and some of the prospects and problems in a minute there has been one person granted tenure based on service there was there were 4 people last year who were granted tenure based on the balance case and one each the year before so a total of 6 the last 3 years then there were several individuals who were strong in all had excellence in all 3 areas that would be the next category who were excellence in research and teaching that’s the next area who were excellent in research and service that’s the next area and teaching and service that’s the next area so you see all of them now one of the things that’s important to keep in mind at least at the level of the campus committees and this I can’t say whether this is really true at the level of the department or school or college is that the campus committee really tries to make the best case for  the person whose dossier they’re evaluating what do I mean by that it is not an uncommon occurrence for the tenure promotion committee to recommend tenure based on an area of excellence which is not the one that the candidate him or herself has chosen if we think if the campus committee believes that you’re not excellent in one area but they could make the case for you in another area they will and I would say Myrtle you could help me this happens a few times a year at least and that gets us into a whole set of problems particularly in the teaching area they’re not big problems but I would like to alert you to them.  

Finally if you look at the I don’t know what to call this lightish pink and the salmon ones this reports all the data for promotions and I won’t go over them but you get a similar flavor from them ok now I want to go onto the policy issues and we should have at least 10 or 15 minutes for the beginning of discussion. 

Waivers.  3 years ago you all voted that all letters should be opened prior to that some of you may recall that somebody who was undergoing a personnel action could waive the right to see their external letters of evaluation now it’s an open process and I think it’s really the case that this is increased the number of declinations we’ve had for outside letters that is the number of people we have to invite to get the 10 letters that we need is more than we ever had to before people are declining in droves and we believe it’s because of the open letter policy but there’s no way of proving that it’s hard to know how that affects the person in question I can’t speculate but I am going to come to one issue related to it right now.  When you have open letters we think people tend to be less critical because they don’t want to be too critical knowing that a colleague of theirs is going to receive the letter we think I can tell you that there’s at least one negative consequence of that and that’s something that I’ll call a feeding frenzy there is a tendency on campus committees and I know college and school committees because deans have told me to do something which I call over reading external letters we tend to want to see letters with extremely strong adjectives describing the person best in their class absolutely outstanding superior to anyone in the world statements like that when you don’t see them you wonder why they’re not there and so we tend to read their omission as if that’s some that we can read their omission as if it’s something bad or similarly if somebody is saying that someone’s research output is above average we tend to take that not at its face value of being better than at least half of the people but as a negative as having a negative connotation and I think we saw that less when the letters were closed which was my first year so I don’t know that you would all want to vote the waivers back in and I don’t know if people are systematically being hurt by it but it’s something that is of concern to me.  The balance case.  I mentioned before how we defined it at the campus level and of course there’s some of you who like it and some of you who don’t for reasons that you are aware of one problem that it creates for us at least at the campus level is the vagueness of the definition which is why we’ve had to define it as very good ourselves how is it being used well I think it’s being used appropriately almost all of the time that is for people who aren’t excellent in anything but are so good in everything that you tend to see their research service and teaching intertwined you can’t pull them apart they’re all over the campus all the time there is a little bit of a concern however that it’s used as the default category to tenure someone when you have a school that really wants to keep someone because they’re a good citizen or for some reason but they can’t quite document excellence in some area and they can’t quite make the overall case but they try anyway and we feel at the campus level I think that we should really make sure that these people are very good at everything that they do and not use it as a default category but there’s always that tendency and you know it’s a self monitoring thing and by and large I always think the process is fair I want to tell you I think I’ve never seen committees which work as hard as this committee does which tries to do right by the person and I think it’s a fair process and one of the highest integrity I don’t think that big mistakes are being made but I tell you my concern only because these are people and colleagues to all of us and you want to make sure that everybody is being served by the balance case in the way that they’re supposed to be served how is finally two other things how is teaching being treated in the tenure promotion process I think the answer is a lot more seriously at least since I’ve took over now it’s not perfect the first thing I’d like to tell you is the teaching part of the dossiers are getting better but they have a long way to go a longer way to go when I came in I said to all the deans do not be hesitant to send up a teaching excellence case but similarly don’t just assume everybody’s satisfactory in teaching without proving it I think we do a better job probably of policing the bottom even than we do the top that is we’re beginning to really take seriously whether somebody is a satisfactory teacher and in some cases people have been have not been recommended for tenure because they didn’t think they cut the mustard some of those cases were reversed but in several cases they weren’t.  

What are the things that we could be doing better.  Well the first thing is generally everybody everyone I think it’s virtually 100% of the cases in the tenure dossier is they’re information from best or another similar service on campus who perform student evaluations but we all know that there are multiple ways of evaluating teaching and not all of them are being used certainly not all of them should be used in any one case but we can do more peer evaluation of teaching we’re beginning to see much more of it but I think it needs to be reutilized at the level of governance in our departments that we should be doing it other things I think we could be doing is documenting tenure excellence cases I think there’s still a campus culture problem that fewer people are being put up for excellence in tenure than rightly should be being put up a lot of the instances where you see dual research and teaching are instances where we’re quite sure at the campus level a person is really and excellent teacher but the culture below hasn’t wanted to risk it if you will so that dossier doesn’t come with as fully developed a teaching case as it might and yet it would be easy to do so for those individuals it would be very revealing for others and I think it would provide a lot of satisfaction to our colleagues knowing that they were being recognized in this way so I think that we can use more than one method for documenting our teaching in terms of models of best practices I think the other thing that I would keep in mind is sometimes what you see is somebody who fully anticipates to come up for tenure based on research excellence but decides that their best case is really teaching excellence but much later like in their fourth or fifth year so they haven’t kept their files with all the stuff up to date that might make that case and the schools in their culture don’t remember to do something very important that is we all know how to evaluate research that is or our standard practice if we know how to evaluate it is to ask for external reviewers to evaluate that person’s research we could do that for teaching couldn’t we if a person had a textbook we could ask users of that textbook or 9 users to talk about it and their experiences using it in the classroom if a person is well known for lecturing about teaching there could be persons who were in those classes who could’ve been solicited to write if there were videotapes they could be reviewed we generally don’t ask for external reviews of teaching documents even as simply things asking for somebody’s syllabi to be reviewed we could easily do those things and I think that we should 

Finally student protection.  It had been the standard practice of my office anytime that student letters on behalf of a faculty member were solicited to white out that student’s name in the dossier if a faculty member wanted to look at their dossier look at those letters all letters up until the time you got rid of the waiver all those letters to and all those letters we actually x’ed out the person’s name or any identifying information if a person wanted to see that letter we did that for students however I became aware of the fact last year that there is an open access law in Indiana we’re running out of time that open access law means that I can’t protect confidentiality for students in a court of law in Indiana anymore than I could for a faculty for an outside letter for a faculty member so I’ve stopped whiting those things out but I’m really concerned about that I’m concerned about protecting students and I’d really like to go back whiting it out unless I really have to so I’m going to stop there maybe Myrtle you can go back I know I have 15 minutes until you review those letters but keep me honest is there’s something I should’ve said that I didn’t?

Scott:  Oh I think that’s an excellent review of a very complex process just 3 quick points I do agree with Debbie that by and large the process is working well although I wish it didn’t take as long as it does and increasing amount of time as we get more and more letters and appeals.  Second I share her concern about what she calls a feeding frenzy or what I call letter of hysteria a few over read about some things that faculty that if there is any negative sentence in any letter that that’s the kiss of death for that case in that dean’s opinion that is just bizarre and third I’m concerned about an inequality for a matter of greatly varied procedures from unit to unit that I think is (disenchanting) our faculty but I’ll ask the BFC or perhaps the USC to look at and that is the differential role of faculty and administrators from unit to unit in some cases that’s in others it does not and it massively disadvantages some faculty from some units I’ve seen that we don’t have time to talk about that at great length today but perhaps we can at the next time

Freund:  So I invite your questions for at least I can say probably 10 more minutes if you want or Ed if you want me to quit we could take questions next time

Greenebaum:  Let me say first that I should’ve said at the beginning that this exercise is an experiment for us we’ve never before undertaken a open campus review of this

Greenebaum?:  Undertaken this of which may or may not be right and we hope we learn from the experience it’s clear that we’re going to have to come back to this again I would hope rather than just letting this presentation go cold until we can come back to it in a month’s time that council members will keep track of their thoughts and perhaps put them or email them to Debbie so that we can pass them somewhat in the few minutes we have time for.

Freund:  If you have burning questions that we don’t get to today or comments send them to me and what I’ll try to do is collect them for next time so that I can then start with a response to those

Greenebaum?:  But let’s take advantage of the 5 or 10 minutes that Debbie says that she has and have some comments to start with

Newton:  I think I should on the blue and yellow sheets on the blue sheets I think it would be very interesting to know which way the overruling went you’re giving us figures about how many times the decisions were overruled at various stages and it would be good to know which way they went from yes to no or from no to yes

Freund:  I can’t give you the exact numbers but I can give you a feeling for that most of the time of the campus committee turns a dean’s decision from a no into a yes but not all the time in other words I know of at least one case each year where it went the opposite way but it’s about 3 to 1 is what I would guess and I think that’s also the case I’m pretty sure that’s also the case from the level of the chair of the department to the college no the college or the dean makes a yes into a no and then it may or may not be the same cases the campus is more likely to make a no into a yes and I would say it’s about at a ratio of 3 to 1

Newton:  All right my next question is about I look at these cohorts on the yellow sheets and because 3 cohorts are given and it looks to me unless I’m misreading these numbers that in fact the last cohort I can’t tell but the first two cohorts 

Freund:  Yeah the last cohorts are just coming up now

Newton:  Right but for the first 2 cohorts no one evidently was in (high opinion?) there were some who dropped out early but when they made it to the tenure decision they add up to clearly 

Freund:  The first one as I said the first one that is true but it’s not true in the second case ok it’s if you look on page 2 to 89-89 it’s 32 out of 39 and 5 out of 8 ok so there were 39 if you’re looking at the top page too out of the original 68 39 of them came up for tenure on schedule early and of those 32 made it of the 8 that delayed 5 made it ok so it’s not 100% of the time are you with me? that’s why you can’t look at any given year I don’t think any given year tells you one thing you want to try to follow these for 4,5,6 years I think if they’re going to mean much of anything

Newton:  Now the third question is that in these cohorts are only those people who entered at the entry level this does not include the people who came in as associate professors without tenure or something like that

Freund:  That’s correct.  I had to start somewhere getting this notion and I thought this was the cleanest way to start 

Arnove:  The first question I had was one asked by Roger about the way the decisions went from the decision sort of ruled that under the deans level or the campus level but I was also curious as were there any differences by gender significant differences by gender the way the decisions went

Freund:  I don’t think so I have to run through it in my head I don’t think so Bob I can’t swear to it but I don’t think so

Arnove:  And let’s say that someone wants to (grieving?) after the campus and the Chancellor have made their decisions could you talk a little bit about the procedures of the outlook for grieving(?) and if decisions have been overturned at the level of the grievance

Freund:  In a grievance versus a board of review in my 3 years there have been very few cases that have gone to the grievance committee the grievance committee generally serves as a sounding board if you will for the person that helped them decide what to do next in the last 3 years I can only think of 1 case that’s gone through the board of review and that note eventually became a yes so you’d have to ask how helpful the grievance process was of the people who grieved

Arnove:  Just a comment the Indiana access law that you talked about applying to students also applies to letters from the faculty

Freund:  Absolutely it does 

Arnove:  And the other thing is the difficulty of getting letters is that the number of letters went from 6 to 10 several years back so that’s a matter of fact I do find it shocking that one sunk a sort of milder not (coding?) strong endorsement

Freund:  yeah I mean one negative sentence here and there we’ve seen it this year particularly can send a whole case into a nose-dive and I think at the campus level you try to be we are trying to be very, very sensitive to it I try to sit back and so does Myrtle and say wait a second guys that’s just one sentence fragment don’t overplay it but I have seen it happen I don’t think in those cases those people have been hurt I think in the end the right decisions are made but that tendency is there and I would be dishonest if I didn’t report it to you had a question

Jackson:  Did I read these right to say that there’s an increasing number of people in the decision to going on leave

Freund:  I don’t know if that’s a trend or not I would guess that it is 

Jackson: I saw a trend 

Freund:  Yeah well if you really spent three days and you would if you really say that three day appoints are a trend then I would say that’s probably true you will also see that in the later years women are taking it less than men are and Julia Lambert and I in different circumstances have talked about if that means anything if women know that they can do that as well as men know or if they can afford it less for example

Jackson:  But does the campus have a policy or can anybody stop the tenure clock

Freund:  The policy basically says that if you want to work on your research and the department chair and your dean agrees then you may take a leave without pay that’s basically what the campus policy says 

Greenebaum:  Well let’s take one more question let Debbie go

Freund:  and so I sign off on those cases where both people agree I don’t get involved into whether the reason the person wants to take it off is a legitimate reason or not

Chaitin:  This is a very quick question about the nature of these statistics the study on the yellow sheet do they board as those who are appointed on tenure track from outside or is this supposedly include people who are say as lecturers or as some kind of temporary regular appointment

Freund:  We make no distinction it doesn’t matter they were here or not at the first year that they came onto the tenure track is how we count them

Chaitin:  In that case I suspect that this is not accurate well it has to do with certain people that I know of another year and intended

Freund:  Please talk any error like that is definitely possible

Greenebaum:  Well it’s obvious that not that we didn’t know it but I’m very conscious as to how complex this institutional process is and how many facets that it has and it’s no wonder that our junior colleagues could find it confusing as they find their way through it we’re just beginning to scratch the surface of some issues that I’m sure we should talk about so we will come back to it I do encourage you to make use of the (list referring) if you think you would like your colleagues to generally to have in mind and to Debbie for specific questions if you think she should have an opportunity to deal with before they go into general discussion and we thank you very much for joining us and we will come back.

Next on our agenda is to return to a matter we took up in October the computer users’ privileges and responsibilities when the matter was in front of us on that occasion that there was an issue regarding language in the proposed policy of the revisions regarding security matters that we asked ACPC to look at again and they have done so I will remind you that when the matter was in front of us in October the memorandum that came with it requested that the BFC approve the changes in the policy and I believe most of us have a copy of the policy that was distributed today for those of you who would like to be reminded of it I think what we have in front of us at the moment is first C Ferenz is going to present the change in the draft that you’ve had distributed to you regarding the security matter and then Don Robinson wants  to call your attention to one additional matter that they’ve changed that he thinks will be a controversial when he explains it to you and if that’s the case then perhaps we can have a motion on after all appropriate discussion a motion the floor to approve the changes as requested

Ferencz:  Good afternoon again recall that your earlier concern in security section was there was some sense that university computing services as the computing organization for the university was disowning responsibility for security again it was a nice try on our part I think instead I think our goal was to have the wording reflect the increasing responsibility of the user for security in a networked environment in other words the environment that we had in 1989 when this document was drafted was very much a centralized computing environment when security was primarily focused at 10th on the Bypass or the basement of HPER today in a network environment much of the security must take place right at the user’s desktop the incident we had these past several weeks involving email that was sent out after user failed to log off from a computer I think highlights again the security need at the desktop it’s user behavior that needs to be modified now more than anything else we no longer talk on a daily basis in my office about worms or viruses or hackers coming in from another country our concern more is for user behavior harassment interpersonal skills spoofing mail those are the issues that come to my desktop by the way just to get you grounded in the sense of how many issues work their way up filter their way up to me a year in the last 6 months I had something like 64 issues so again if we’re talking about 32,000 students computing all the faculty all the staff the volume of email we’re talking about I did take offense somewhat with the New York Times article about our conductive (hate?) here at Indiana University ok the particular language is actually 2 sentences I think it can probably best be conceptualized if you look at it in the total document the document starts out with an introduction then some terminology general policies and then the security section that’s been modified security and central and campus resources the 2 sentences are found in the second paragraph and the wording in this document is the new wording we’d like to bring forward to you today the wording was put together by the university computing services staff the academic computing advisory committee reviewed and approved this particular wording the administrative advisory committee also reviewed and approved this particular wording and the 2 sentences are (The university will provide an industry standard level of system security on university maintained systems users are responsible for maintaining properly the protections under their control specific to (falls?) associated with their computer accounts( let me expand on 2 issues here we use the terminology industry standard level of security we could put a term in here we could name a particular software and so forth I chose to create a generic document so at all times we try to have the industry standard by that we’ve tried to maintain the standard being used by most Big 10 universities and probably most 4 year public research universities the other issue here is again to focus on the user maintaining protections again this is from simple behavior like logging off after you do email to maintaining file protections running virus detection software those kind of key figures can I answer any questions about this particular proposed changes?   

Greenebaum:  Well if not we thank you for taking this back and in my view it’s certainly much improved statement from the earlier draft and we thank you for doing that Don your turn

Robinson:  Since the last time we were here certain issues were staff and as a result ACPC felt that we needed to make a couple additional modifications they are highlighted for you in gray on the document you have in front of you let me give you the background for that in the original document as it was approved way back in 96 I guess it was we referred to capacity in terms of resources that we provide in terms of cycle servers computers themselves in terms of storage capacity but at that time when this document was really originally written we didn’t have the worries and concerns we now have about another resource which is band width for those of you who occasionally access the Internet you may find that things are awfully slow on certain times of day and I’m not talking about getting into the system I’m talking about when you are onto the system we are kind of at the end of a in southern Indiana the pipeline is fairly narrow diameter and at certain times of the day it just won’t handle what we’ve got coming into the campus and going off the campus and the cost of improving that is not cheap so what we’re trying to do and want to do in the future is call attention to our users of band width as a resource to be preserved in the same sense that cycles or storage is so in general what we’ve done is insert the additional phrase network capacity and network at several places we start on the first page that first highlighted section is what we have added and then you will see a few other references one on page 2 one on the back I think there are a total of 6 words in general what we have done is insert the phrase and network capacity.  So we would like to add that to the original motion as any additional changes that we would like I’ll be pleased to answer any questions you might have

Moats:  I was want to define overuse of network capacity

Robinson:  Same way you define overuse of any other resources not very well 

Cunningham:  What sort of group would be reviewing that or would the UCS be

Robinson:  I think what we’re trying to do let me call your attention to one phrase and it’s on the very last page there’s a list on the (consolidated?) uses and if you look at that list no word easily quantify this we’re really asking users to pay attention to their responsibility we don’t see these statements as vehicles by which we would limit anyone’s use but we might call them up and say think about what you’re doing to your colleagues any implementation of this kind of material would be in the policy which would be approved by ACPC as a form of policy for implementing this so I think this is a kind of propaganda standards  by which we can enforce any rule we or UCS

Cunningham:  Would something like logging into the web from home and tying up all the campus modems qualify as overuse

Robinson:  Well I guess certainly probably yeah and that’s not a band width issue that’s not something that’s added here that’s really a hardware issue and it’s one that ACPC has addressed on many occasions and in fact I don’t know whether you’re aware of this we now have some different levels of modems to allow users to log on for different periods of time and they’ll be automatically timed out after that time depending on which modem they use so we’re trying to control it but again it’s really the responsibility of the users it’s very difficult for us to monitor individual cases it’s extremely difficult but I think in general the modem pool doesn’t know who logged in to the modems we know who’s on the computers but we don’t know who’s getting on the phone lines did that answer your question?

Cunningham:  Yeah I was just thinking it might be a good idea if we could monitor who was on

Robinson:  Extremely technically very difficult to do we had an idea for a portion of users who are logged on for various periods of time 

Cunningham:  Some version of caller id on the modems

Robinson:  Yeah I guess anything we decided we want to do we figure out a way to do it some of them are extremely expensive and others have some costs that we don’t want to impose and I don’t mean financially there are legitimate uses for certain users to stay on for long periods of time our intent now is to allocate a decreasing number of modems to increasing amounts of time to be logged on so in short there will be more modems available for short time log on few were available for long term log on that policy is not complete that technology is not completely implemented but we’ve begun it

Greenebaum:  This just brief comment I think evidences the debt of gratitude we owe to the ACPC people for all the hours that they spend working on just these kinds of issues

Orr:  Would that then have the real effect of people who use long term usage over modems to pick off peak times to do it to spread their use out more will have that real effect so then in effect it enforces the (currency?) that might otherwise not be there

Robinson:  I hope so let me make sure that we don’t go away with the wrong impression of this question you probably don’t think it’s going to be relevant to this amendment but it’s an important issue it is that we want to make sure that individuals who really need long periods of time to do their research and their activities can be guaranteed that and so we will make exceptions for individuals who are finding that they are unable to do research because they are unable to log on for sufficient period of time they can apply to UCS for exceptions so we’ll try to work with individuals to do that the other thing we can do is talk about our colleagues it’s clear that we are the ones who are overusing that abusing this it’s a very limited resource it’s extremely expensive to expand the modem pool it’s been expanded greatly  in the last year and we’re not keeping up with the demand the demand is growing at a much greater rate than we can provide service it’s a serious problem and I hope solutions will come and they may come by outside vendors or other ways of getting to the net

Jackson:  Well you said something about these are just kind of guidelines and used the word (propaganda?)

Robinson:  I was referring to that last section which is on facilitated usage

Jackson:  No but the section after that says dealt with seriously subject to the normal disciplinary procedure that doesn’t sound like guidelines to me

Robinson:  Well when I say recurring from normal use normal use isn’t defined that’s really something that each of us can think about normal use is never defined and it’s certainly not something by looking at that phrase you can say you were in violation of it’s clearly for a week and no violations and we will deal with them but I think that under facilitated usage most of that is just encouraging our users to try to be reasonable in their use of computing systems and as I’ve said and this is really important to recognize that actions will be imposed based on implementation of these rules and those implementation procedures will be approved by ACPC and or ACAC so that UCS is not free to policy we’re going to penalize you for this they will come to us for approval

Greenebaum:  And also I could presume the enforcement policies are the use of the standard disciplinary procedures in the university with appropriate protections

Robinson:  

Ferenz:  I’ll give you an example of maybe a sanction in that particular area periodically you have a student that perhaps uses a ream of paper to run off posters or something like that we have them pay for the paper we don’t send them up to have them expelled 

Jackson:  We have no guillotine

Ferenz:  Not yet

Marker:  I’m just this is only partly related to this but I know there’s increasing number of homepages being created and they’re getting fancier and fancier with animation and that sort of thing is this an issue down the road or one that’s already a facility

Robinson:  In fact I’ve just recently with the technical staff and the only serious demand it places on our resources is in terms of getting in and off the and generally speaking there are a few exceptions but generally speaking these home web pages are extremely and the fact that some of ours have are usually accessed only by people on this campus I official at least for the next 2 or 3 years as long as they stay on campus in terms of storage capacity or cycles used on the machines those homepages aren’t costing us much they do to the degree that they encourage traffic going off campus or back on campus 

Greenebaum:  other comments?  Well if not I would entertain a motion to that the BFC vote to approve the policy is that what you’re wanting the changes in the policy moved and seconded this is a substance matter originally would call for a roll call vote but I would be willing to entertain a request that we waive that rule (so moved) is there any objection?  Without objection then all those in favor of the motion please signify by saying aye.  Opposed?  It appears to be unanimous.  We will then move to the last item on the agenda which is discussion of non-tenured track faculty issues and Bill Burgan will begin.

Burgan:  This is a annual report and later (admission) to a couple of particular issues in feedback our ultimate ambition is at the BFC level to recommend policies for academic ranks and to do this we’re going to have to give a fair amount of further inquiry especially to the very varied status of part time appointees but we have learned that some statistical data which we’ve offered in several the Bloomington campus and the whole system we’ve been given some context with by administrators various school and political students in questions and we have begun in the faculty affairs committee try to map out policies for this whole enterprise with particular attention to courses offered for credit which is faculty who offer courses for credit and what I’m going to do now is call attention to a couple of features of the charts the statistical charts that we have and then state two major principles from the faculty chair committee has come to (revere?) to including the matter and to call your attention to two particular that we’ve had some feedback on about the charts the most important thing to call your attention to is that what’s being assessed here is courses taught that is the percentages of courses taught by various categories in faculty and the most important feature that I will call your attention to is the courses taught is not the same as sections taught and that the effect of the that difference is to amplify or you might say put in the best light possible the tenured faculty’s contribution for the whole process I’m not trying to suggest that the tenured faculty’s contribution at Bloomington is bad as a matter of fact in a survey in the whole CIC Bloomington came out as having the largest commitment of tenured faculty time to instruction of any of its counterparts in the Big 10 what of the statistics up until when the person who tried to get them together in office that is trying to reprocess the statistics she had been given she did not think they were very good she thought they were somewhat muddy and she said you might expect to find for example that other campuses had some units that would cause their numbers to go up in the realm of more tenure track people and so she says maybe IU is not first maybe it’s second or third that kind of difference was possible but she didn’t think we’d be far off and the feeling that IU at Bloomington was certainly doing well measure of (health?) of their comparable institutions.  On the other hand the faculty affairs committee is very much concerned with the problem of the growth of the non tenure track teaching and that’s why we think it’s important to this following sections what that means is something like this:  in the English department you’ve got a  course 131 that has about 88 sections both you have another freshman level course called Introduction to Literature and Composition which is taught by tenured faculty unlike the 131 and that has 2 large lecture sections but they’re two courses if you’re just counting courses you’ve got one course taught by tenured faculty this really means that tenured faculty is presiding giving lectures normally with AI’s leading students in small discussion sections but very obviously if what you’re thinking about is contact to and who’s doing a tremendous bulk of teaching to say that that’s a 50/50 arrangement is misleading it is not a 50/50 structure and (no one?) really says that it is but this is a method of getting definite data and the Dean of faculty’s office was confident that it could get relatively accurate data of what this claims to do I’m merely pointing out that you shouldn’t assume that when you look at those percentages what you’re seeing is a clear reflection of what degree of investment of any institution let’s chart it here in a non tenure track other category faculty it’s a kind of a counting that requires several different approaches to give you a really accurate picture and you should be aware of that the two items that we were particularly interested in (counting?) were commentary are these you may note that in the little preamble to the structure of put out on email yesterday we say that we expect recommended regulations who require that any of appointee credit hour length appropriate to that function a condition not always met at present and we also expected it will be the policy of our recommendations to maintain a as a rule the regression of dependence on teaching by non tenure track faculty and what that’s to discuss that is a long term goal and no one is proposing that we by the manipulation of the definition of ranks to bring about some reductions of dependence on any kind of faculty of course it wouldn’t be but we do think it’s important to assert this as an objective and the reason for that is that in our the departments also faculty across the whole system at present is very large this is not to point the finger and blame at anybody it is simply to acknowledge that the a third of their courses in the fall semester of this year non tenure track faculty and as a lead most of them are part timers that’s a large number at least that’s the feeling of the faculty affairs committee the issue here and this is what I’m asking for response on the issue here is whether this can be taken as a premise which is but a premise that it is desirable to pull back from this increasing kind of dependence on such faculty whether it should be a premise which is what we maintain or whether on the other hand it should be the outcome of an inquiry or a decision up or down I’ve been looking into this matter in much more detail that’s the issue and we’re inviting comment on that the second item that we would like to have your comments on is an end to the extent of full time non clinical long tenure track faculty something like the protections we voted on last spring by the BFC for qualifying clinical ranks that would mean a probationary period involving more than (7?) years and that if a person a full time non tenure track person were to meet with approval at that stage after careful review that person would then be granted a contract of not more than 5 years with the feature that that would be renewable what we have in mind in suggesting this is something that is described very carefully in the resolutions that the USC passed last spring where a decision was drawn between two models two ways of looking at this whole problem of dealing with non tenure track faculty one model we call the academic model the other is called the human resources model basically the academic model undertakes in the case of non-tenure track faculty who have demonstrated competence who have been carefully and who show every sign of being long term members of the faculty the extend to them as far as possible something like the kinds of protection especially for their academic field the tenured faculty enjoy the idea is that if a person has been serving us full time for 7 years it’s about time we either decided that that person truly was qualified and then treated them as highly deserved something of us and trying to integrate them into the community or deciding on the other hand no, this person after all does not meet the qualifications or the standards and then the decision that’s the aim in some more human resources model is much more oriented to the economic needs of the unit and basically it amounts to saying that the primary consideration is what the unit needs wants and can give at the moment consequently maximum flexibility is the goal our feeling is especially with full term people who are serving in a long term capacity the academic model is much more appropriate than the human resources model and we’d like your commentary on that thought as well obviously once you get outside the clinical lanes outside the strict clinical lanes in the health services you’ve got a much greater variety of arrangements and how people who have moved into situations are under much greater variety of original starting points but nevertheless our aim is to try to extend possible to extend the human resources model beyond the clinical actions I’m sorry the academic model clinical lengths for full time faculty and then that’s the end of my introductory remarks we’re really interested in having your comments or questions about those two commensory matters

Senchuk:  I guess I was wondering if there was any sort of regulatory involved in the character of the arrangements with these faculty in terms of length of contract presently here you’re suggesting a proposal and I’m wondering to what extent it’s already in place

Burgan:  Well it’s not what we’re concerned about already in place the first answer is no it doesn’t exist in place something that IUPUI has for example a kind of where you can become eligible for renewable appointment full time person can it doesn’t it is not really as strong so to speak from a standpoint of the employee as the clinical lengths resolutions we set up last year IUPUI is not interested their official answer is that they like the arrangement they have but what if you know if you move through the system there’s just a great variety of arrangements there isn’t any of solo parts

Senchuk:  I was going to add that you’re expecting that you know I personally feel a little conflicted about the two items you mentioned for our consideration drawn in two different directions in the kind of human concerns for the individuals who are in this category but also thinking that perhaps the proposal might serve to increase the number of tenure non tenure track faculty and so that maybe your premise is at odds with your rather humane proposal

Burgan:  Yes that’s a lot of time in responding to these comments because I want to leave time for as many comments as possible but that’s a distinct conflict that’s been discussed at length in the committee the question is where you by establishing a better arrangement for people in such ranks causing those ranks to increase and therefore running muddy against your other premise the aim to reduce the dependence on non tenure track faculty I think that the pure majority of the faculty affairs committee which after all is just a group of a few people feel that wrong the tendency to do this kind of hiring and to take these people on is extremely strong it’s a national trend if you look at figures on full time faculty covering a period from 75 to 93 is the most recent figures I’ve seen tenured faculty remain about the same proportion of the total for full time faculty which goes up as a total figure by 25% but non tenured people who are on the tenure track decline by 10% and full time non tenure track faculty go up by 84 that is to say they almost double there’s a tremendous increase in that aspect of the market nationwide our feeling that is those of us who want to have it both ways to take your point want to try both to find means of reducing and to ensure the academic model were appropriate our feeling is we’re not likely to slow this process down greatly by refusing to make things better for such faculty because in fact all that really does from the administrator’s point of view is enhance flexibility that is if you do nothing for them if you make no special arrangements if you see to it that somebody’s who’s been hired for 7 years gets hired for 7 more but never knows from one year to the next whether it’s going to happen or not it’s hard to see how that policy is retarding the tendency nationally to hire such people because it makes it easier that’s the argument in favor of trying to to have it both ways to give it a more decent set of conditions while also trying to work to reduce dependence that’s the argument in favor of what we’re proposing the opposite I’m going to I’m sure or others could because you’ve certainly heard of it

Arnove:  Well when you look at the data on policies across the various campuses it seems that certain unit’s campuses are following the human resources so one of the things that we discussed in the Bloomington the faculty affairs committee was part of the control these tendencies and how to monitor them in line with Dennis’ question so one of the proposals I hope you want to share I’ll share it briefly and you can elaborate upon it is that if unit’s decide when they hire someone they decide to hire that person on a non tenure track then that unit would have to justify to some monitoring body for example a committee of the dean of faculty on what grounds why are you hiring this person on a non tenure track line I think one question here is monitoring control according to certain principles do you want to elaborate on that

Burgan:  I don’t want to elaborate except to say that there’s a in the resolution passed last year the first resolution not the one without it’s mandated that there be an annual reporting of academic ranks so it already is in place I’m assuming it has to happen it would be an appropriate juncture 

Willard:  (tape problems) crucial to me in one case we’re talking about a new way to look at this in the other case whether we actually need to do that and I’d like to draw your attention particularly on the first of these charts the school of public and environmental affairs and a little bit later on as well but in this particular case you see in the column marked lecture visiting IRP clinical you see 21% and 66% of the courses taught by tenure aligned faculty now if we use Bob’s other suggestion and we look at credit hours offered we would discover that it’s tremendously different because by and large the large enrollment courses are not only by tenure track faculty but still by and large by full professors and the number within the quite strikingly different when in fact the number of people in this category are by and large professionals who are brought in the edge of context and they’re part time to deal with a small number of students in their particular field of expertise I’m talking about introducing them to say legal issues and the teacher is a judge talking about learning an urban setting and the teacher is a (mate?) these are people that are brought in that particular context and very appropriately in the schools by the same token if you would look at the credit hours taught in the distribution in the school of medicine here you would also see that the 16% of courses that are taught by clinical adjuncts are by and large students who are placed on site and I’ll tell you that the university and the professionals that guide students in those cases are given clinical rank highly qualified but in fact don’t teach very many of the students in order in terms of the credit hours taught rather than the courses taught so it seems to me that in that case there is not a need in those two cases to really get terribly upset about it because you don’t find that you have non-qualified people or non tenure track people teaching the bulk of the students what you have are non tenure track people bringing their particular professional expertise to professional school where it is absolutely appropriate to do until as far as I can see that this is a really a particular case for us and causes me some concern

Burgan:  I don’t think that anybody disputes that you have to discriminate very carefully among cases and I don’t think anybody disputes that there are a number of kinds of teaching by non tenure track faculty that are simply appropriate I don’t mean to deal with it I don’t mean to sort of deal with the problem by saying well it’s ok to bury it because we all understand that’s fine but in fact what you said makes a lot of sense and as soon as you look at this thing you do find that there are many situations where people are being brought in because they have expertise that the faculty does not have that is needed in a given instructional context so there’s no way you could do it if you wanted to and anyway nobody is proposing a sort of across the board reduction of dependence on non tenure track faculty what we are saying is let’s look very hard at these numbers across the system and let’s notice in how many situations the kind of teaching being done is the kind of teaching that is also done by tenure track faculty and does not depend on any particular expertise and on the contrary is very often recommending itself chiefly because the person who’s doing instruction is cheaper and is less qualified than somebody else who might be doing that sort or teaching so what I’m suggesting and when we’re talking about part timers and say we can’t really make any pronouncements about policy until we’ve talked to people on the ground we really do mean that we have to get in there and find out in particular cases what is going on but I do think that your points are very useful because close attention to the fact that a lot of non tenure track faculty teaching is valid useful and is not apparently threatening to 

Brantlinger:  What are the cases of faculty affairs committee that was foreign language department they’ve recently hired several people over there to teach undergraduate courses and this person thought this was very problematic because she said in the past we would’ve hired new faculty and this increasing number of people with Master’s or even undergraduate’s degree in foreign language are now teaching the courses that we would’ve hired new faculty for so she said we’re really putting our own graduates out of jobs when the university does this kind of thing and I think many of us have seen that happen in other places in certain departments here and that’s the kind of thing that we suggested perhaps a monitoring board a monitoring board would not exclude cases like Dan is talking about in SPEA because that’s a person with good expertise that’s not actually displacing anyone but the tendency for universities to make use of cheaper labor is the main reason that I think we felt there might be a need for some monitoring

Gillis:  I guess I have a question as to where the committee goes from here that is who are you going to get the information to make the recommendations to go beyond these numbers as to what they mean what’s the plan

Burgan:  Well I think the of UFC want to talk to administrators on all the campuses really for one to try to get better notion of sort of economic situation particularly that they are in is that what you meant

Gillis:  Yeah I guess just to follow up on that suppose that every administrator says something like Dan said that is they really can explain in every instance the good reason for using non tenure track people do you then continue to recommend that we reduce the number of non tenure track faculty

Burgan:  It’s impossible for them to all use the kinds of reasons that Dan used because in many cases those reasons don’t apply they’ll use reasons that will seem strong and good to them and they will probably have a kind of because that’s in fact the kind of situation that they’re in you’re in a very different situation and we’re aware of that but it seems to me we have to survey the problem and then undertake to indicate rational ways of trying to cut back on this process but I don’t think that I think it would be completely foolhardy for us to simply start issuing pronouncements without even looking into the facts but on the other hand

Gillis:  As far as I can tell if the facts don’t bear up your premise you’re going to stick to your premise anyway because you believe in the outcome you’re right you’re goal is to reduce non tenure track faculty and that would seems to me and I made this point at the UFC meeting when we discussed it we’re spending a lot of time to come to a conclusion that we all know and so is it that you want to I’m trying to figure out what you want from the administration in order to go the next step I just don’t understand it

Burgan:  Well yeah that’s a reasonable question I think what we want from administrators is to get a clear focus on the practical constraints that they face and then try to determine what they at all situation in what ways it is possible to check and then hopefully reverse this trend but I made the point that it is a premise rather than a conclusion to begin with because that seems to me a very fundamental decision and I’m aware that you can look at in other ways you can say we and then decide if it would be a good idea to turn this process around or at least attempt to impede it but the reason for wanting to do that is not it’s not likely to be something that they can instruct us out of and it’s concern for the fact that tenure as an institution as we see it is being eroded not a matter of being abolished but it’s a matter of very noticeable and steady process of erosion which is very bad for our own graduate students as we put them out and try to get them hired and it’s a process that we’re intent on resisting we might come back I can conceive of coming back and of announcing sort of a committee suicide and that we’ve now come around to the view that absolutely nothing can be done but I don’t expect that to happen 

Orr:  but from Dan’s point data by section data by credit hours it would provide us additional insight is it hard to come by so that you can’t produce it or it would be expensive to produce because if we stamp all three presentations it would be clear what Dan is talking to us about the same thing is true at the sectional level

Burgan:  No I think absolutely I think we’ve got to go back to data gathering people and say this is very helpful there are some other things we’d like because we really need another perspective on 

Greenebaum:  They tell us on this point that they now are as a result of having done this that they are now are in a position to run the numbers in other ways they scrambled quite a lot to be manage to be able to produce this and then they wanted to get it out to the campuses and get comment back so that occupied them a great deal

Orr:  I think you should talk to more people and talk to us that would be very useful

Brantlinger:  Is this going to be an item on a UFC because it came up the notion of starting a research project with a premise in terms of what we were going to recommend was something mentioned by Brand is it going to be mentioned this week at UFC?

Greenebaum:  It’s not on next week’s agenda

Brantlinger:  So I think before it goes to that agenda again I think this is something we should think about and decide because 

Marker:  I’m very sympathetic of the premise that we’re dancing at I suspect most of us are around the table and Bill’s already said this I guess I’m really underscoring it if we don’t take into account the forces that are causing rapidly increasing costs of higher education the need to be flexible if we don’t if our recommendations don’t take into account how those can be accommodated because they aren’t going to go away and they’ll probably get worse and if in fact that’s what’s dragging us that’s the premise but if it’s what’s driving this we have to find a way to accommodate to those or there’s no way we can build this wall around this and hope to protect it because it’s not administrators aren’t worse people than they used to be administrators are responding to the environment around them and if we sort of say in effect well we don’t care what your environment is this is what we want now figure out a way to do it it won’t happen because the environment is going to be stronger than we are sort of like the railroad people trying to keep the conductor and the caboose long after the conductor was (leaded?) if we can’t figure a way to accommodate to that we can hold off for awhile we can swill it down but ultimately we aren’t going to accomplish our goals so I think we really have to keep that in mind this would work on this because if you don’t have to even be a administrator to find ways around this we’re talking about full time people so if we make it too expensive to give full time people these protections then you’ve just had fewer full time people and have no part time people which I think Dennis was talking about so you hire everybody at 75% so I’m very sympathetic to what we’re trying to do and to the part of our graduate students equation into account as we 

Weinberg:  Several people including yourself have mentioned a trend but we only have one data point and we are going to need data every year to see whether this situation is getting much worse or it’s like inflation it’s just sort of coasting along so I know we can’t control what the future faculty councils recommend but at least we could hope that every year we could get data on this matter

Burgan:  Yes, yes I agree the data does show an increase and this is just one point 

Greenebaum:  But Bill has looked at other data as well Dan?

Willard:  Yeah I throw the monkey wrench in I’d like to lubricate the monkey wrench and make the back together I do not wish to leave you with the impression that the school of public and environmental affairs is pure on this particular matter as I said to my colleague on my left we have a couple of scams on board too and I think that to the extent that there are specific cases of this we really need to look at it we need to get the data right and I think that the juncture I was aiming was keep up the good work but let’s try to figure out how instance by instance the cases really exist because I think there are some things are not the way we would like to have them so on my end I didn’t mean to cause that much difficulty I encourage you to in this work 

Greenebaum:  Bob if you still have a comment you can have the last word

Arnove:  It’s because we went through this exercise last Friday for the long range planning committee of how we go about scanning the environment for different courses of influence in the university how to anticipate those events that are going to affect us what are the implications of those events for us but then we have to figure out how do we respond to those external forces and that has to be with regard to our own values and our sense of mission and that’s often what’s left out is how do we respond to those things I think it’s very important to have a model an academic model and set of principles that then say we can respond to these forces in agreement in accord with our own sense of mission I think that’s the important part

Greenebaum:  I do think that why this is important is the university’s mission is at stake well thank you very much we have spring break for the third week of the month so we’ll see you in a month.
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