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2. Memorial Resolutions for Vincent Ostrom and George Nakhnikian
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George Nakhnikian: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/13—-14/B21-2014.pdf

3. Executive Committee Business (10 minutes)
(Faculty President Herb Terry)
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4. Presiding Officer’s Report (10 minutes)
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(Professor Claude Clegg, Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee; Professor Tom Gieryn, Vice
Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs) [DISCUSSION]
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http://www.indiana.edu/~vpfaa/docs/promotion tenure reappointment/pt—revised—review—

guidelines.pdf

Minutes
AGENDA ITEM 1: APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

ROBEL: Well, welcome Council. This is clearly the intrepid part of the Bloomington Faculty
Council who's here today. It's —it’s so good to see you all, and it’s wonderful that that you’ve
braved the —the cold out there. Bracing, | was saying earlier, bracing is the word — the word of
the day today. | will call now for a motion for approval of the minutes.

SWANSON: So moved.

ROBEL: Okay, and a second, please?
UNKNOWN MALE SPEAKER: Second.
ROBEL: Thank you. Does —

TERRY: —Tom meant it for the vote.
ROBEL: Any discussion?

TERRY: Yes, discussion. In the —in the agenda in the Executive Committee business | will
announce a correction to the minutes, but it isn’t really a correction to the minutes, it’s a
correction to something | said. So the minutes accurately reflect what | said, but | want to
change my mind. I'll announce it later. [Laughter]

! Faculty who are not members of the Faculty Council and who wish to address questions to
Provost Robel or President Terry should submit their questions to the Faculty Council Office.
Our documents are available at: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/. To send e—-mail to the Faculty
Council Office: bfcoff@indiana.edu
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ROBEL: Okay.
GJERDINGEN: Revise and expand.

ROBEL: So with that bit of information is there any more discussion of the minutes? Alright, all
in favor? [Aye] Opposed? [Silence] Confused? [Laughter] Thank you. | turn now to Vice
Provost Tom Gieryn for the memorial resolutions.

AGENDA ITEM 2: MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS FOR VINCENT OSTROM AND GEORGE NAKNIKIAN

GIERYN: Born in Varna, Bulgaria, George was of Armenian ancestry. His father and both his
grandfathers were priests of the Armenian Church. The family moved to Lebanon when George
was ten. They lived there for three years before coming to the United States in 1933 and
settling in the Boston area. George earned his undergraduate degree in biochemistry from
Harvard. During the Second World War he served for two years with the United States Army in
Europe. He was a driver for a certain officer, who, having arrived where he wanted to be,
insisted that George return to the base—fortunately for him, since, as he often noted, he would
otherwise have been caught up (and perhaps even killed) in the Battle of the Bulge. After the
war he returned to Harvard, where he earned his M.A. and Ph.D. degrees, both in philosophy.
His thesis, “Plato’s Theory of Empirical Knowledge,” was directed by the well-known Plato
scholar Raphael Demos. A long article in two parts, based upon the work he did in the
dissertation, was among the earliest of George’s publications.

His first full-time academic appointment came in 1949 at Wayne State University, with which
he was associated until 1968. Between 1955 and 1956, he served as visiting assistant professor
and Carnegie intern in general education at Brown University, and in 1965-66 he was named a
Fulbright Scholar at the University of St. Andrews in Scotland. In 1956 he was appointed the
chair of the Wayne State Philosophy Department. Over the course of the next decade, and
almost single—handedly, he built it into a department that became well-known and highly
respected by philosophers nationally. Then, after a wide—ranging search for an outside chair to
revitalize the Department of Philosophy at IU, he was appointed chair in 1968; but thereby
hangs a tale:

Because the then dean of the College of Arts and Sciences had heard, apparently from various
philosophers visiting the campus, that the pre—Nakhnikian IU department was not so strong as
some others in the Big Ten, the dean appointed, from this department, only two rather recent
arrivals to serve on a six-member search committee chaired by someone from the History
Department and charged to recommend the appointment of an outside chair. The dean
accepted the committee’s recommendation of George; but, not surprisingly, that same
recommendation was not greeted happily by several members of the Philosophy Department.
George certainly had his work cut out for him, since even before his arrival here as chair in



1968, six members of the department (all of whom represented philosophical styles or
approaches different from his) had tendered their resignations. George deserves much of the
credit for the department’s subsequent rise to national and international prominence. He
retired from IU in 1987.

George’s own scholarly work in philosophy focused on several great historical figures—among
them Plato, Descartes, and Kant—and on various problems in contemporary moral theory. In
1967 he published An Introduction to Philosophy, in which he probed some of the most
important topics in the philosophies of Plato, Descartes, and James. He also edited or co—
edited and contributed to several well-known anthologies, including Morality and the
Language of Conduct (1963), co—edited with Hector Castaneda, then his colleague at Wayne
State and subsequently, from 1969 until Castaneda’s death in 1991, a member of 1U’s
Department of Philosophy, and Bertrand Russell’s Philosophy (1974). George’s last article was
published as recently as 2004.

George also had considerable success as a teacher of philosophy. Throughout the two decades
of his association with the department here, he taught a wide range of courses, but in particular
and year after year he taught large sections of the introduction to philosophy (P100). To the
many hundreds of students in those classes he offered lectures characterized by the same
human(e) passion and by the same concern for precision of statement and rigor in
argumentation as in his most advanced classes. No less important, to students in all his
courses, as well as to his colleagues and friends, George brought himself—a person forthright,
courageous, and loyal. In him, keenness of philosophical insight was accompanied by a truly
remarkable depth of feeling.

In addition to his devotion to philosophy, George was, until a very advanced age, a no less
devoted tennis player—one willing to play outdoors even in very hot or very cold weather. He
was also a lover of great literature (especially the Russian classics) and a devotee of classical
music (especially the music of Bach, Mozart, and Beethoven). Even into his middle age George
enjoyed participating in Greek folk dancing. In fact, notwithstanding his fine education and his
keen philosophical mind, he recalled to those who knew him well the fictional Zorba, a man
who, like George, was thoroughly affirmative in his appreciation of life.

He is survived by his wife of thirty years, Robin Murphy; by their son, Alexander Murphy—
Nakhnikian; by three daughters from his first marriage; and by four grandchildren.

Be it resolved that this tribute to George Nakhnikian be presented to the members of the
Bloomington Faculty Council, and that copies be sent to his widow, to the office of the
University President, and to the Department of Philosophy.



Vincent Ostrom (1919-2012) began a career in public administration that initially established
him as a leading scholar of natural resource policy, but his 60 years of scholarship and
teaching have had an impact on our thinking about much more. Growing up on a farm in
western Washington State, five miles from the US border with Canada, Vincent was
accustomed to the waterways and forests of the Puget Sound. Travels by car along the
Oregon coast and through the California deserts to attend Los Angeles City College in 1937,
led to a life—long interest in the many ways people in vastly diverse physical
environments sustain life together. He saw that institutions develop from the individual
up, within the potential of nature. While human beings could put “nature” to their use—as
his father had done by domesticating minks and breeding them for their specifically
colored coats—the natural world was a partner in such enterprises, and not to be subdued.
Such lessons impressed him deeply. From his job teaching at Chaffey Union High School in
Ontario, California (1943-1945), Vincent observed the Imperial Valley “miracle”
orchestrated by engineers George and William Chaffey, whose irrigation projects brought
forth a half—=million arable acres from the California desert—acres farmed by migrants of the
Dust Bowl and Great Depression. The contrast between nature’s devastation and man’s
creative potential could not be more clear. A lifelong quest to understand institutional
design was born.

Vincent’s position as an assistant professor in the University of Wyoming political science
department (1945-1948) revealed other ways of life particular to the arid west, specifically
the property rights institutions spurred by cattle drives through unfenced prairie. The
collegiality of his three—person department, combined with opportunities to collaborate
with specialists in agriculture, medicine, and engineering, enabled Vincent to create
transdisciplinary working groups of graduate students and faculty to study natural
resource problems and advise the state’s legislative committees. While there, Vincent
hoped to start research for a dissertation on the “politics of grass,” the roundup and system
of brands recognized by stock growers associations. Instead, he resigned his position in
protest, publishing an open letter, co—authored with department chair E.S. “Bert” Wengert
(1912-1964), that explained their resistance to the university president’s demand that
Vincent and his working groups stop their “political” activities: conducting research for
state and local officials. The resignation and public statement were typical of Vincent’s
commitment to truth and to his profession, which often demanded hard choices to
advance understanding, even at the expense of his own narrow security. At times, it
seemed nothing beyond this search for understanding mattered, except his love and
respect for his life partner, distinguished Nobel Laureate Elinor Ostrom.



For Vincent, the quest focused on the critical distinction between constitutional
choices that facilitated or hindered sub—sequent collective choices intended to address
social dilemmas. During the 1950s and early 1960s, Vincent learned first—hand about the
constitutional foundations of institutional design. After completing his PhD at University
of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in 1950—on water service, not grasslands—Vincent was
asked to consult on numerous commissions and conventions charged with
constitutional level decisions that would affect resource use and the livelihoods for
generations. He drafted a water policy for Tennessee and consulted on the Territory of
Hawaii’s bid for statehood. During his tenure as an assistant and associate professor at the
University of Oregon (1949-1958), Vincent, who served as the vice—chair of the Oregon
State Water Board (1957-1959), initiated a critical study of the Middle Snake River. The
study enabled the state to evaluate and, at the time, contest various private and federal
hydroelectric dam projects. As he and Wengert had said in their open letter of
resignation, “the first approach to any public problem must be through information;” only
research, study, and interpretation from within the given context can “bring facts to light”

(Wengert and Ostrom 2012 [1948]). 1 Such experiences convinced Vincent that diverse
solutions are possible, even in comparable settings, and how important it was to
understand the context of each institutional design.

In addressing these practical political puzzles of constitutional and collective choice,
Vincent facilitated citizens’ design of constitutional rules to manage common resources.
His work in helping to draft Article VIl on Natural Resources for the Constitution of the
State of Alaska is perhaps the best example of this collaborative approach. Rather than
design for the constitutional convention delegates as “the expert” of public
administration, as they had asked, Vincent asked them questions and wrote their
answers on a blackboard in the College of Fairbanks classroom where they met. He helped
them set their own aims into a constitutional language. Later, after the convention
recessed for delegates to take their draft constitution to the people of Alaska, he helped
them revise this language to fit the circumstances of the culturally and environmentally
diverse territory. He showed local participants how to design for their own way of life,
within a legal framework as diverse as the compound republic of which he would later
write. As he observed the capability of citizens working together to resolve shared
dilemmas, he became increasingly convinced of the importance of experiences in
constitutional choice, not simply for the outcomes produced, but for the experience and
shared understanding they could create. Collaboration, creativity, and practical
experience became “essential foundations,” as he would say, in his brand of public
administration.



Vincent’s most important collaboration began as he and his wife, Lin, embarked on their
lifelong love story. Their interests reinforced and complemented each other, and
intellectual contestation became the language of their love. To anyone who met them,
theirs was a unique union of private and public expressions of value. They shared not only
work, but enjoyed “working” together: building their cabin on the Manitoulin Island and
their home on Lampkins Ridge (both of which they designed together), making most of the
furniture in each home, and helping start— up artists and crafters, and in the process
gained an enviable col-lection of Native American art and jewelry, much of which they
bequeathed to the original artisans. Together, their work was stronger as they listened to
each other, combining their skills and artisanship to craft ideas as well as tools. As he put
it, “Instead of arguing, we were inquiring and this course of inquiry has been a part, not

only of our life together as a married couple, but as collaborators in the Workshop.”2 The
quest for understanding and commitment to contestation which Vincent and Lin made
over a life time resulted in co—foundingthe Workshop in Political Theory and Policy
Analysis and laid the groundwork for fundamental change across several disciplines.

At UCLA, Vincent, working with Charles Tiebout and Robert Warren, advanced new
understandings of public economies as vital complements to market economies. They
challenged the prevailing view of municipal government dominated by a single dominant
center of decision making, “Gargantua,” (Ostrom, Tiebout, and Warren 1961, 831). The
analysis sketched the foundation for what became Vincent’s lifelong preoccupation: the
concept of polycentricity.

Ostrom, Tiebout, and Warren rebutted a central premise of bureaucratic administration:
that mature, effective organization must have a single locus of administrative control.
According to this characterization, “overlapping jurisdictions” were a symptom of
administrative failure. In contrast, they offered insights about the potential benefits of
“polycentricity” in their analysis of the effective, efficient delivery of public goods in
metropolitan Los Angeles. This theoretical contribution on metropolitan government,
widely translated and reprinted, is today considered among the most influential works
that contributed to the emergence of non—market decision making or public choice. In
the 1970s and 1980s, Vincent provided an inspiration to Lin and her students to extend
this analysis of metropolitan governance to urban service delivery and followed the
progress of this work as it gained national and international recognition.

The founding of the Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis with Lin in 1973
represented not only a culmination of two decades of research and his service to the
profession as the editor of Public Administration Review but also expressed his
commitment to bringing together people, ideas, and practices. The Workshop provided



the context for an alternative paradigm for understanding public affairs, as reflected in
The Political Theory of a Compound Republic (1971, 1987, 2008) and The Intellectual Crisis in
American Public Administration (1973, 1974, 1989, 2008). In each work, Vincent contested the
paradigm associated with the administrative science of Woodrow Wilson which advocated
centralization and an orientation that looked to experts able to separate “politics” from
administration. “Democratic administration,” as Vincent Ostrom labeled the general idea
of an engaged citizenry, challenged “bureaucraticadministration” and its
corresponding attitudes toward expertise, command, and control.

Rather than simply countering “bureaucracy” or hierarchy with “markets” and
conflating organizational forms with the degree of voluntarism implied by a given
structure (e.g. bureaucratic coercion against free markets), Vincent asked readers to
consider a broader level of design, comparing the constitution of monocentric and
polycentric frameworks in which a particular organization may function. He accepted
the approach of political economy, methodological individualism, and recognized diverse
types of “goods” or events as the subject of administration. But he went on to challenge
some of the conclusions reached by Buchanan, Tullock, and other members of the Public
Choice Society (of which he was a foundingmember). He suggested that whether a
given organizational form “worked” (as a short—hand for various evaluative criteria
including claims of efficiency, efficacy, effectiveness, and equity) had to do with the nature
of the good to be administered and with the broader framework of constitutional
choice in which a good—and the understanding of goods or events—was embedded.
Public goods and common pool resources could become subjects of a collective action
dilemma, but whether “tragedy” ensued depended as much on the constitutional
framework surrounding collective choice and the corresponding shared understandings
of goods and events that ultimately inspired individual and collective action. Self-
organization and self-governance were possibilities; if scholars and practitioners hoped to
make such civic virtues likely, they should consider the important differences between
levels of collective, constitutional, and epistemic choice.

Transcending his early work on collective choice, Vincent examined systematically the
constitutional choices that provide the foundation of federal systems. At the heart of his
argument is the polycentric logic of Madison’s design discovered in his careful reading of the
federalist papers and his own observation working with the delegates to the Alaska
constitutional convention crafting an article on natural resources. The exposition of
institutional development articulated in The Federalist, coupled with the institutional
analysis of Alexis de Tocqueville, resulted in The Political Theory of a Compound Republic,
published by the Public Choice Society in 1971. Encouraged as well by insights from James
Buchanan and Gordon Tullock’s Calculus of Consent (1962), Vincent insisted that we step
back to consider the constitutional choices that frame collective action situations. Both the
The Intellectual Crisis in American Public Administration and the detailed analysis of American



federalism in Compound Republic marked a turning point in public choice theory, as well
as in public administration.

These examinations of polycentricity and democracy helped to renew contacts with
other centers of federalism, including the Center for the Study of Federalism at
Temple University headed by Daniel Elazar (1934-1999). A fellowship at the Center for
Interdisciplinary Research, Bielefeld University to take part in a year—long research
group organized by Franz—Xaver Kaufmann (1932-) on Guidance, Control, and Performance
introduced Vincent to the work of German economist Walter Eucken (1891-1950) and the
economic thought of the Freiburg School. Lin joined him for a semester to study game
theory and formal modeling with Reinhard Selten, and the Bielefeld experience suggested
to them how visiting scholars could take part in the Workshop effort. Soon they were
placing a portion of their salaries into scholarship opportunities to fund scholars from
Europe, Africa, Asia, and the Americas.

Vincent spent his life contesting the trend in political science toward
oversimplification and consolidation, and worried about the implementation of these
simplified policies in democratic communities. These concerns culminated in the
Meaning of Democracy and Vulnerabilities of Democracies. Here he argued that analysts had
confounded voting with the civic learning experienced in the activities of self-government.
As a result they often ignored the loss of social capital that accompanied the reduction in
opportunities for meaningful self-government. Without these experiences, Vincent
argues, democracy’s very existence is threatened. The ideas were of more than “academic”
interest. Without a science of association, learned by actually associating, “democracy”
understood as self-governance, could not endure.

Vincent’s contributions were recognized and honored many times throughout his career,
including his Bentley chair in political science at Indiana University, recognition by Alaska
for his contribution to constitutional design, the Daniel Elazar prize for federalism,
Martha Derthick prize for best book in public administration, and the Gaus lecture at
APSA meetings. What is most striking is the range of fields that have recognized Vincent
Ostrom—natural resources policy, civic education, economics, federalism,
constitutionalism, public administration, and more generally, political theory and policy
analysis. It is testimony to the breadth of Vincent’s contribution and interests that his
work bridges and transcends the boundaries of so many disciplines.

Vincent’s serious commitment to contestation shaped his relationships, and at times,
was known to intimidate young graduate students. But, the many who were challenged
came to cherish his kindness and respect for the as partners in a common enterprise.



This respect did not attach to titles or professions, but, instead from work and
commitment. Vincent met every person as he found him or her. He once suggested that
while he enjoyed doing what he did (the Bentley Chair in Political Science at Indiana
University), he always knew that if he could not do that, he would be happy
contributing to society by making furniture and being a part of his community in that
way. For Vincent, work was work, and if you worked, you contributed. This is a rare
perspective shaped his relationships as much as his scholarship. What drew him to
others was his desire to improve the circumstances and situations that we commonly
faced as humans; what draws us to him is the importance of his quest to understand
human affairs, not only for Vincent Ostrom, but for all people who aspire to self-
governance.

ROBEL: Thank you, Tom. If you all could please rise for a moment. [All rise] [Silence] Thank
you. [All sit] We recognize our President, Herb Terry.

AGENDA ITEM 3: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE BUSINESS

TERRY: Thanks everyone. Well, clarifying the mysterious remarks, and to build on one of the
recently read memorial resolutions | did something that —that one of these professors did not
do, he was careful about precision of statement, and | made a misstatement at the last Faculty
Council meeting, so let me correct that misstatement. | said in the remarks for the —the
beginning of the session that one of the reasons that the Executive Committee had decided not
to recommend that speaking and listening be made a part of the IUB General Education system
was that the matter had been debated by the General Education Committee both last year and
this year, and that the General Education Committee had given mixed signals on —on its
general support for including that recommendation — that — that course. My life consists of
going from meeting to meeting, and | arrived late at the General Education Committee meeting
and inferred from the way Dennis and — and the current chair of the General Education
Committee were talking that both last year’s and this year’s General Education Committee had
debated the proposal. That was wrong. The issue was debated and discussed by last year’s
committee. It was not discussed by this year’s committee. In fact, that committee had not even
met at that time, so | apologize to you and to Dennis for getting that wrong. | don’t think it
profoundly changed the opinion of the Executive Committee or our recommendations. Dennis,
anything you want to add?

GROTH: | just want to —that — correct you now —

TERRY: Okay, please.
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GROTH: — for one of the things that you just said because you — you had just said — thank you
very much President Terry. You had said that you had come to the General Education meeting

TERRY: Oh —
GROTH: — Of course the General Education Committee hadn’t even been formed.
TERRY: Right. | had come to the meeting of the —

GROTH: You had come to the Educational Policy Committee meeting where they were
discussing the General Education —

TERRY: They all blend in. It was meeting after meeting after meeting.
GROTH: Yes, | know, but | just wanted to —

TERRY: Thank you for the direction for my direction, and hopefully —
GROTH: — Thank you very much. —

TERRY: — that will put that issue to bed. Okay, on to other things. First of all a brief report on
the truncated meeting of the Board of Regents — Board of Trustees — of Indiana University at IU
East in December. Normally, those are two day meetings. As the first day’s meeting
progressed the weather got worse and worse and it became apparent that it might be a good
idea to adjourn early and try and get people out of Richmond, so they could return to
Indianapolis, Bloomington, IU Southeast, and elsewhere before the roads became totally
impassable. | left at the end of the scheduled meetings for Thursday to go to a scheduled
alumni reception, being told that was what they were going to do and then they were going to
reconvene after that. | went, they didn’t. They continued to meet, and they had a truncated
business meeting following the scheduled meetings for the day. Since one thing, or two things
—one thing got decided at that truncated meeting that affects our interests. | thought | should
report that — that neither Jack Windsor nor | had an opportunity to comment or guide the
Trustees on this matter. I’'m not sure it would have made any difference, but — but nonetheless
they proceeded and we were both gone. One thing that happened at the meeting, and actually
this is the one that was done after we had left, was that they adopted a resolution asking —
telling the president to come up with a common calendar for the IU campuses. Okay? Now,
they expressly said in that resolution that they should do that in consultation with the
University Faculty Council, so they acknowledged the role at least of the UFC in calendar
matters. Subsequent discussion leads to the conclusion that probably they will be satisfied with
what is increasingly being called a ‘common envelope,’ in other words, common beginning and
ending dates for the campuses, for their fall and spring calendars. This is not at the moment
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extending to summer and one, at least one, internal date within that for a variety of reasons
related to state reporting, related to financial aid, a whole bunch of things. We have what’s
known as a —a census date. It’s a date at which we sort of certify that we know what our
students are enrolled in and what they’re doing. We don’t have a common census date. We
increasingly have students taking classes, especially with online, at different campuses. So
another thing that will have to be common is the census date, but that’s an internal date within
the envelope someway or another — and shouldn’t post too great a problem. Where this is
going? I'll = I'll tell you. The president tasked John Applegate’s office with coming up with this
response to the Trustees. His office has gather data on the calendars of all seven campuses
that we administer. IPFW is not included in this thing because Purdue runs IPFW just as we run
IUPUI. The differences, fortunately, aren’t as big as you might think, but there are differences
across the campuses, there are some outliers, and this sort of thing. John’s office is going to
construct what it thinks is the best common calendar as quickly as possible and send that to the
officers, the academic officers of the campuses, and we’ll send it out to the faculty governance
leaders there. We'll take a look at it. They will be asked to comment, they’ll be asked to say if
there are deal breakers in association with this, what problems do they perceive, and we’'ll see
where we go from there. There’s small amount of flexibility in the timeline the Trustees set.
They would like this to take effect fall 2014. Okay? But it can take effect fall 2015, they left
that option open, and | rather imagine if for some reason we went to them and said it’s
absolutely impossible, they might be talked into change but they want a change. So in any
event, that’s developing and the UFC is engaged and will work with the BFC and with Tom
Gieryn’s office and others to try and develop a response to that Trustees’ resolution.

Second board action which | was present for the discussion for pertains to the policies on
smoking. Former President Herbert made a presidential decision during his administration that
all IU campuses should become smoke free. As a result of that decision each campus adopted
its own policies on smoking on campus. Now, frankly they don’t vary a lot, but each campus
had one. What the Trustees decided to do was to adopt a Trustee policy governing smoking on
all campuses, and one of the reasons they also did this is that in between President Herbert’s
administration and today there was a state law adopted that also more or less reinforces what
we had done it was — word for word uniformity to what were actually pretty uniform
resolutions anyway. There is, however, one major change, the Trustees decided to include e-
cigarettes in the ban so that — | asked John this morning for a link to the — the policy the
Trustees actually adopted. As soon as | get that from him we’ll send it out to you, but our
campus policy has been superseded by, as far as | can tell, a more or less identical Trustee
policy except that it adds a prohibition against use of e-cigarettes on the campus as well.
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The February meeting of the board at IUPUI on the 13" and 14", they want us to be there for
Valentine’s Day, is scheduled, or should include a report from the University Treasurer and CFO
MaryFrances McCourt, on how she plans to respond to the Trustees challenge that she explain
how she could generate the same amount of revenue from us running parking operations in
Bloomington and IUPUI that it was estimated we would get if we privatized that. I've heard
very little about how she’s progressing. | asked John Applegate during a meeting of the UFC
Executive Committee this morning what was going on. He actually didn’t know too much
either. We’re inquiring, and we will try and get more information on that and see what we can
try to say to the Trustees about it in February. The Trustees have taken a substantial interest in
something that was in President McRobbie’s State of the University address, an IU wide —not a
campus —an U strategic plan. The president, | think envisioned this as what was called a, “roll
up” of the strategic plans of the units. In other words, you just sort of put in one folder the
plans of all the campuses and a cover letter on it and that would be the IU strategic plan.
Apparently some of the Trustees are interested in a much more, in their words, “independent”
plan, something that really is a plan for Indiana University addressing major problems that —
that universities around the country confront. That has been on a pretty aggressive time frame.
It's — that time window has been expanded a little bit to, probably, later in the summer. Again,
the UFC is —is engaging in discussions with John Applegate about how we can get as good as
possible faculty input. We’ve had a lot of input to the strategic plan for this campus, and I'm
going to at least be taking a forceful position that that makes it a better plan and one that is
more likely to work and get carried out and achieve its objectives, and that we need to make
sure that it’s going to be an independent and broad strategic plan for Indiana University that it
needs to have a lot of faculty input, and | hope that we’ll be able to get that.

As far as the IU strategic plan goes, there was a meeting a couple weeks ago where the eleven
reports of the teams on which the strategic plan will start or be based upon, were unveiled to
the campus deans and other administrators. Then there was a follow-up meeting last week of
the leaders of the BFC, the members of the policy committees of the schools and the members
of the BFC Long Range Planning Committee to do the same thing, to go over those reports and
talk with the heads of the teams and with Provost Robel. We have, and the deans have,
roughly until the end of the month to send comments to Lauren on what we have learned from
the meetings and from the reports, and then | think she will explain later where she expects to
go following that. | can commit to you that | intend that the faculty on this campus continue to
have a lot of input to the plan, and I'll warn you of something. We have a busy agenda coming
up in the remaining meetings of the semester. If we have to have an extra meeting of the BFC
to discuss the plan, I’'m prepared to call it. | hope we won’t. | hope we can get our other
business done, but | want to make sure that we have plenty of opportunity to comment.
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A few other things about state government related matters. As I've said to you before, | serve
on committee task force to implement a law passed by the General Assembly last year that
requires all the state’s higher education institutions to start giving degree maps to incoming
students effective fall 2014. Work is continuing on developing that and | will commit to you
that — that I’'m devoted to one proposition and | think the task force is, too, and that is that the
maps should reflect our curriculum choices rather than that we should let this process of
producing maps result in changes in our — our preferred curriculum. One of the ways in which,
and | think we’re vigorously pursuing that in this campus, is probably not exactly what the
leaders of the General Assembly or the Higher Education Commission hoped for because we
have a very complex set of curricular standards and mapping it’s hard, but that’s what I’'m for.
One of the things we have to do in these maps is give students clear indication as they engage
in their planning of the prerequisites for courses that they need to meet as they go along, and
what we have discovered is that it is a lot harder than you would think to confirm what
prerequisites really are for our courses and programs, and how they work, and how they’re
enforced, and all of this sort of thing. Where | think we stand is that UITS has been our partner
in this. We're going to ask UITS to say here is what we think the prerequisites are for all the
courses and programs at IU, not just IU Bloomington, the whole thing — offers, and we will send
that out to the units behind those programs and say, is our understanding of what your
prerequisites are the same as yours? And if it isn’t we’ll try to fix that. But somehow or other
we have to have one agreed upon notion of what the prerequisites are in order to map
successfully. That might mean that some of you who are directors of undergraduate studies or
something in a program might discover that you’re asked on a short order to verify
prerequisites, and all | can do is — is ask you if you get some set request to please recognize that
it flows from the actions of the General Assembly. Itis important. It's important to tell
students what the prerequisites are for their courses and programs, and that deadline isn’t
ours, the deadline is the one more or less resulting from the actions of the General Assembly.
Another issue has emerged but we decided we don’t have to solve it in order, at the moment,
to go forward with mapping. We’ve put it off for a later time. But one of the things that we
learned is that there are different prerequisites on different campuses for the same course.
Now, that may make perfect sense. Some campuses may have courses or resources to devote
to preparing students for a course that other campuses don’t have, but then maybe they are
actually two different courses, that’s — that’s an issue that has been raised. At some point fairly
soon we're going to have to address at s campus level and a university level this issue of having
different prerequisites for different — for the same class, but we think we can go ahead and
produce that and write the programming to do the degree mapping, and produce initial maps
without solving that problem right now. We do need to make sure we’re all on the same page
in terms of what the prerequisites at each campus for each course and program actually are. As
you may know from the news, Governor Pence ordered a 2% reduction in something. It’s either
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in the state appropriations, or in what remained as yet unspent from the state appropriation.
We're seeking clarification of that at the moment. But he ordered a 2% reduction. What | want
you to know is that has been discussed with the president and the administration, and yeah it’s
a significant amount of money. It’s a more significant amount of money for the regional
campuses who are more heavily dependent on the state appropriation than it is for us, but it’s a
reasonable amount of money, but | don’t think — I don’t think the president thinks it's now time
to really panic. We will find ways to — to handle it. It was based on bad months or quarters
estimated state revenues. If those pick up maybe it won’t be required in the end. Don’t panic
is my basic comment. | —1think we’re hopeful that it won’t have severe, adverse effect. We
sort of had a deal with the General Assembly that if they gave us a decent appropriation we
wouldn’t increase tuition as much as we might have needed to do. | know, personally, that
there are republicans in the General Assembly who aren’t so pleased with the Governor’s
order. So we'’ll see where that goes. Don’t panic, but we are aware of it and watching out for
it. Talking about state government, there will be a meeting Friday of university officials,
administrators and members of the University Faculty Council Government and External
Relations Committee, previously known as the Vigilance Committee, to talk about how we can
all work more effectively with the General Assembly and that sort of thing. I've been invited to
that, others have, and — and the goal is | think is to be more effective in representing IU’s
positions and sometimes the faculty’s positions to the General Assembly. It'd be useful to
participate in that.

Finally | want to make some comments on a controversy that emerged over the holidays on
which | so far haven’t been very public, and | want to talk about the controversy that emerged
over the resolution adopted by the American Studies Association, and President McRobbie’s
reaction to that, which was to cancel membership in the American Studies Association taken
out by the American Studies department here at IU Bloomington. | actually ran into a major
campus leader at Lauren’s meeting last Friday who had managed to learn nothing about this,
and so | will give you a very quick overview in case you —you aren’t fully up to speed on what
happened. For about six years the American Studies Association studied an issue, the issue
brought to them by some of their members was whether the way Israeli and the Israeli
government treated Palestinian universities and Palestinian scholars resulted in an abridgement
of academic freedom of the Palestinian universities and their scholars. After a six year study
the American Studies Association in December adopted a resolution indicating that it, the
American Studies Association, would engage in a boycott of interactions with Israeli academic
institutions. It is possible to read that resolution as saying that ASA was urging other
universities to follow suit. It is also possible to read it as not urging that. It's one of those
things that — disputes that has arisen in reason days. In any event, they urged an academic
boycott of Israeli academic institutions. This came out about December 18™. Almost as soon as
it came out people who disagreed with that position went to materials published by ASA and
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contacted the presidents and boards of trustees of universities that were listed as institutional
members of ASA, that included Indiana University because that was the way ASA identified this
membership, although the membership had been taken out using departmental funds by the
American Studies department of Indiana University Bloomington. We were listed on ASA’s
website and | think in some other journals and this sort of thing as having an Indiana University
Institutional affiliation with ASA. Almost as soon as this came out and as — a few days after the
president began to receive what he describes as lots of adverse criticism of ASA’s position from
alumni, from students, from parents, and from faculty. He contacted the chair of the American
Studies department, or his staff did, asked if we had a membership in this association and if we
had considered whether or not to continue it. The answer to the first question was yes, we had
such a membership — the department did, and the answer to the second question was well no,
it’s the break between the semesters, we’d have a very hard time considering it right now. The
president consulted with Lauren, at least the letter says he did, he consulted with the dean of
the College of Arts and Sciences, and with other administrators. He decided that in the interest
of what he perceived to be the best interest of Indiana University it was necessary to cancel the
departmental membership in ASA. To be honest, he is about the only university president who
seems to have reached that decision that way. A number of other university presidents at
exactly the same time denounced ASA’s resolution, but indicated that they were going to refer
to their faculty or others any question about continuing membership. President McRobbie
decided to terminate the IU — what was identified as an — U institutional membership. When
the press release came out announcing the president’s decision and action, | began to get all
kinds of e-mails from, not from parents, | didn’t hear from a single parent. | did hear from a
graduate student, from faculty, and | guess the graduate student was an alum of the
undergraduate, so | heard from everybody except the parents, and | continue to hear from all
these sources, and | get a wide range of stuff. | hear from faculty praise of the president’s action
and denunciation of ASA’s resolution. | also hear from faculty that — that we should focus on
not just the substance of the resolution but what this says about shared governance and — and
the president’s not consulting with faculty leaders in making his decision. | don’t remember
actually writing to the president until things sort of began to resume here, but nonetheless the
president sent a letter to me and to Jack Windsor, my counterpart at IUPUI, and the letter
clarified a bunch of things. It indicated who he had consulted with, and it does not say he
consulted with faculty leaders, he didn’t in this case. It also made it clear that his real concern
was the identification of this as an Indiana University institutional membership. He made it
clear that departments as well as individual faculty could have whatever they thought was the
appropriate academic relationship with an association like ASA. | think because of the way the
controversy had emerged | didn’t immediately, to be honest, pick that up out of the letter, it’s
there but | didn’t pick it up. But when a week ago | met with the president he pointed it out
and | confirmed with Lauren and others that that was the case, that the American Studies
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program, department here if they wish to take out a membership can do so as long as they
make it clear to ASA and ASA, we hope, makes it clear to others, that it’s a departmental
membership, not a membership on the part of Indiana University. At that meeting last
Thursday — Friday — Thursday? — Thursday, the president made a commitment in the words he
described to me and to my successors, presidents of the Bloomington Faculty — University
Faculty Council, co—secretaries of the University Faculty Council, that if comparable
circumstances arise in the future he will make an effort, a vigorous effort, a real effort, an
honest effort, to include relevant faculty governance leaders in deliberations before he makes a
decision on an action like the one he took. | think that that’s a very important statement from
the president and | think it’s good for shared governance. | personally do wish that he would
have consulted, | think he should have to be honest, but he has made it clear that he was facing
a num — quite a substantial amount of pressure, it was a very inconvenient time to do it. Yes, |
was accessible. | was in lowa. | spent my —some of my break talking with the chair of American
Studies who was not in Bloomington about this. We were accessible, and in a 24/7 world we
can be consulted and that’s basically what the president promised he would do in the future in
comparable circumstances. This controversy has been identified as having many components.
There’s the basic issue — position on an issue — that ASA itself took on the freedom of
Palestinian scholars and universities. There’s a more general question of academic freedom,
and there’s a question of shared governance. The debate over academic freedom reminds me
of something that happened years ago in my field. The Chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission responding to pressure from Congress went to meetings of the
National Association of Broadcasters and said, ‘If you guys don’t do something about sex and
violence on television I’'m going to have to do something about it even though | don’t want to.’
The broadcasters adopted a self-regulatory code trying to make the first hour of prime time and
the hour before suitable for general family viewing. The networks began to bring pressure to
bear on the writers to change their programs so they fit the family viewing definition, and
eventually the writers filed a lawsuit arguing that all of this somehow or other violated their
first amendment rights. If you read everything in this case you quickly concluded that every
party claimed to be acting on behalf of the first amendment, and every party found some
violation of the first amendment by other parties. Eventually, a judge found a way to oddly
conclude, that the whole thing violated the first amendment rights of listeners and viewers
which Lauren will know is not exactly the normal way to look at the first amendment. They
never got to the bottom of it, and | think there are legitimate academic freedom concerns
associated with every step of this process which you can debate — you can debate further. But |
do not believe that especially now that he has made it clear, that these — this body — that U
Faculty groups can join, relevant professional associations as long as they make it clear that it’s
not on their part a joining of it by Indiana University. | don’t consider that a violation of
academic freedom. It’s a useful discussion and hopefully it will alert everybody to all of the
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issues. |think that the issues that ASA has raised are certainly worth considering. On the
shared governance side, | think I’'m satisfied with the president’s promise to — to consult if
comparable circumstances arise in the future. But | would like to take us one other step, and
I’'ve played this out to the BFC Executive Committee and whether they’ll go on with it or not |
don’t know at the moment. We recently adopted Principles of Academic Ethics. | think it’'s time
for us to look at whether we can state principles of shared governance. | — | think there’s an
understanding of what shared governance is on the part of faculty leaders, there’s a
commitment to it in another way by the administration. | would like to hope that —that we
could develop statements of principle of shared governance that —that we could agree apply at
least to this campus. There are models of that. There are other universities that have done it.
I’'m looking for a job for next year. | will be your President Emeritus — BFC President Emeritus —
and I've at least suggested to the Executive Committee that I'd kind of like to see if | can
develop something like that in consultation with all kinds of faculty and administrative groups
around IU Bloomington. | don’t know if they’ll approve that or not, but | will continue to say,
you know, maybe we should explore and see if we can come up with that, you know. What
would it cover? It would cover sharing of information, it would cover being timely, it would be
just like the Principles of Academic Ethics. It would be a statement of goals and objectives and
understandings about how we all work together to do this. And as far as I’'m concerned if |
develop this, it won’t be here’s what we expect of the administration, it will also be here’s what
the administration can expect of us in the context of shared governance. So | may do that and
if 1 do I'll, you know, work through the Executive Committee next year to bring it back to you for
— for further discussion. | think that’s it for now and we’ll have Lauren make her presentation,
again if you have questions about what I've said you can ask.

AGENDA ITEM 4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S REPORT

ROBEL: Thank you, Herb. I'll be quick because | — | know that there’s an item on the agenda. To
follow up on Herb’s quick description of the process, since December 22" when the strategic
planning teams put their — released their reports or gave them to me. On January 8, we did
have a meeting of the chairs of those — those eleven teams with the deans to kind of have the
chairs walk through the high points, and the deans have an opportunity to react. I’'m continuing
to encourage them to react to these reports. Last Friday we — we met with, the team members
met with the BFC Executive Committee and Long Range Planning Committee, and the school
policy committees were all invited. They were all given access to the reports. | don’t think that |
was crazy about the turnout for that, it could have been a little bit better, but I’'m hoping to
encourage the — the people who received the reports, or have access to them to really get — get
some comments back. The period until February 10" is really, or actually the end of this
month, but February 10" is my — the date I’'m shooting for to come — to come out to the
campus with a draft, is really to allow the chairs of the committees, and the committee
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members to the — the 167 committee members, to the extent that they’re willing to continue
working with these reports, to hear feedback from some faculty and administrative leadership
and to allow them to reflect on that in terms of what they want ultimately to recommend. We
have a meeting scheduled for January 24™ with the committees and the chairs and me to — to
go through a little bit of a final peer review process within those groups, and actually to
celebrate their wonderful work this past semester. They —they worked very hard, very fast.
There are some large themes that so far have dominated, or have been connecting pieces
among the reports. The first is a sense that we need to think intentionally about
interdisciplinary structures on the campus, that permeates really most of the reports, that —
one of the deans suggested that that could be an artifact of the fact that we were bringing
together lots of people from different disciplines. The reports themselves do affirm the
importance of strength in the disciplines but they also contain a lot of hope that we can come
up with some interdisciplinary structures that allow us to be more than the sum of our parts,
where that makes sense. There is a — a consistent theme of the impact of globalization and
internationalization on our campus. Tom Gieryn and | had lunch today with the —the first
group of new faculty members. We try to have lunch with all of the new faculty members over
the course of their first year, and of the five faculty members there, they were from Iran, Peru,
Norway, France, and Georgia, although that last one is Atlanta, Georgia. [Laughter] That gives
you some sense of the ways in which our campus is really global, a site of globalization both for
our students which we have been quite clear about, but also our faculty, and some extremely
thoughtful suggestions and recommendations from the two groups that looked at
internationalization and globalization at the campus level. There was a —an extremely strong
set of themes around diversity. Every group, | think, had recommendations that went to the
diversity of our community, the diversity of thought, the diversity of — of membership, the ways
in which we support diversity, and the ways in which it makes it — our community stronger, and
so that —that was — that was pervasive. And the final theme | think that has come out of all -
not all of the reports, but a great many of them — is the notion of taking — taking a hard look at
grand challenges, places where the — the campus might be able to focus its resources on a big
challenge, and through a process that at least the Research Committee describes as, ‘iterative
with faculty,” attempt to see if we can as a campus work towards some serious
recommendations around solving a grand challenge. So I’'m looking forward to the reactions of
the chairs now that they’ve gone through this process. I’'m working very hard to try to move
between and among the many levels of recommendations that I've received from the
committees. The committees, | think, did a terrific job of getting — getting both big ideas on the
page and some very concrete and tactical suggestions, and | — I’'m looking forward to sorting
those in a way that allows us to, at the campus level, to really think about what makes sense for
— for broad discussion, for big, big picture directions, and what makes sense for more
operational kinds of approaches within the offices of the various vice provosts at the campus
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level. When the —when | have a draft | will put it up for comment from the entire campus. The
underlying reports will also be available at that point. | think that the various committees really
wanted the opportunity to absorb some comment before they — their work product was pubilic,
and | want to honor that, but at that —at the point that we go out with a draft | think that
everyone should see at least the report sitting underneath. There’s been an enormous amount,
| think, of wonderful work done in these reports. Much of it will not be apparent in the reports
themselves, because much of it concerns either the — the information and the data that have
been generated through this process, or the relationships that have been built, and both of
those, | think, are equally important in thinking about the future. So that’s the —that’s the near
plan. | look forward to lots of engagement of the Council and the members of our faculty in —in
the shaping of this as it moves forward.

| have another, a few other just quick announcements, one of which I’'m thrilled about although
the Council may not be because it — it does suggest that I'm — I'm stealing somebody from your
midst, and that is that Professor Claude Clegg has agreed to join Tom Gieryn’s office as an
Associate Vice Provost, July 1¥. One of the things that has been clear, became clear to Tom and
to me early on in this process of discussion around the strategic plan is that we — we feel a real
need for somebody at the campus level who’s thinking about the question, how do we
operationalize the idea of helping faculty members thrive at every point in their career? And
Claude has agreed to join us and to take that particular question on —head on, and we — we
could sure use the thoughtfulness and the help, and so I’'m delighted about that. Herb thought
that in the many announcements that surrounded James Wimbush coming into the position of
vice president of DEMA and Martin McCrory coming into the position of vice provost for
educational diversity, that it was possible that David Daleke’s appointment was not highlighted
to the Council, so | want to make sure that that happened, and it is possible that that — that
happened in the travels at the end of the year. When James went into his new position, David
Daleke who has been the associate dean in the —in the Graduate School had to take on new
campus based —a new campus based role because while Vice President Wimbush has remained
as the dean of the Graduate School, that is — that has been conceptualized as a more university
wide position, so David who is well known to the members of this Council agreed to be —to
take on a position as vice provost for graduate education, so we have a focal point on the
campus to think about graduate educa —issues of graduate education. He also agreed to take
on a special focus on the — the health sciences. What became apparent on the —to me when |
was putting together the teams around strategic planning is that more health sciences
programs are now reporting to our campus. The School of Optometry now reports on this
campus, the School of Public Health has been formed and is in the process of working through
its new mission, the Medical Sciences program has become a program that can offer an M.D. on
this campus, the Nursing program is extraordinarily pressed for spots, it’s oversubscribed every
semester, the Speech and Hearing program is in the College of Arts and Sciences, is a
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phenomenal program, we have clinical aspects around Psychology that need to be thought
about, the — the School of Social Work’s program here has also been —is a program that
obviously has synergy, so | really felt as provost that | needed a way to get my — my head
organized academically around the health sciences programs here, and to try to think what is
their — what is their future on this campus. The Clinical Affairs Committee of the university
which is headed by Dean Jay Hess at the Medical School has graciously agreed to allow David to
sit with the Clinical Affairs Committee as part of his new role. The health sciences report that
came out of the strategic planning process was one of those places where | think we really saw
the development of some relationships and synergies, and so | -I’'m looking forward to how
that develops but if | — if | somehow missed talking through all of this with the Council |
apologize and am happy to inform you now. We started the first meeting of the committee to
review Vice Provost Pete Goldsmith who is the dean for student affairs, met today. President
Terry was there and Dean Gerardo Gonzalez has —is leading that review effort. I've asked them
to please be done by the end of the semester. I’'m happy to announce that that office just won
a national award, the national award, for the implementation for student conduct and sexual
violence procedures, and | —they in fact just won a second award for their work on academic
integrity so | think that the review is likely to lead to not only recognizing these
accomplishments but also helping the office think about what its next — next couple of steps
will be. And | think that’s probably all for now. Thank you very much.

AGENDA ITEM 5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD

TERRY: If | may make a couple other comments based in part on what you said, | met, | did
meet with the Goldsmith committee this morning and was asked by Dean Gonzalez some
guestions about how to apply the policy that we have for the review of deans and that sort of
thing, to somebody who didn’t have an academic unit, and — and the policy was clearly written
with how do we review deans in mind. What | told him | would do is that | would bring some of
the questions he raised to the Executive Committee of the BFC and we’ll offer some advice on —
on how he might proceed. |think this demonstrates that it’s probably getting close to be time
for us to take a look at those policies. That’s happening at the UFC level, and | think that will
percolate down to the BFC. More importantly, | want to say something about Claude. | want to
thank Claude for his service to us. | went out of my way to try and recruit him to serve as chair
of the Faculty Affairs Committee and have not been in any way disappointed which is too bad
because that’s one of the reasons probably that you poached, but that’s okay. What | really
want to say is two things that | see as sort of consequences of — of —of Claude’s new position.
Number one, if | do write principles of shared governance, | think what has happened here is an
example of a good principle of shared governance. Most of our principal university and campus
officers are faculty members and — and we’re not losing Claude’s service, it’s not that he’s going
over to the dark side or something like that, he’s going to be a faculty member serving in
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governance in a different role than he has now and | think that’s the way it — it generally should
be. Second thing is that | hope this and the work of the Strategic Planning Committee and so
forth leads the Constitution and Rules Committee to get back to us with a question about
whether or not we should add Martin McCrory and his office to this Council. If we do, and if
Martin has a busy day he can send Claude and we’ll get Claude back. So, you know, | hope we’ll
move forward on that quickly too. Thanks.

ROBEL: Any other questions or comments from the Council? Okay, | think we’ve got Rebecca
and then John.

SPANG: | had a question for both of you actually. | know you’re — you don’t have a report or a
draft you want to make public yet, but all of us | imagine were a bit pigued when you said,
“grand challenges.” Can you give us any indications of what those might be? And then |
wanted to ask Herb if he knows, why did the Trustees think we need a common calendar?

TERRY: Okay.

ROBEL: Okay. There were several committees that looked at this, or that recommended the
idea of grand challenges came from very different perspectives. The —the Committee on the —
on Integrated Arts and Humanities was one of the groups that talked about grand challenges,
the Research Committee talked about grand challenges, the International Programs Committee
talked about grand challenges, so we’re thinking — grand. | think what all of these groups were
trying to get to was the notion that — the whole idea of grand challenges is really not a new one
it’s —it’s a relatively, it’s a pretty old one that, a couple of decades old, and it started in the
sciences, and the ideal was attack big issues, you know, like climate change in the sciences is a
good example. The thing that | love about these reports is that they suggest what | —what | —
well, of course | love it if | believe it to be true, but we all — we all like when our biases are
confirmed, but all of the reports seem to suggest that our disciplines can broadly be involved in
addressing grand challenges, that the humanists have as much to say towards the —the
response to a grand challenge as the scientist for instance, and that | think is a — is an important
point and the, you know, the specifics of the things that the campus might decide to take on
are — are at this point less important than the idea that we would take such things on as a
campus.

TERRY: | think you invited me mainly to comment on the calendar?
SPANG: Yes.
TERRY: Okay.

SPANG: Why did the Trustees think we need —
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TERRY: | don’t know. Now having said that let me tell you what | think, | learned about it and try
and give you my best answer. Remember | wasn’t at the meeting where they did this —

SPANG: — Right.

TERRY: Okay, so why do | think they need one? Number one, we do need — we do need at least
a common census date for a variety of reasons.

SPANG: — Right, well that makes sense.

TERRY: Okay. Why else? | think it’s related to several factors, one of which | did learn about
when | started asking that question of John Applegate and others. As you know with the
Student Services Initiative and other sorts of things we have — we have sort of saved money by
consolidating a number of back office functions that used to be performed at the individual
campus level and brought them into central administration. | am told that some of the Trustees
believe that it is actually costing us money in some ways to support all of these divergent
campus calendars in that context of shared administration of things, okay? | don’t know much
more than that, but | will share that apparently some — some Trustees believe that — that — that
there is actually a cost to having these — these divergent calendars. This proposal may not
exactly address another concern that I've heard for a number of years in my roles in faculty
governance, not just from the Trustees but also from some faculty. At least IUPUl and IU
Bloomington function as core schools, and every so often | hear something from a business
faculty member or a SPEA faculty member, somebody who’s in a core school and is assigned to
teach a class at IUPUI and here, that they have no break. Okay. | don’t think it’ll fix that
necessarily but — but if you believe in this core school idea as we move forward, particularly |
would think on graduate programs, where we can’t each offer exactly the same graduate
offerings, and try and share, maybe you want to move in that direction. The envelope doesn’t
necessarily do that, although frankly if you change the outside dimensions of the envelope you
may end up having to change some of the things within it, we’ll see as we go with that. | think
it’s to some extent also driven by the efforts to do more online work. If —if calendars vary a lot,
let’s say you get assigned an online class and a real class, and they’re on a different calendar,
you might not necessarily like that. So I think this is the start of a discussion of how far we
should go. They decided that we need at least this common beginning and end point. If we
really find it's unworkable, | think we can tell them and believe it or not we have reasonable
Trustees, they’ll listen to that, but otherwise | — | think it’s — it’s — it has merit and it could make
some change in our calendar but we’ll see. Anything to add?

ROBEL: I'm — I’'m happy they just asked them. | — | do — I’'m not even able to speculate at this
point. Let’s see, John?
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WALBRIDGE: Okay, | wanted to comment on the question of the Israel boycott. The president’s
right on the substance. I’'m Middle East Studies and our professional organization has long
declined to join the boycott. It actually started in Europe several years ago in England, so
there’s a history that predates the American Studies Association. However, | mean —my issue
was with faculty governance and, you know, Herb talked about the formal aspects of it, but
there’s a substantive aspect of it as well. 1U is active now in dozens of countries with student
programs and exchanges, and collaborations with foreign universities, and these can be — |
mean things have political implications. | mean this has political implications, it sort of puts us
on the record as being on the Israeli side of this — of this issue, we probab —if you had asked
those of us sitting by department it was — probably could have told the president to come up
with some non-answer to give to people. But I've seen it in, you know, in several other
countries that I, you know, know something about where IU is doing things that have
implications within that society that it’s reasonably clear the administration is — does not fully
understand. And if we’re going to do that it is really important to talk to the faculty who know
these places because we can get ourselves in trouble. | know one country for instance where
we have an exchange relationship with the university which essentially identifies us with one
side of an ethnic conflict, and | — it’s reasonably clear to me that the university did not fully
understand this when —when it happened. | mean it’s not a serious problem, but it's — | mean
these kinds of things in effect, the university really needs to start behaving like a government
would and sort of make a, you know, serious effort to sort of understand what we’re getting
into in these sometimes problematic places and the way to do that is to talk to the.... We have a
lot of people in this university who know a lot about a lot of places, but the senior
administration needs to talk to us before they sort of blunder into these situations.

ROBEL: Okay, thank you John. | — | think everybody agrees that it’s important to talk to faculty
members around international exchanges and in fact | don’t think I’'ve signed a single
international exchange agreement that did not come through the faculty, from faculty
members through their departments to schools. | do want to disagree strongly though with
one statement, and that is and | don’t — | don’t think you, well | don’t want to suggest what you
meant.

WALBRIDGE: I'll tell you if I'm offended.

ROBEL: The — | did not take anything President McRobbie said to be taking a position on the
underlying substance. He — he seemed quite clear that his position and the AAU’s position, and,
you know, the position of tons of other people on this was that academic boycotts are a bad
idea, and not that this particular underlying conflict around Middle Eastern —the Middle East,
he was taking one position or another and —

WALBRDIGE: | was not saying that either.
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ROBEL: Okay, great.

WALBRIDGE: | was saying how — how it was liable to be read, that perhaps it would be better if
there weren’t something to be read.

ROBEL: Alright, other comments or discussion?

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: | just have a question because this came up in regard to our agreements
with other institutions internationally speaking, are those agreements a matter of faculty
scrutiny, transparency —

ROBEL: Yes, they’re — they’re — all agreements, all international program agreements go
through a committee that is all faculty actually led by the office of the vice president for
international programs, international affairs maybe is the name the — OVPIA — international
affairs. They’re —they’re looked at by — by — there are actually two faculty committees and
depending on what the program being proposed is, they’re looked at by one or both. They’re
always proposed up — almost always — proposed up through departments. Every once in a
while we enter into a kind of university wide memorandum of understanding, or cooperation in
friendship | think they’re called. Those tend to be the result of there being a number of
underlying departments or schools that are interested in pursuing relationships with a
particular institution. So... Has anybody here served on that, one or both of those committees?
Okay, alright.

HASS: However, | missed, maybe fortunately, missed most of the State of the State speech by
our Governor last week. Was there anything that we was making awfully nice to, Glenda, our
Educational Commissioner nicer [comment indistinct] than he does in reality but anything of
any impact for us, any new information of anybody — anybody who listened to it?

ROBEL: | don’t — | don’t think so. The 2% that he was talking about early — earlier in the month
was proposed sequestration. So it wouldn’t be, we’ve been through that kind of thing before.
We — we may not ever get the money, but it is still ours in theory, and the administration has
been working very hard to think about how that would — how that would work. Yes.

MCMANUS: | have a question for Herb. Herb, can you just clarify a little bit the process that
you were talking about in terms of prerequisites, is this part of SB 182 or is this something
different? Is this the degree articulation pathways and when —?

TERRY: It’s a successor. Let’s start with Dennis and then —
MCMANUS: Oh, Dennis is doing this.

GROTH: Well, it’s House Bill 1348.
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MCMANUS: — 1348, okay.

GROTH: Yeah, degree map legislation —

MCMANUS: - Got it.

GROTH: —requires the specification of prerequisites on the degree maps.

MCMANUS: So, my question then is, when we’re speaking about prerequisites is this specific
course prerequisites, or — or is it competencies which is another term I've heard come up?

GROTH: No, the competencies are — come up mostly in Senate Bill 182, which is the single
articulation pathways, identification of competencies through the sophomore level.

MCMANUS: Okay.

TERRY: | would add it is also milestone events —

GROTH: —Yes.

TERRY: —and —

GROTH: There’s more than just the prerequisites and the degree maps —

TERRY: Yeah, and we know — well to give you an example, the School of Music has a upper
division examination. There’s no credit for it, it’s not a course, but all students have to take it,
they have to pass it, they have to do that to go forward. We’re aware of that, the committee
that is doing this is aware of that, the — we think we’re aware of it. | think that’s quite honestly
why we’re going to go out and say, please this is what we think are the prerequisites to your
courses and your programs, if there’s anything else, now’s the time to tell us because the goal
here is just to give the student an accurate map, and if there are things in addition to
prerequisites for specific courses the students nonetheless have to do and that they should
plan for, and that they should know about in advance. The goal is to get that into the map.

ROBEL: Alright. Well let’s — let’s move on to the next piece of our agenda which is discussion of
the campus promotion and tenure guidelines, and for that I'd like to call on Professor Clegg and
Vice Provost Gieryn.

AGENDA ITEM 6: DISCUSSION OF FAC CONCERNS ABOUT CAMPUS PROMOTION AND TENURE
GUIDELINES

CLEGG: Okay, good afternoon. You should have before you — can you hear me okay?

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Yes, well [comment indistinct]

26



CLEGG: Okay, I'll try and speak a little louder. Better?
MCMANUS: Much better.

CLEGG: Okay. You should have before you a document that was pre-circulated last week.
That’s the report actually having to do with the promotion and tenure guidelines and policy of
the Bloomington campus. | want to give you some backstory, some history to the document,
also at the end of my comments here | want to make a proposal to this body on behalf of the
Faculty Affairs Committee of — of the BFC, but first some backstory.

Periodically the campus, as you know, requires the each of its schools and departments to
undertake a review of their promotion and tenure policies, more or less to keep them current
with the ways we think about advancing colleagues and the sorts of criteria, we think necessary
to apply to their applications for advancement. The College Policy Committee was called upon
by the dean of the College to do that very thing on behalf of that school, to look at the College’s
promotion and tenure policy. The dean of the College asked that they —the College Policy
Committee — use the guidelines of the vice provost for academic and — for faculty and academic
affairs, Tom Gieryn’s office, [comment indistinct] guidelines as sort of a guide, sort of a
document for guiding their revision or at least their — their examination of the College tenure
and promotion guidelines. The College Policy Committee in doing so came up with two
concerns. One concern was that the guidelines from the vice provost’s office had not been
vetted with this body, the BFC. The BFC had not endorsed the guidelines. Their other major
concern was that there were apparent vague areas, inconsistency, some opaqueness between
the campus official policy that has been approved and amended or revised by this policy based
on policy recommendations and resolutions and the policy or the guidelines emanating from
Tom'’s office. So there was concern —two concerns — concern that there were again these —
these spots of not necessarily disagreement, although there are some minor incongruities,
vagueness, silences between the policies and the fact that the guidelines emanating from the
vice provost’s office had not been approved. The College Policy Committee approached Herb
as the BFC President, asked that he look into it, and Herb approached me as the Faculty Affairs
chair of the committee that handles faculty related things to — to do that very thing, to look at it
and look into this. | empaneled a committee of four of us from the Faculty Affairs Committee
to take a look at three policies, the university policy which governs all eight campuseson P & T,
promotion and tenure, the campus policy of the Bloomington entity, the Bloomington campus
on P & T, and also the guidelines from Tom’s office that were posted in February of 2013.

We had — we arrived at three major points, three major conclusions. One is that the guidelines
emanating from Tom’s office have actually provided a good amount of clarity, content,
substance to our Bloomington campus policy, that has shed light in grey areas upon ambiguities
and provided a clearer procedural logic to promotion and tenure that the existing policy does
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not provide frankly. Our second conclusion was that there indeed —the College Policy
Committee was right — there are indeed ambiguities, grey areas, and moderate conflicts
between not only the Bloomington policy and — the Bloomington official policy on P & T and the
guidelines from Tom’s office, but also the university policy, there are three policies. So there
are instances in which even the university policy conflicts with the Bloomington policy, and
that’s aside from any incongruities or inconsistencies or — or opaqueness that might exist
between the guidelines and the Bloomington policy. Our conclusion was, and this was the
initial conclusion, I’'m going to ask that that be revised as well momentarily, our conclusion was
that we would ask Tom’s office to take a look at his guidelines and revise them in light of our
suggestions which are in the report that you have before you, and if those guidelines will be
brought before you, ideally in some revised form, and that you would discuss them and vote to
endorse those guidelines. Having thought more about this and talked to members of the
Bloomington Faculty Council Executive Committee, having met with the FAC or the Faculty
Affairs Committee of that body last week, having talked to Tom, having talked to Herb about
this, I don’t think that that’s the best way to go forward for a few reasons. One it might be
possible that — it is probably likely that we’re confusing the function of this body which is to
come up with Bloomington P & T policy that will be official policy, and the function of Tom’s
office which is to more or less interpret and to apply those policies. To simply bring Tom’s
policy — or his guidelines forward for endorsement is masking the larger issue that | think the
Faculty Affairs Committee has come up with or has discerned from its exercise in looking at
these policies, that is it’s putting the cart before the horse. We believe that it’s necessary to
actually look at the Bloomington campus policies with an eye to revising and modernizing them,
and that simply to bring guidelines from Tom’s office here to vote up or down or discuss, et
cetera... doesn’t fix the original issue that is whether or not we have policies that are not only
operational —and they are functional — I don’t want to give you a sense that we need to do a
major overhaul of the policies, they are operational and functional, and people who are in that
process need not to worry about the — the current functionality of the policies, but we do
believe that it is the case that we need to have a serious discussion as a Council about whether
or not we have a P & T policy and process, but policy first, that serves us well in the second
decade of the 20™ century, in a day and age in which we are seeing mergers and
reorganizations and emergence of even schools within schools, whether or not our P & T policy
is prepared currently to deal with that, those realities, whether or not as we look forward and
in a progressive way about campus planning and strategic planning and so forth, whether or not
our current policy well serves our colleagues, well serves those who will be going up for tenure
and promotion in —in the future, and — and whether or not we can make tweaks, adjustments,
amendments, and so forth to strengthen that policy. So that’s the proposal that the Faculty
Affairs Committee voted on last week and unanimously supported. That is, we would ask you all
to charge the Faculty Affairs Committee with taking a look, a good long, hard look at the
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Bloomington campus policies and with an eye to improve them if necessary, and as a corollary
to that, once we bring these things back to you for your discussion — let’s say you endorse a
new amended policy, as a corollary to that we request that all other offices, schools on the
campus, including Tom’s office, bring guidelines, policies into line, letter and spirit, with the
new amended policies as approved of by this body. We think that this is an opportune time to
do that, again in the current atmosphere of the campus seeking better economies of efficiency
and effectiveness through mergers or reorganizations and so forth, this would be an opportune
time for us to say, or to ask the question, do we have the policies in place that take into
consideration, again, the emergence of schools within schools, and the disappearance of some
areas, and the — and the blossoming of other areas, do we have the policies in place to do that,
and are there things that we can do to improve upon our current P & T policies? So that’s their
proposal. | know that Tom has some things to — to add and to address you in regard to, but
again that’s the proposal coming out of the Faculty Affairs Committee, that you empower it to
take a good hard look at our P & T proposals — or our policies.

GIERYN: | want to thank Claude and the Faculty Affairs Committee for responding so effectively
and thoroughly to issues that surfaced initially in the College Policy Committee surrounding the
existential status if you will, of the document that you have in front of you, the guidelines for
tenure and promotion reviews at Indiana University Bloomington. Claude’s plan seems to me is
— it sounds just about right. We should use this as an opportunity, an occasion to review our
existing P & T policies, and | want to thank the Executive Committee of the BFC for giving me a
little time to clarify that actual existential status of that document. | think shared governance
begins with a — an agreed understanding of the distinction between administrative
responsibilities and faculty responsibilities, and so what | have to say is designed on one level as
a contribution to shared governance. Emphatically, guidelines are not polices. This particular
document was never written to become policy, to supplant policy, it was not intended to be a
complete restatement or compilation of our policies on promotion and tenure, rather the
guidelines were intended from the start to be something built on your policies and those of the
UFC, they were designed and written to be, | think, fully consistent with those policies, and
insofar as any anybody can find inconsistencies, or worse, contradictions, between the
guidelines and the policies, the guidelines must conform to the policies, and they will be
changed accordingly. The goal as Claude said of these guidelines is clarification. There are two
goals, the first really is clarification. Clarification of our policies for the people most affected by
them initially, the candidates themselves, but also for those who are engaged in the review
process, both as members of faculty committees and as administrators. I’'ve been very pleased
at the feedback that I've received from candidates as well as committees and administrators,
they think the guidelines help. That’s all we sought to do. The guidelines fill in the gaps, and if
you think about policies, very few good policies are written so that they cover every
eventuality, detail, and circumstance. Sometimes some circumstances become important,
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they’re not addressed in policy, we wouldn’t necessarily want to run back to every policy and
rewrite it for every eventuality and situation. Guidelines are filling in the gaps, providing
literally guidance for all the people involved in this fundamentally important process. They are
indeed a distillation of, not our polices, but rather the information that our office has been
putting out for decades going back to the old dean of faculties, at workshops for candidates, for
department chairs, for associate deans, we have been pushing out guidelines, FAQs, help for
years. Never before, until now, has the request even surfaced that the BFC take a look at the
material that we’ve been pushing out, so in my opinion, and | =1 =1 think Claude would agree,
and this is the shared governance point, there needs to be room for administrative
interpretation of your policies, there needs to be in a sense a responsive flexibility in how your
policies are complied with, in response to changing circumstances. I'll give only one example,
next year you’ll be happy to know that eDossier will go live campus wide, from here on out all
of the materials of candidates for promotion and tenure will submit their materials in digital
form, they will move through a very fancy workflow process where committees are informed of
the availability of the materials and so forth. It is slick and wonderful thanks to the hard work
Anne Massey and many others. Anne and | are starting out now to begin to tell everybody
involved what the changes will be resulting from eDossier. There are a lot of guidelines here,
how to fill it in, where to find it, and so forth. Our policies remain unchanged as they should be,
but the mechanism for conducting these reviews will change fundamentally. There’s a
difference then between these procedural guidelines and the policies that you and other
faculty governance bodies crafts. There’s a second ambition though with the guidelines, and |
do want to take a minute because this is not as obvious in what Claude said and indeed in, |
think, the discussion that | was involved in with the College Policy Committee. The second
objective is more aspirational rather than just procedural and clarification. We really hoped to
use the guidelines to stimulate discussion about promotion and tenure, and why the policies
that we now have at every level, department, school, campus, university may need to be
revisited, so Claude’s plan is exactly what the drafting of these guidelines was designed to
produce, a solid look at whether or not our policies have kept up with the changes in the reality
of university life. Now, you’ll notice if you read the document, and one of the best things about
this whole process is a few people are actually going to read the guidelines, that will only help
as you face tenure yourself, promotion, or you’re involved in review committees. You’ll notice
in the document that there’s an oscillation in the register between “must” and “should,” or
“possibly consider.” When we say “must” we are literally translating policy into an insistent,
your policy says it has to be, so do this. When we say “should,” or when we say “consider,” or
“maybe,” what we’re doing is suggesting here are some things for you, whether it’s the College
Policy Committee, a department, or a school, or the BFC, here are some things you might want
to consider as you rewrite your own P & T documents. For example, the issue that Lauren
raised about interdisciplinarity. Do your policies address that kind of work, both research and
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teaching? If not, should they? Well, the guidelines don’t insist on it because we have no policy
that says interdisciplinarity should be — interdisciplinarity should be treated a certain way in P &
T decisions, but the document, and | think this is a good result now, should compel those to
think who are drafting policies at the department or school level, what do we want to do with
interdisciplinarity? What do we want to do with new forms of scholarly communication that are
not addressed in our current policies? What do we want to do about the scholarship of
engagement with audiences outside academe? How do these fit into P & T now, not when the
policies were written ten, twenty and thirty years ago? So in drafting these considerations, I'm
—I’'m just so pleased that they have had their intended effect which is to stimulate discussion of
revision. Let’s face it, the extant P & T documents that Claude and his subcommittee of FAC
slogged through, they are a palimpsest, and | don’t mean that in any kind of flattering way.
They have resulted from actions — an accretion over time where consistencies in those
successive changes were sometimes not achieved. They are ambiguous at times — critically
important times —and moments that defy hermeneutic interpretation, and there are some
instances where the policies are simply flat out obsolete with other changes of policy and
practice. Just one example and I'll end, the UFC policy insists that the tenure probationary
period, “may not exceed seven years.” | will tell you that about one third of our tenured
candidates when they come up for tenure have already exceeded the seventh year, and for
some very legitimate and policy driven reasons; they had a medical leave, they had a family
leave, there was an interruption to their research or teaching that was beyond their control
that warranted an extension of the clock. We’ve got to — we can’t have policies saying
something that is violated in fact for legitimate reasons, so it’s high time to revise our policies. |
look forward to working with Claude and the FAC on this, and | simply want to reassure those
who are planning to come up for tenure soon, or promotion, that these changes will not affect
that. We have a — a well-established tradition of grandfathering policies in so that candidates
for — for promotion and tenure are evaluated under the conditions in which they were hired,
unless they choose to be evaluated under conditions that are developed while they’re in place.
So | look forward to the job, Claude.

ROBEL: | have one — one comment on this, and that is there — |, in my own humble opinion,
having to — having had the opportunity now for two years to work with the Faculty Board of
Review in cases coming out of these procedures, it —in my mind there’s a big difference
between the substantive underlying standards for promotion and tenure which I think every
school and the College need to grapple with seriously, and the procedures that are followed in
every person’s case in terms of, you know, when do certain things happen? When —if there’s a
negative decision, at what point must an appeal be taken, things like that. And there’s a real
mishmash in our current policies of those two things, including places where we use language.
You’ve got a great example in this, the time allowed for appealing negative decisions on
reappointment, where we say “reasonable” which is just for a time, you know, for a time based
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decision, that is just a miserable thing, you know? People need to know what their rights are
and responsibilities so that we can get things through the process in a reasonable amount of
time without having to worry that, you know, there —there are things lingering out there, or
people can’t get on with their lives, so that kind of stuff there’s no — no reason ever for it to be
vague, you know, that —that kind of stuff should be uniform. The promotion and tenure
standards substantively, | have — | think people need to look at what their schools are trying to
achieve, and be in dialogue with the campus about — about that, so... Now, can | open it up for a
conversation? Cassidy?

SUGIMOTO: It's more — more of a comment. You mentioned that these guidelines were
clarifications or interpretations, but I’d also like to see them as our statement of our values, and
particularly with the strategic plan | think we have an opportunity to re-envision this, and we
already have some aspirational language on interdisciplinarity or new scholarly
communications, but the section on collaborative work, for example, is still fairly anachronistic.
If we’re going to be trying to solve grand challenges to tell people that they’re going to be
evaluated on their individual work, and we say it’s vital that they have an autonomous role
where a collaborative role — a truly collaborative role — may be necessary for a lot of these
challenges. So it’s more just a comment that, not just looking at the logistic end of this, but
really how we can aspire to embody our values from the strategic plan and from other
conversations into this document | think changes the environment for junior faculty who can
look at this and say, ‘They really will support this, they’re really operationalizing what it means
to be an interdisciplinary and collaborative scholar in the 21** century.’

GIERYN: Couldn’t agree more.
ROBEL: Do you require [comment indistinct]

WALBRIDGE: Yeah, just a question. In the section on appeals you say that appeals can only be
made on procedural matters. Can they not be made on substantive grounds?

CLEGG: [comment indistinct] guidelines.
GIERYN: Yes.

CLEGG: Yes.

WALBRIDGE: Yes. Uh?

GIERYN: That’s —do you want to? The policy is that when a candidate receives a negative
outcome, especially by the time it reaches the executive level, that is Lauren and the president
make the decision, they can request a reconsideration. The reconsideration is — and they
accompany that request with presumably additional material, it could be new
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accomplishments, it could a rebuttal, it could be a clarification of something, that goes back to
all the levels of review that voted negatively, and it is in a sense incumbent on those
committees and administrators to rethink their judgment. That’s substantive, John. That can
go back and say, have we made the right decision? If the decision remains negative then the
faculty member, the candidate can appeal to the Faculty Board of Review on procedural
grounds. That is, the supposition is that the outcome resulted from some violation of — of
process, and makes the case, the candidate then is incumbent on making the case and the
Faculty Review considers whether or not there were procedural irregularities and whether they
were materially involved in the outcome.

WALBRIDGE: But not on substantive grounds.

GIERYN: Faculty Board of Review does not decide a tenure case in terms of substance.
Moreover, their judgment on procedural matters is in the form of a recommendation to the
provost who ultimately decides the case.

WALBRIDGE: That | knew, but | —when | went through this, it was as | understood the process
from the appointment it could only be appealed on procedural grounds, but at the tenure stage
it could be appealed to the Board of Review on both procedural and substantive grounds.

What my lawyer actually said was sometimes substance, this judgment of substance could be
procedure which.... The university has since hired her so she must know what she was talking
about.

ROBEL: | think — any other comments or questions?

CLEGG: | know we made one comment in regard to moving forward, the path forward, or a
timeline. With your approval, | don’t know if we’ll need a vote or not, but we’re asking that we
be charged, that is, the Faculty Affairs Committee be charged with moving forward, with
looking at the —the campus policies, so with your endorsement, whether explicit and a vote or
tacit, we would like to hit the ground running. A number of us have already looked at these
guidelines at some length over the past few months, and | personally don’t see this as a lot of
heavy lifting or overhaul of the policies. | see a lot of tweaking and clarifications and shedding
light on ambiguities. We're starting already from legacy documents, we have a UFC policy, we
have a Bloomington campus policy, we have the guidelines from Tom’s office so we’re not
starting from scratch, so I'd really like to see us hit the ground running, the FAC. I'd like to see
the — a draft sometime first half of Aug— by mid-February some draft that we could circulate
with the deans and the school policy committees or whomever the deans are empowering to
look at their tenure promotion guidelines. Tom is — he wears a few hats here — he’s on the FAC
as ex officio member, but we would also be consulting very closely with his office with this. The
ideal — the ideal scenario would be bringing a draft to this body by early April for your
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consideration, your discussion, and so forth. If it’s the case that the draft is something that you
wanted to vote on at that time, that would be great, or comments and then another draft
prepared, ideally to have this done by the end of the spring semester, and not something that
we’d take into tenure and promotion season in the fall so to speak. Although Tom is exactly
right, it wouldn’t be the case any changes made now would have an impact on people who
were hired previous to any changes but it'd be ideal to have this running alongside the strategic
planning process and concluding about the same time ideally this semester. So that would be
the timeline for this.

ROBEL: Jason?
JACKSON: Claude, that’s pretty ambitious —
CLEGG: — It is.

JACKSON: — some of the goals. I’'m interested in one point as a question, how it would need to
be reconciled with university policy in that it’s one thing to imagine an iterative process in
Bloomington, but if —if the new result is even more out of sync with university policy, and Herb
may need to speak to this, how do the — how would that get worked out?

CLEGG: That’s an excellent question, Jason. Actually, the university policies are open ended,
how to put this generously — “vague enough?” — “liberal in their spaciousness?” [laughter] to —
to allow for a source of tweaking and amendment to our policy that | think, that we think are
necessary without violating the larger umbrella of the university policies. Herb asked me that
guestion during our meeting of the FAC, and he asked the related question of if there are
problems with the university policy that we identify and we would like to suggest the university
taking a look at, this is the time to do this as well. Our reading of it as of the present, the
changes that we’d like to see would slot in with the larger university policy in ways that would
not do violence or do anything to contradict the larger university system policies.

JACKSON: So my second question is —maybe it’s for Tom. Tom, in your discussion you
indicated the kind of laminated history of policies which produced irregularities and a sort of an
awkwardness of tone and style, do you think that the kind of patching and repair work that
Claude is proposing will eliminate that? Or will it just add another layer to the —to it?

GIERYN: | hope it would do more than patch, and whether tweaking is sufficient I'm not sure. |
don’t for a minute want to squelch Claude’s ambitious schedule. | think it’s laudable to try to
finish something in a semester. At the same time Jason, | —it’s unfortunately not just UFC and
BFC policies. There are documents on the BFC website that appear to be remnants of policies,
and those too need to be addressed. | — | would like to see as a result of this, and | think Claude
might agree, a single document that would supersede. One of the things we very rarely do is
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eliminate documents from the Academic Guide, and I’d like this to be an occasion where we
replace multiple documents with one better one.

CLEGG: | — | agree with that. If you look at the Bloomington campus policy, they are a bit of a
patch work, and over time they’ve become very labyrinthine, that is, you’ll need to read
through a couple of dozen resolutions to find the final say on what something in the first clause
of the document is about. So | —in —in saying “ tweaking,” | would like to see a more elegant
document, but not only a more elegant document, one that’s — that’s — we’ll hopefully send the
current document to the university archives for only nostalgic reference in the future.
[laughter] But more elegant system built within this document for us taking a look periodically
at the document, whether it’s every seven years which is the standard tenure clock
probationary period for an assistant professor, that we as a campus will look at our P & T policy
and whatever amendments have taken place in that seven years, and come up with another
document that’s a holistic document that doesn’t have the patchwork of — of resolutions
attached to it. But | think systemically we need a system for updating the campus document
that doesn’t result in this sort of — the current document reminds me of my old version of
Windows XP, that is | was one of the last people to let it go because it — it worked, you know, it
was operational, and it was just easier just to download those service packs that Microsoft kept
telling you were going to end, and the security patches, et cetera... because the thing worked.
Okay, that’s an analog for our current policy, that is, it still works but it’s — we need a new
policy. Thatis, we need to upgrade the computer. We need to upgrade the operating system.
So ideally while the things that need to be changed | think are largely minor things, that we’re
not talking about a complete overhaul of the document. | think that there is enough that needs
to be changed for us to come up with a new document absorbing the sorts of things that Tom
just mentioned, the sort of fragments and pieces of things that are around in addition to the
long, laundry list of resolutions at the end of the current document, and to something more
elegant, more easy and transparent to understand, much less opaque. And again with a system
in place at the campus level, not just at the schools and departments, | think the schools and
departments probably do this better, but at the campus level for there to be triggers every so
often, every seven, five years, for this body or some other body to convene a task force or — or
a committee to revisit the entire document and to integrate it in a way that, again, you don’t
have a situation which you have the current document in which you have a document and then
fifty years of resolutions that you have to redo in order to find out what the document means.

GIERYN: | know there’s another question, but a footnote to what Claude says, as the result of
the strategic planning process in particular, the faculty team of — we’ve got three or four people
| think here from that group. There were some, I'll call them more aggressive
recommendations, for handling promotion and tenure policies and non-tenure track policies
pertaining to reappointment and better definition. | see those activities as something different
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than what Claude is proposing. | think it would be unrealistic to think that we’re going to be
able to enact and implement team faculty’s recommendations before April. | do see that as
detachable from this, and in fact when the implementation of the strategic plan
recommendations on polices for promotion and tenure, when that process begins it will be
much easier for the work that Claude does this semester.

ROBEL: Could | ask the obvious follow up point to Jason’s which | think is the relationship
between these documents and what are produced at the school level. The — Cassidy’s point
about our promotion and tenure substantive guidelines embodying our, you know, our values, |
think is a —is a really important point. For the most part those discussions about the underlying
substantive values take place in the schools, and my guess is that the College is not the only of
the — of the schools that has at this point documents around the — substantive guidelines for
promotion and tenure that are creaky.

GIERYN: — | would — | would parse it a little differently. It seems to me that those discussions
pertain to the expectations and criteria for promotion and tenure. What is it that we want
candidates to display as evidence? There is a virtue of standardizing procedures across the
campus —

ROBEL: — Oh, yeah.

GIERYN: It’s fair to candidates; it makes it possible for subsequent levels of review at the school
and campus level to understand a document, a dossier, if for example the evaluative categories
are systematically used. | don’t see any virtue in consistency and enforced standardization in
terms of what schools and departments define as important work for people in their unit. |
think that’s where those debates are — | would — | would make the split there. What —what |
think Claude will focus on is, with not the intent necessarily of standardizing everything, but
certainly making the procedural side more clear.

ROBEL: Thank you. Do we need a resolution, or a sense of the Council? It — this comes from
the Faculty Affairs Committee so it doesn’t really need a motion and second. | think that the
simple hope is that the charge will go back to the Faculty Affairs Committee to engage in this
process does... As Sonya Stevens used to say, “Does anybody mind?” [Laughter]

SPANG: We're not [comment indistinct]

ROBEL: Is that okay? Yeah, okay. | think you have your charge. Thank you so much. Alright.
Any other business for the Council? If not, we — | will entertain a motion to adjourn.

MCMANUS: So moved.
ROBEL: Alright. Thank you all.
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MEETING ADJOURNED: 5:19PM
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