MEETING OF THE GENERAL FACULTY AND FACULTY COUNCIL.
Friday, January 12, 1996, 3:00 p.m.

¥k k% kx k% Agsembly Room, 2nd Floor, Wilson Library * * * % % % % %

Chancellor Michael Hooker will preside. Attendance of elected Council members is required.

*V.

VL.

VIL.

AGENDA

Memorial Resolution for the late Earl A. Slocum: Edgar H. Alden, Chair, Memorial
Committee.

Chancellor Hooker’s remarks: questions or comments on any subject will be invited.
Chair of the Faculty Jane D. Brown.

Special Report and Resolution of the Faculty Committee on University Government:
Amending The Faculty Code of University Government to extend Faculty Council voting
and office-holding privileges to Full-Time Lecturers and Lecturer-Equivalents; second
reading and vote: Joseph S. Ferrell, Chair. [Circulated with December agenda.]

Report of Executive Committee of the Faculty Council on Intellectual Climate (including a
resolution): Pamela J. Conover.

Annual Reports of Standing Committees:

* A, Status of Women: Laurie E. McNeil and Rebecca S. Wilder, Co-Chairs. (Includes
two resolutions to be discussed and voted on.)

*B. Buildings and Grounds: David R. Godschalk, Chair.1

*C. Advisory Committee: Maria A. Salgado, Chair.1

Old or New Business.

George S. Lensing
Secretary of the Faculty

Copies of these documents are being circulated to all members of the Faculty Council
and to Chairs and Deans, so that all faculty members may have the opportunity to read
them. Council members: please bring your copies to the meeting and discuss with your
constituents ahead of time.

These reports are being circulated and will not be discussed formally unless members of
the Council have questions.

THE DUE DATE FOR THE NEXT MEETING OF THE AGENDA COMMITTEE 1S JANUARY 13.

COUNCIL MEMBERS: PLEASE REMEMBER TO SIGN THE ROLL AND PICK UP A NAME

TAG, LOCATED ON THE TABLE AT THE REAR DOOR.




SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS
MEETINGS OF THE GENERAL FACULTY AND FACULTY COUNCIL

Friday, January 19, 1996
[meeting postponed from Friday, January 12, 1996]

Assembly Room, Wilson Library

[A complete transcript of the proceedings is available in the faculty section of the campus World Wide Web
service.]
Faculty Council Attendance: Present 54; Excused Absences 13; Unexcused Absences 24.

L.
IL

Memorial Resolution for the late Earl A. Slocum postponed until February meeting.
Chancellor Hooker.

The Chancellor began by noting that he had been "disturbed, severely disturbed is not putting
it too strongly,” upon reading the differential rates of promotion for women faculty in the report of
the Committee on the Status of Women. He has instructed the Provost to review systematically each
of the cases, or a large sample of cases, that figure into the statistics of the report and to bring those
findings back to him. He also intends to use part of the $400 student-fee increase to address issues of
salary compression, making corrections where necessary. The urgent needs for classroom
renovation and repair have been given high priority for capital expenditures and is now the first
priority in the capital budget requests for next year. In giving an update on the plans for use of the
DuBose property at Meadowmont, he mentioned that he would be taking to the Board of Trustees a
proposal to build new buildings on the site for classrooms and lodgings and to use the manor house
for lounges and dining. The School of Business has about half the required funding ($15 million) and
can service the debt on the remaining half. The facilities will generate substantial profits annually
and enhance the School of Business by permitting us to have sophisticated executive conference
programs. Debt service will be the obligation of the School of Business exclusively and will not affect
any other budgets on campus.

The Chancellor was pleased with the additional reforms created recently at the annual
meeting of the National Collegiate Athletic Association where he had been in attendance. A
measure was adopted allowing major decisions to be made, not in a large plenary session where each
institution -- regardless of its size or athletic programming -- formerly held a vote, but by a smaller
board of directors made up of the CEOs of selective campuses. Some conferences, like the Atlantic
Coast Conference, will always have representation. He and others had come to believe that in recent
years the campus CEOs had lost control of intercollegiate athletics. He noted a number of recent
reforms enacted by the NCAA, marking the end of the first phase, and he saw important new reforms
lying ahead. He noted the growth of collegiate athletics as entertainment and the increased revenues
generated by television coverage -- adding, "I persist in the view that the only justification for an
intercollegiate athletic program is what it does for the people who participate, the athletes
themselves, though I certainly recognize the value that derives from public visibility associated with
the programs.” He cited the example of the men’s basketball program here in building an esprit de
corps among students and alumni. "I don’t think there’s any institution in the country that has more
intercollegiate sports than we do -- and we have an excellent program that is well run, that is clean,
and one that serves as a model for other programs nationally.”

Professor Rich Beckman (Journalism & Mass Communication) quoted from a draft
memorandum from the Provost’s Office on nominations for proposed new Kenan distinguished
teaching professors. Four such professors are proposed to be brought in at salaries ranging between
$125,000 and $140,000. He noted the disparity between such salaries and those of outstanding
professors already on campus who earn much less. "And I'm wondering about what's going to happen
when we bring people in, comparable people in, who are salaried at at least twice that amount.” The
Chancellor replied that it was clear that the intent of the Kenan Trust was that the funds be used to
recruit from outside and also that, not only great scholars, but great teachers be identified. Provost
Dick Richardson noted that the document cited was a draft and that exact salaries to be offered have
not been determined. The Chancellor added, "The operative locution in your (Professor Beckman’s)
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III.

I\'A

question is ‘'comparability.” I mean the way you phrased the question I would reject the premise --
that is, that we would be bringing in people at salaries twice those of existing faculty who are
comparable to existing faculty. I think if we did that we would be making a severe mistake.”

Professor Jane Brown (Chair of Faculty) mentioned that many faculty were concerned about
the inflexible schedule imposed on staff employees for the day the University was otherwise closed
because of the recent ice storm. They will have to make up the time missed. The Chancellor
responded that the employees will have a year to make up the missed date, and deans, directors, and
chairs should be "as lenient as possible in enabling staff to make it up.” He pointed out that the
University does not have discretion with respect to this policy - it is a state personnel policy that we
are bound to uphold.

Chair of the Faculty Jane D, Brown,

Professor Brown circulated cards to be signed by Council members and to be sent to Professor
Don Reid and to Mr. Bill Long, husband of Professor Beverly Long -- both injured in the recent ice
storm. She introduced to the Council Ms. Ann Hamner, recently elected Chair of the Employee
Forum, and she noted the arrival of Professor Gerald Horne, new Director of the Black Cultural
Center: he will be speaking at a forthcoming forum on campus, entitled "Affirmative Action Under
Siege." She invited the members of the Council to participate in a diversity training workshop on
February 6, 3:00-9:00 pm, at the Friday Center. She thanked the Provost and his staff for working
with the Office of Information Technology and the Center for Teaching and Learning in making
additional audiovisual equipment available in classrooms this semester. A survey on classroom
equipment will be distributed to the faculty, and she encouraged everyone to fill it out. The Center
for Teaching and Learning will conduct a workshop on the teaching of large classes, and it is open to
our faculty. She also encouraged Council members to participate in the new "teaching circles,” a pilot
program to encourage professors to meet and offer each other support as teachers.

The Executive Committee, in response to the work of the specially appointed Conference
Committee on Faculty Salary Mechanisms, has continued to work on the proposals and will bring
them to the Council meeting in February. Professor Brown was preparing a "frequently asked
questions guide” to provide background information and clarification on the various resolutions. She
noted that today’s Council agenda (participation in faculty governance for fixed-term faculty, an
enhanced intellectual climate, and promotion of women faculty) could be seen as addressing the
common issue of creating a sense of community in the university.

Special Report and Resolution of the Faculty Committee on University Government: Amending The
Faculty Code of University Government to extend Faculty Council voting and office-holding
privileges to Full-Time Lecturers and Lecturer-Equivalents. Second reading and vote: George S.
Lensing for Joseph S. Ferrell, Chair.

Professor Lensing reported that, as required by the Faculty Code, the Faculty Committee on
University Government had met since the Council approved the changes at the first reading in
December. The Committee suggests no changes in the proposals and agrees to take up soon the
eligibility of fixed-term faculty to serve on some standing committees, including the Executive
Committee. He noted that the vote today is one of the General Faculty and requires a two-thirds
vote of approval. There were no questions and the proposals, including a provision that fixed-term
faculty be included in the 1996 elections, were adopted unanimously. [The resolutions of
amendment to the Code are attached as an appendix to this Summary.]

Report of Executive Committee of the Faculty Council on Intellectual Climate (including
resolutions): Pamela J. Conover.

Professor Conover (Political Science) noted that people sometimes ask about what exactly is
meant by "intellectual climate." She used the analogy of the Supreme Court’s definition of obscenity:
we know it when we see it. She saw intellectual climate as a "sense of energy that emanates from a
faculty and student body that are actively engaged, together, in scholarly activity." She saw the faculty
as having the "primary responsibility” in shaping that climate, and faculty-student interaction as the
"key to that vision," both within and outside the classroom. She read the two resolutions:
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Resolution 1. Faculty Council resolves to strengthen the institutional ties between Faculty
Council and those administrative units responsible for student life by charging the
Educational Policy Committee with the responsibility of acting as a liaison with committees
and institutional offices dealing with student life.

Resolution 2. To improve student involvement in the intellectual and Chapel Hill
communities, Faculty Council resolves that the Chancellor should establish a Task Force to
explore innovative mechanisms for facilitating student-faculty interaction both inside and
outside the classroom, and for improving student invoivement in the community. [Amended
version below on p. 4.]

Professor Brown invited questions and comments about the first resolution. Professor Steve
Bachenheimer (Microbiology) asked for some examples of what the Educational Policy Committee
itself would be asked to do. Professor Tony Passannante (Anesthesiology and co-chair of the
Educational Policy Committee) saw the charge as assigning a role to the Committee as a
clearinghouse for assistance to students who seek greater interaction with faculty. Professor Conover
agreed, noting few present institutional linkings between faculty and student organizations. Students
have expressed frustration in knowing how to reach faculty who may be interested in working with
them. "So, we're talking about both a grassroots clearinghouse and helping connect faculty who have
interests in particular things with student organizations, and also an institutional tie through which
Students Affairs and faculty can work together."

Professor Paul Farel (Physiology) observed that the Educational Policy Committee was not
formally tied to Health Affairs, "and I'd just like to emphasize that in the professional schools we do
try to create an intellectual climate also.” He saw the need to create University-wide proposals.
Professor Laurel Files (Health Policy and Administration) was worried that the committee structure,
with revolving memberships and irregular meetings, may provide a "weak solution” to these goals.
Professor Conover agreed but pointed out the importance of the complementary second resolution.

Professor Miles Fletcher (History) saw the Educational Policy Committee’s assigned role (as a
"clearinghouse”) as a somewhat passive one. He suggested that a more active role might include the
preparation and distribution of lists of committees that need faculty participation. He noted that the
Committee had recently been given the task of serving as an advisory committee to the Registrar and
wondered if the Committee were also willing to accept these additional responsibilities. Professor
Passannante replied that the Committee was indeed prepared to do so. He thought it could compile
such lists as Professor Fletcher suggested and help to improve communication between students and
faculty. Professor Joy Kasson (American Studies) thought the first resolution a good idea, but saw
the second one as more substantive. Mr. Tommy Koonce, a student and President of the Carolina
Union, suggested that the Union might also be included in the first resolution, and Professor Brown
assured him that such inclusion was part of the intent of the present language.

Professor Howard Reisner (Pathology) believed the first resolution might shackle the freedom
of the task force about to be formed as a result of the second resolution when it goes on to make its
own recommendations at a later time. Professor Conover answered that the task force could propose
whatever changes in the role of the Educational Policy Committee it wished, but she thought the first
resolution was urgently needed now.

The question was called and the first resolution passed.

Professor Brown introduced the second resolution for discussion. Professor Reisner objected
that the language of "To improve student involvement in the intellectual and Chapel Hill
communities” had a "sort of unfortunate flavor about it." He thought that the "true intellectual
atmosphere” should not be limited to Chapel Hill. Professor Conover suggested rewording the
resolution as "intellectual and local communities,” but Professor Reisner preferred "academic” and
"non-academic.” Professor Harry Gooder (Microbiology) suggested saying simply "intellectual
activities." Professor Conover defended the reference to the town because part of the mission of the
University is to prepare students to become citizens of communities both now and later. Professor
Craig Calhoun (Sociology and History) proposed another amendment of the language: "to improve
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student involvement in the intellectual communities of the University, locality, and the state.”

Professor Conover wanted students involved in communities "in a broader sense of the word" than
this implied. Professor Pete Andrews (Environmental Sciences & Engineering) proposed omitting
the preamble sentence altogether, and Professor Conover agreed to that as a friendly amendment.

Professor Richard Pfaff (History) wondered if the resolution really addressed the issue of
intellectual life and recommended incorporating the phrase "life of the mind." Professor Conover
saw the intent of the resolution as a recognition of "the many diverse ways we ..., stimulating faculty
interaction, can set the stage, create spaces, provide opportunities, for the sort of intellectual
exchange and the building of the sorts of community relationships that allow for intellectual climate
to be strengthened.” Professor Kasson welcomed the discussion of initiatives for the future that are
listed in the report -- including the living-learning experience, the a.p.p.l.e.s. program, the Carolina
Union, etc. She wanted to resurrect the idea of the freshman seminar program that used to exist
several years ago. It had been "a very direct way to get freshmen involved with teaching faculty on
some subject of real substance.” She also thought the Institute for the Arts and Humanities should be
included on the list and its "Autumn Saturday” which provides a day of interaction with alumni on
matters of intellectual substance. Dean Stephen Birdsall (College of Arts and Sciences) reported
that he had expanded his charge to the Curriculum Review Committee to consider the freshman
academic experience and to include it as part of the report forthcoming later this spring. He had met
recently with a group of student representatives who felt strongly the need for more involvement
between faculty and students on matters of substance.

Professor Files returned to the inclusion of improving student relations in the local
community, preferring that it be removed from the discussion because it "weakens the attention to
the student-faculty issue.” Professor Conover defended the community service activities because they
lead to issues that students then wish to engage intellectually. "Many of the questions, for example,
about diversity, tolerance, those sorts of things, are questions they meet head-on. . .and would then
want to come back and talk about intellectually.” Professor Files responded that the wording of the
report, however, suggested improving student relations and involvement in the community and
nothing more. Professor Conover thought that improvement in the wording could be worked out.
Professor Jim Peacock (Anthropology) supported both the student-faculty interaction and the
connections outside the classroom. He saw an analogy in the clinical interactions with medical
students where professors perform clinical services at the same time that they teach and conduct
research. Ms. Rachel Willis (Economics) reported that the survey conducted by the Public Service
Roundtable had revealed that faculty are increasingly involved in service learning and discovering
that it enriches their research agenda. Professor Files wanted to amend the second resolution by
adding "and for improving joint faculty-student involvement in the community." She thought it
important to include the notion of faculty involvement as well as student involvement. Professor
Conover accepted the language as a friendly amendment. Professor Sue Estroff (Social Medicine)
suggested "collaborative faculty-student involvement.”

Professor Farel noted that three-quarters of the cost of educating students goes to personnel,
but noted that "the ground is shifting": faculty productivity will rely increasingly on technology and
lower faculty-student ratios. Discussions of intellectual climate need to take into account these kinds
of radical changes that lie ahead.

Professor Brown read the revised second resolution:

Resolution 2 (amended). Faculty Council resolves that the Chancellor should establish a task
force to explore innovative mechanisms for facilitating student-faculty interactions both inside
and outside the classroom, and for improving collaborative faculty-student involvement in the
community. _

Put to a vote, the resolution passed.

Professor Brown encouraged the Council to give her names of persons who might serve on the
task force.
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VI.

Annual Reports of Standing Committees:
A. Status of Women: Laurie E. McNeil, Co-Chair [Rebecca S. Wilder, other Co-Chair].

Professor McNeil (Physics and Astronomy) pointed out that the Committee on the Status of
Women began several years ago to research the question as to whether women faculty are being
tenured and promoted here at the same rate as men. Data have been gathered and these center on a
cohort of faculty who entered as Assistant Professors between 1980 and 1986. The need for different
kinds of data-keeping became apparent, and a committee chaired by Laurie Charest, Associate Vice
Chancellor for Human Resources, is now undertaking that. The results indicated both good and bad
news. The rates of promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor in both Academic Affairs and
Health Affairs do not reveal a marked gender disparity. The more disturbing news is in the rates of
promotion from Associate Professor to Professor in Academic Affairs: 42% of the men in the group
studied were promoted, but only 17% of the women. In Health Affairs the rates of men and women
are essentially the same: about 22%. There is a greater tendency also for women to leave the
University at the rank of Associate Professor than men, and projections indicate that that disparity
will grow over time. : A

The Committee is introducing two resolutions:

Resolution“l. The Affirmative Action Office [in consultation with the Committee on the
Status of Women] should increase its efforts to obtain information from departing faculty
members so that a better assessment can be made of the reasons for observed disparities in
the rates of female and male faculty members who depart without promotion. These
increased efforts should include more extensive follow-up to increase the response rates, as
well as enhancement of the exit questionnaire to elicit more usable data on matters relating to
the climate for female faculty at UNC-CH. The information thus obtained should be made
available to the Faculty Council (through its Committee on the Status of Women), and to
Deans and unit heads on a regular basis so that these responsible administrators can better
devise strategies for the retention of women faculty. [Words in brackets above indicate
amendments from the floor.]

Resolution 2. The Vice Chancellors foir Academic and Health Affairs should direct Deans in
their respective divisions to direct the unit heads under their jurisdiction to examine [and
report] the procedures in use for promotion from Associate to Full Professor, their strategies
and efforts to support women'’s access to Full Professor status, and the outcomes of recent
decisions in this category (including decisions to defer review) to determine if the present
practice could result in a gender differential in the rates of promotion. The report to the Vice
Chancellors should be made available to the Faculty Council via discussions with its
Committee on the Status of Women in 1996,

[The Faculty acknowledges and reaffirms its prime responsibility for tenure and promotion
decisions. Faculty commit to work in their home departments and divisions to support the
principle that men and women faculty who perform equally in fulfillment of promotion
criteria should be promoted at the same rate.] [Words in brackets above indicate
amendments from the floor.] .

The resolutions were moved and second, and Professor Brown called for discussion of the first
amendment. Professor Files asked about the process used in the Affirmative Action Office for
implementing the existing questionnaire. Robert Cannon (Affirmative Action Officer) answered that
a cover letter accompanies the questionnaire that is sent out, but no one is required to respond to an
exit survey and some do not. Faculty can also respond by phone or personal interview. "But the
reasons that women give are not necessarily that much different from the reasons that men give.

And we do publish the results of the survey every year in the Faculty Employment Review." His
Office, however, was open to suggestions. Professor McNeil said that the Committee was seeking
"perhaps a little bit more aggressive follow-up, perhaps telephoning some of the people who had not
responded and asking. . .them once more to respond.”
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Professor Lolly Gasaway (I.aw Library and Law School) had observed in that past that, if
faculty have been denied tenure and gone on to find other jobs, they sometimes indicate that the
reason for leaving is having found another job. "So I think it’s really important that a survey
instrument really find out what’s the underlying reason they're leaving." Professor Brown asked Mr.
Cannon whether the interviews were interpersonal or merely a survey. Mr. Cannon replied that the
first step is to send a survey, along with a telephone number and an invitation to come to the Office
for a personal interview. But persons denied tenure tend to be "very angry because some of you have
voted not to give them tenure or promotion” and are impatient with surveys. He did not know how to
require a response. Professor Brown thought that the very reasons for their anger are what we are
trying to ascertain. Mr. Cannon said some persons who are leaving insist that the information they
give not be shared pubilicly.

Professor Debra Shapiro (Kenan-Flagler Business School) asked if the persons responding are
assured of confidentiality, and Mr. Cannon said that they were. Professor Shapiro noted that a
survey at another school had found that men and women who were leaving the university after being
denied tenure "want to talk about this, precisely because they are angry.” She wondered if the
Affirmative Action Office was the best place to conduct the interview. Ms. Carol Jenkins thought it
important that the Committee on the Status of Women work with the Affirmative Action Office in
developing changes in these procedures. She noted that "chilly climate” kinds of issues often do not
show up in tenure decisions but may influence a decision to leave the G:EQ,EQ Professor Carl
Bose (Pediatrics) proposed a friendly amendment to the resolution to include "in consultation with
the Committee on the Status of Women," and Mr. Cannon and Professor McNeil agreed with the
suggestion.

Professor Reisner wanted more information about Table I. It appeared to him that, with the
actually observed numbers, there was no real disparity. He thought that the statistical projections
should more explicitly be identified as projections and not observations. Professor Michael Symons
(Biostatistics) identified the projections as "an early reading on what may come to pass.”" Professor
Reisner asked if the numbers promoted to Professor in Health Affairs (22% men and 21% women),
as well as those in Academic Affairs, represented a "base line" and if there were ways of knowing how
much error might be involved in the projections. Professor Symons answered that "there’s a lot jof
error] here" because the number projected for those leaving without promotion was based on only 13
men and 5 women. "But what you have to look at is the year-by-year follow-up and where these exits
fall, and the pattern is just slightly earlier for the women than the men." He added, "And when the
day is done and we've made decisions on all the ones from Associate to Full, I think that’s the more
important point rather than worrying about how accurate these numbers are. The forecast is
something to be slightly concerned about, and that precipitates the recommendation, not so much
how accurate these figures are.”

Professor Marion Danis (Medicine) observed that the tables for Health Affairs omit an
important consideration: many women in Health Affairs never get on the tenure track in the first
place, "and it’s a very, very big disparity at that getting-on-board point." Professor Estroff wanted to
point out the outliers in Table I: the men in Academic Affairs who were promoted at 42% as
compared to about 21% for the other three groups. She thought it "one way to think about it."
Professor Henry Hsiao (Biomedical Engineering) saw no harm in seeking more data and thought the
Chancellor should demand it. Professor Conover called the question. The Council voted to end
debate and adopted the amended resolution.

Professor McNeil read the second resolution (listed above} with the amendment consisting of
an additional paragraph (in brackets above).

Professor Gasaway endorsed the amendment because she thought it important to recognize
the role of the faculty in controlling tenure and promotion -- something quite independent of the role
of the administration. Faculty should take the "collective responsibility” to see that tenure and
promotion decisions are made free of discrimination. Professor Hsiao also supported the resolution,
recalling his own remarks last month on behalf of a greater balance in gender in undergraduate
admissions. He asked if the Chancellor supported the resolution. Chancellor Hooker replied, "If the
Chancellor doesn’t take action and do all those [things] that the resolutions recommend, you need a
resolution to find a new Chancellor, not to study these issues.”
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Professor McNeil reported on a study she had conducted of the faculty who retired over the
past five years: 86% of the men retired at the rank of professor, but only 31% of the women.
Professor Catherine Marshall (Education), in reviewing the minutes of the Committee on the Status
of Women in 1974, had found that the topic was the same: rates of promotion and tenure by sex.
She was pleased that the resolution called for accountability at lower administrative levels. Professor
Gene Irene (Chemistry) found it "quite odd" that the resolution was calling for administrators to
review their own administrative decisions and not the Committee itself doing this. Professor McNeil
answered that personnel decisions cannot be reviewed by outsiders, except in cases like the
University Hearings Committee. Professor Conover thought that the issue did not involve
discrimination that is "blatant, obvious, and intentional, but rather it can often be a consequence of
subtle acts of local climate in mmwm_&nmaw not encouraging women exactly the same way men are
encouraged, not giving appropriate cues.”

Professor Files thought the resolution did not go far enocugh in requiring the unit heads to file
reports to their deans, and the deans to file reports back to the Council on their findings. She
proposed adding "and report” after "to examine. . .the procedures in use for promotion. .

Professor McNeil accepted the language as a friendly amendment.

Put to a vote, the second resolution passed.

S

Professor Bose reminded the Council that correcting the procedures for promotion within the
University would never itself lead to a faculty that is 50% female. He emphasized the importance of
recruiting more women at the entry level.

B. Building and Grounds: David R. Godschalk, Chair.

There were no questions for the Committee.

C. Advisory Committee: Maria A. Salgado, Chair.

There were no questions for the Committee, A

The meeting adjourned at 4:33 p.m.

George S. Lensing

Secretary of the Faculty
Attachment
Actions of the Council
1995-96
Date Action Destination
September 8, 1995 Resolution of Recognition To Walter Royal Davis.
and Gratitude for
Walter Royal Davis.

Second reading on amendment to
Faculty Code of Universi

Government: Section IV.B.

(1)(b) (Educational Policy
Committee). To act as council of
advice to University Registrar and
to add two students to membership.

October 13, 1995 No resolutions. -
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November 10, 1995

December 8, 1995
January 19, 1996

Resolution supporting extension of
employment benefits to domestic
partnerships, urging administrators

to seek health-insurance benefits

for domestic partners, and charging
Faculty Assembly representatives

to work toward adoption of a domestic
partners benefits-policy statement.

"Principles to Guide Action" [in five
parts] on determining salary policy.

No resolutions.

Amendment to Faculty Code of
University Government extending
representation and voting rights

to lecturers and lecturer-equivalents
under certain conditions.

Resolution from Executive Committee of
Faculty Council charging the Educational
Policy Committee to act as a liaison with
committees and institutional offices
between faculty and students.

Resolution from Executive Committee of
Faculty Council calling upon the Chancellor
to create a task force to explore mechanisms
for facilitating greater faculty-student
interaction inside and outside the classroom.

Resolution from Committee on Status of
Women charging the Office of Affirmative
Action to increase its efforts to ascertain

reasons why departing faculty members choose

to leave and to report to Faculty Council
through Committee on Status of Women.

Resolution from Committee on Status of
Women calling on Vice Chancellors of
Academic and Health Affairs to direct their
respective deans to solicit from the deans’
unit heads procedures used in promotions
from Associate to Full Professor, strategies
to promote women’s access to Full Professor
status, and outcomes of recent decisions in
this category. Results should be reported
back to the Council in 1996.

8

To Chancellor Hooker,
Interim Provost Richardson,
Vice Chancellors, Deans, and
Chair of Facuity Assembly
delegation, Professor Jane
Brown. :

To Deans, Directors, and
Department Heads.

-

To Secretary of the Faculty.

To Professors Tony
Passannante and James J.
Gallagher, co-chairs of
Educational Policy
Committee.

To Chancellor Michael
Hooker.

To Mr. Robert Cannon,
Affirmative Action Officer.

To Interim Provost Richard
Richardson and Vice
Chancellor Gariand Hershey.
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*H*REVISED VERSION**¥*
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FACULTY CODE OF UNIVERSITY GOVERNMENT TO EXTEND
VOTING AND OFFICE-HOLDING PRIVILEGES FOR THE FACULTY COUNCIL TO FULL-TIME
LECTURERS AND EQUIVALENT RANKS.
Be it resolved by the General Faculty:
Section 1. Section L.D. of the Faculty Code is rewritten to read:

ID. Voting and Office-Holding

Except as otherwise provided in this Code, the right to vote for and hold offices established by the
Code is limited to Mmembers holding faculty ranks of Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant

Professor, and Instructor and those librarians who are members of the General Faculty.-have-the
right-to vete:

Section 2. Section IL.D. of the Faculty Code is amended by inserting a new paragraph as follows:

kS

2.1) For purposes of serving on the Faculty Council and voting for its members, the Voting Facult
also includes members of the General Faculty holding the rank of lecturer or one of the lecturer-
equivalent am:_mm s&omm omxmo:m satisf 5@ wo:oimn Q.xmlm.

Section 2. Section IL.B.(4) of the Faculty Code is rewritten to read:

(4) The elected members of the Council shall be chosen by and from the electoral divisions defined
in subsection §, on the basis of one representative of-eachprofessorial-rank-for each of the ranks of
lecturer (or its equivalent), instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, and professor for each
twenty-five faculty members eligible to vote in Council elections (or major fraction thereof) of the
same rank in the respective divisions. If there are too few eligible faculty members in a given rank to
qualify for at least one representative, that rank shall be combined with the least numerous adjacent
rank for purposes of computing representation and electing representatives. Representation is
determined by the composition of the electoral division at the beginning of the fall semester of the
academic year in which the election is held.

Section 3. This amendment shall become effective for elections conducted for the 1997-98 academic
year, unless eligible faculty can be identified in time to be included in the 1996-97 election.



December mw 1995

SPECIAL REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY
GOVERNMENT

Voting Privileges for Fixed-Term Faculty

In the spring of 1994 the Chairman of the Faculty, on behalf of the Executive
Committee of the Faculty Council, asked the Committee on University Government to
consider whether full faculty governance privileges should be extended to fixed-term
faculty. We reported to the Faculty Council in December 1994 that our preliminary
inquiries and discussion made us reluctant to proceed further with this matter without
guidance from the Council. Subsequently, on April 12, 1995, the Executive Committee of
the Faculty Council adopted 2 resolution that reads in pertinent part as follows:

Full-time fixed-term faculty after at least two years of continuous full-time service
‘should be granted status as voting members of the gemeral faculty for purposes of
representation on Faculty Council and committees of the Council.

The Executive Committee did not suggest how this policy should be accomplished.

The Committee on University Government has developed a workable proposal that
will accomplish the policy objective of the Executive Committee’s resolution. We express
no opinion on the merits. As specified in the charge, we have confined our proposal to the
Faculty Council and ad hoc committees established by Council action. OQur proposal does
not affect selection of standing committees of the General Faculty established by the
Faculty Code of University Government. Neither does it affect voting privileges within
individual schools and departments.

Currently the Faculty Code defines the term “Voting Faculty” as including only
persons holding tenure-track appointments and librarians. The Committee on University
Government has interpreted this feature of the Code as restricting eligibility for service on
committees of the General Faculty to persons eligible to vote in faculty elections. The
Code itself does not count fixed-term faculty in establishing the number of Council
members allocated to the various voting divisions, and fixed-term faculty are not eligible
to vote for or serve on the Council.

Section 2(b) of the Trustee Policies and Regulations Governing Academic Tenure
establishes the faculty ranks to which academic appointments may be made and the
incidents of academic tenure that attach to each authorized rank. With respect to fixed-
term appointments, the regulations provide, in pertinent part, as follows

...Appointments may be made to fixed-term faculty ranks with the title designations
“Lecturer,” Artist in Residence,” “Writer in Residence,” and any of the faculty rank
designations provided in paragraphs (1) through (4) of this subdivision [i.e., instructor,
assistant professor, associate professor, or professor] with the prefix-qualifier “Adjunct,”
“Clinical,” or “Research,”.... Such an appointment, utilizing any of the foregoing title
designations, is appropriate for one who possesses unusual qualifications for teaching,
research, academic administration, or public service from an academic base, but for whom
none of the professorial ranks nor the instructor rank is appropriate because of limited
duration of the mission for which appointed, or because of concern for continued availability
of special funding for the position, or for other valid institutional reasons. ...
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All appointing units operate under this fundamental description. It would be a mistake,
however, to assume that there are uniform institutional policies regulating the
circumstances under which fixed-term appointments may be made or that there are
uniform procedures for evaluating the qualifications of persons appointed to those
positions. The “valid institutional reasons” that lie behind decisions to make fixed-term
faculty appointments vary from case to case and from unit to unit, as do the descriptive
titles employed. Furthermore, the administrative review procedures for fixed-term faculty
appointments differ not only from those employed for tenure-track appointments but also
according to whether the appointment originates in the Division of Academic Affairs or
the Division of Health Affairs. In the Division of Academic Affairs full-time fixed-term
appointments of more than one year duration and all renewals of such appointments are
reviewed by the appropriate subcommittees of the Committee on Instructional Personnel.
In the Division of Health Affairs, the Health Sciences Advisory Committee reviews all
initial fixed-term appointments of one year or more that involve at least 50% effort and
any renewal of such appointments at a “higher rank,” meaning with a prefix qualifier
higher than the current one. Renewals at the same rank are not reviewed by the
Committee. In neither division are fixed-term appointments reviewed by the Advisory
Committee.

* ok ok ok ok

The following is a section by section explanation of the proposal.

Section 1 retains the existing portion of the Code that defines the members of the
Voting Faculty with the addition of an exception that points to the changes proposed in
the subsequent sections. The Code governs selection of a number of standing committees
of the General Faculty as well as the Faculty Council. It also contains detailed provisions
that govern the internal affairs of the College of Arts and Sciences and a few provisions
that affect the professional schools. Section 1 makes no change in the basic definition of
Voting Faculty and therefore does not make fixed-term faculty eligible to vote for or serve
on committees of the General Faculty established by the Code, nor does it alter the current
rights of faculty to participate in the internal affairs of individual schools and departments.

Section 2 adds a new Section ILD.(2.1) to the Code applicable only to election of the
Faculty Council. The new section qualifies full-time fixed-term faculty who meet minimum
requirements as to length of service and whose duties are primarily teaching or research.
Visiting faculty are not included, nor are persons in SPA or EPA non-faculty positions
whose duties are primarily administrative but who may also hold fixed-term faculty
appointments. These persons are appropriately represented by the Employee Forum and
are, we believe, active in Forum affairs in many cases. It also excludes persons whose
work for the University is less than full time, and persons whose appointments are
expected to be or have been of less than three years” duration. Our charge from the
Executive Committee suggests that fixed-term faculty should gain the franchise “after at
least two years of continuous full-time service.” We have modified that somewhat to
include fixed-term faculty who are initially appointed to a term of three years or more, and
those whose appointments are renewed after serving one or two immediately prior terms
that total two years. This fulfills the underlying objective of restricting the franchise to
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those full-time fixed-term faculty whose commitment to the University is more than
temporary and will be relatively easy to administer.

Section 3 integrates fixed-term faculty into the existing structure of the Faculty
Council in a way that requires the least change in related issues such as the size of the
Council and apportionment by faculty rank. The existing academic ranks having Voting
Faculty status are instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, and professor and
the corresponding ranks for librarians. These existing ranks are now used as the basis of
apportioning Council members among the electoral divisions. (The Code does not actually
specify instructors as a separate rank, but we believe this to have been an oversight. In
practice, instructors have been counted among the assistant professor rank.) We propose
to add “lecturer (or its equivalent)” to the list. The existing provisions of the Code direct
that in each electoral division any rank having fewer than twenty-five Voting Faculty
members (o major fraction thereof) is combined with the least numerous adjacent rank in
that electoral division for representational purposes. The effect of Section 3 will be in
most cases that the lecturer rank will be combined with instructors and assistant
professors. Although we lack information to make a precise prediction, we believe that
only the School of Medicine is likely to have enough fixed-term faculty who meet the
definition established in Section 2.1 to justify a separate seat for that rank in combination
with instructors.

Section 4 makes this change effective for Faculty Council elections conducted in
January 1997 for the 1997-98 academic year. Even though it is technically possible to
complete General Faculty action on this Code amendment during the 1995 calendar year,
we do not believe there would be time to identify eligible fixed-term faculty before the
1996 election process begins in January.

COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY GOVERNMENT

* Joseph S. Ferrell, Chair
Laurel A. Files
Harry Gooder
George Lensing, ex officio
Janet Mason
Royce W. Murray
Jack M. Sasson
William W. Smith



A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FACULTY CODE OF UNIVERSITY
GOVERNMENT TO EXTEND VOTING AND OFFICE-HOLDING PRIVILEGES
FOR THE FACULTY COUNCIL TO FULL-TIME LECTURERS AND EQUIVALENT
RANKS.

Be it resolved by the General Faculty:
Section 1. Section ID. of the Faculty Code is rewritten to read:

LD. Voting and Office-Holding

Excent as otherwise provided in this Code, the right to vote for and hold offices
established by the Code is limited to Mmembers holding faculty ranks of Professor,
Associate Professor, Assistant Professor, and Instructor and those librarians who are

members of the General Faculty,-have-the right-te-vote-

Section 2. Section ILD. of the Faculty Code is amended by inserting a new paragraph as
follows:

2.1) For purposes of serving on the Faculty Council and voting for its members, the
Votine Faculty also includes members of the General Faculty holding the rank of
lecturer or one of the lecturer-equivalent ranks whose positions satisfy the followin:
criteria:

a) The position is for full-time service and is not a visiting appointment; and

b) The duties of the position are rimarily teaching, research, or both; and
c) The actual or anticipated length of service in the position is at least three years.
This criterion is satisfied if (i) the current term of appointment is for three ygars or
more. or (i) the appointment is a renewal appointment to the same position and
the combined length of the current term and the immediately preceding terms is
three vears or more

Section 2. Section ILB.(4) of the Faculty Code is rewritten to read:

(4) The elected members of the Council shall be chosen by and from the electoral
divisions defined in subsection 5, on the basis of one representative of-each
professorialrank-for each of the ranks of lecturer (or its equivalent), instructor.
assistant professor, associate professor, and professor for each twenty-five faculty
members or major fraction thereof of the same rank in the respective divisions. If
there are too few faculty members in a given rank to qualify for at least one
representative, that rank shall be combined with the least numerous adjacent rank for
purposes of computing representation and electing representatives. Representation is
determined by the composition of the electoral division at the beginning of the fall
semester of the academic year in which the election is held.

Section 3. This amendment shall become effective for elections conducted for the
1997-98 academic year.
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INITIATIVES FOR ADDRESSING INTELLECTUAL CLIMATE:
ROUND ONE
FACULTY COUNCIL., FRIDAY, JANUARY 12, 1996

Intellectual climate is the heartbeat of the University; it is both a source of energy for and a
reflection of the scholarly robustness of faculty and students. In the ideal university, all faculty
would be involved in stimulating research on the frontiers of knowledge, and their enthusiasm
would permeate their teaching and exhilarate their students. Students would confidently develop
their own ideas; facuity would hold them to the highest standards of achievement; and students
would view their education as of the utmost importance. The intellectual excitement generated by
faculty and students would not stop at the classroom door, but would spill into the public life of
the university--the interaction between faculty and students outside the classroom, the cultural and
social activities pursued by students and faculty alike. But currently, at UNC-Chapel Hill the
intellectual climate varies considerably in intensity and direction across the campus--from exciting
cross-disciplinary collaboration and active student engagement in some areas to unremarkable
discourse in others. There is a need, then, for concrete efforts aimed at improving the intellectual
environment.

Revisioning the inteliectual character of the university requires that the concerns of
students, the public and Taculty a/f be taken into account. We must ask: how can we best generate
a university community whose work--its intellectual focus--involves students in education that
excites them and prepares them for life after the university, addresses the needs of society and
fulfills our important service obligations as a public university, and invigorates faculty and engages
them in the university community? Put simply, how can we generate an intellectual focus and
climate suitable for a university of the 21st century?

Faculty must take the lead for they determine the pulse of the intellectual climate. In
revisioning their roles as educators and public servants, faculty will necessarily rethink their roles as
researchers. By giving greater attention to the kinds of knowledge that best serve the needs of
students and the public, faculty can fundamentally reinvigorate the intellectual focus and direction
of the university. It is the faculty’s vision of the university which carries aver to students and the
public. Because of this, Facufty Council should engage in deliberate and focused efforts to
intensify and diversify the intellectual excitement of our campus as a scholarly community.
Intellectual climate is clearly a pan-university concern. £CFC recommends, therefore, that we begin
our efforts by focusing on a key, pan-university need identified by the SAC’s Se/f-Study: improving
the quality of faculty-student interaction. Specifically, ECFC offers the following resolutions to
address this first issue.

RESOLUTION I:

Faculty Council resolves to strengthen the institutional ties between Faculty Council and those
administrative units responsible for student life by charging the Educational Policy Committee with
the responsibility of acting as a liaison with committees and institutional offices dealing with
student life.

This resolution addresses improvements that can be made within the structure of the
current system to facilitate faculty-student interaction. In the discussion of this resolution, please
consider the following as possible charges for the Educational Policy Committee:

(1) Establish closer ties with the Division of Student Affairs, the Graduate School and
Student Government (both undergraduate and graduate level) so that we may work
together to improve the intellectual climate.

(2) Compile a list of student organizations and university committees that would benefit
from increased faculty involvement.



(3) Work to identify interested faculty who can be matched with specific organizations
and committees, and develop a roster of available and interested faculty.

(4) In addition to other faculty, recruit at least one Faculty Council member to serve an
each of these entities, and instruct her/him to report back to the liaison committee.

RESOLUTION li:

To improve student involvement in the intellectual and Chapel Hill communities, Faculty Council
resolves that the Chancellor should establish a Task Force to explore innovative mechanisms for
facilitating student-faculty interaction both inside and outside the classroom, and for improving
student involvement in the community.

This resglution seeks to stimulate basic institutional changes that would alter the current
nature of faculty-student interaction. In the discussion of this resolution, please consider the
following as possible charges for the Task Force.

(1) Improving active student-teacher involvement in the classroom {e.qg. living and
learning courses, interactive learning; technological innovations);

(2) Increasing faculty involvement with students outside the classroom in both informal
and formal settings {e.g. independent studies, professional organizations, student
activities, working with the Carolina Unjon, university funded "take a prof to lunch"
proposals);

(3) Improving student relations with and involvement in the local community (e.q.
explore service learning degree requirements, mechanisms for expanding the
a.p.p.l.e.s programj;

(4) Increasing and improving the public spaces available for faculty-student interaction.

(5} Altering the reward/incentive structure for faculty to encourage greater facuity-
student interaction.

FUTURE INITIATIVES

In the upcoming menths, £CFC proposes to continue working with Facufty Council and
university administrators to improve the intellectual climate of our campus. Two additional pan-
university issues will be explored. First, though faculty play the central role in setting the
intellectual tone for the campus, it is unclear what institutional mechanisms foster the development
of the kind of intellectual activity and passion that radiates outward capturing the attention of
others, students and faculty alike, and generating an intellectual excitement that alters the tone of
the campus. By studying what is "hot"” on campus and what has "died,” the range of institutional
mechanisms that facilitate and inhibit intellectual vigor can be identified. Therefore, the intellectual
Climate Subcommittee of ECFC, along with other members of Faculty Council, is planning a series
of focus group type "conversations™ in the Spring of 1996 with faculty and students who are
currently engaged in the most intellectually exciting projects on campus. The goal of these
conversations is to identify institutional mechanisms, and less tangible factors, that facilitate (and
inhibit) the growth of intellectual excitement.

Second, at present, there are a variety of institutional supports for the intellectual efforts on
the part of faculty and students. A systematic survey and review of the missions, functions,



utitization, and coordination of the current intellectual infrastructure is needed and should set the
stage for a careful assessment of how well the needs of the faculty and students are being met by
current arrangements. The goal of this exercise would not be to conduct a comprehensive program
review of each entity, but rather would be to examine how best to meet the needs of faculty and
students in collaborative, innovative or otherwise imaginative scholarly activity. We want to look
at how well integrated and coordinated the services and resources are, how well-known they are to
potential users, strength and weaknesses of current offerings, what we need more of and less of
and the like. In the Fall of 1996, £CFC proposes to explore with Faculty Council ways of
conducting such a review.

In addition to these pan-university issues, Faculty Council should also be concerned with
the climate for undergraduate education. Improving the intellectual climate for undergraduate
education will pose various challenges because the climate is shaped by a number of related factors
including: the quality of the student body, the nature of the curriculum, the social climate outside
the classroom, and the intellectual excitement generated by and among the faculty and expressed
in their engagement with students and each other. Therefore, enhancing the intellectual climate
demands attention:to each of these factors, and will be accomplished through the cumulative
effect of a number of changes rather than a single "quick fix". The following were identified by the
SAC’s Self-Study as specific problems or areas in need of further study regarding the intellectual
climate of undergraduates:

Faculty Involvement: Faculty attention to curricular goals was questioned, as was their
engagement with students and with creating an exciting intellectual climate.

Undergraduate Admissions: Should admission criteria could be changed to produce a more
academically talented student body? How can the best North Carolina students be
persuaded to come to UNC instead of going elsewhere?

Educational Policy Issues: The General Education curriculum was criticized for being overly
complicated, incoherent, and insufficiently interdisciplinary.

Social Climate: The sociai climate was thought to be too focused on partying and drinking,
and too anti-intellectual.

Faculty Council and ECFC have already begun to address these issues. In December,
Faculty Councif began a conversation about Admissions Policies that should be continued in the
future. The new Alcohol Policy recently announced by the Chancellor, and endorsed by ECFC,
represents a significant first step toward altering the social climate on campus. The two
resolutions proposed above represent substantial efforts to continue reshaping the social climate for
undergraduates and improving faculty involvement with undergraduates. Finally, in the Spring of
1996, Faculty Council will discuss the current review of the General Education Curriculum. As part
of that conversation, ECFC will bring to Faculty Council a proposal for developing a "Freshman
Year Experience"”,
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Meetings during 1995: 10-25, 11-20

Report prepared by: Laurie McNetil and Rebecca Wilder, with review of full committee
Committee charge; “The Committee addresses ongoing concerns of women faculty members,
identifies obstacles to achievement and maintenance of equality in the representation and status
of women on the faculty, and proposes steps for overcoming those obstacles.” (The Faculty
Code of University Government IV .B.2.a.iii)

Previous Faculty Council gquestions or charges: None.

The Committee concentrated its eftorts in 1995 on issues related to a study of the “glass ceiling”
encountered by female faculty. This study was intitiated in 1994 in an effort to determine
whether women were being promoted at rates comparable to men. The first obstacle encountered
was a lack of available data on review, promotion and salary histories for both women and men.
It became clear that the necessary data were not maintained, as the record-keeping methods in
use called for successive entries of rank to replace the previous data, so that the records reflected
only present rank and not time in rank. With the considerable assistance of the Vice-Chancellors
for Academic and Health Affairs and their staffs, the necessary data were accumulated for a
cohort of women and men who joined the faculty as Assistant Professors in the period 1980-86.
The EPA Data Needs Committee has been formed (chaired by Laurie Charest, Assoc. Vice-
Chancellor for Human Resources) to investigate how such data can be kept in future and made
available as appropriate.

The data made available by the Vice-Chancellors were analyzed by Ms. Yi-Yun Chang in a 1995
UNC-CH Biostatistics M.S. thesis entitled “A Description of Gender-Specific Promotion
Patterns for Tenure-Track Faculty in a State University.” The primary findings of this study are
shown in Table I. There are several points to note from this table.

1) The rates of promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor do not show a marked gender
disparity, although in Academic Affairs there is a slightly greater tendency for men to receive
tenure and for women to leave without promotion.

2) There are notable differences between men and women at the stage of promotion from
Associate to Full Professor, especially in Academic Affairs. The difference between the fraction
(42%) of male Associate Professors who had been promoted to Full Professor by 1994 and the
corresponding fraction (17%) of temales is quite striking, and is a matter of great concern to the
Committee. Since the males and females were of the same cohort (having started as Assistant
Professors in the same 6-year period), this discrepancy is difficult to ascribe to greater experience
or qualifications on the part of the male members of the cohort.



3) Female Associate Professors from this cohort, in both Academic and Health Affairs, show a
greater tendency to depart the University without promotion than do males. If projected
statistically, this discrepancy becomes rather dramatic (37% vs. 26% in Health Affairs, 39% vs.
16% in Academic Affairs), and warrants continued attention,

The Committee has considered these findings and concluded that the university community must
identify reasons and appropriate remedies for its lack of success in retaining and promoting
women. We have formulated two recommendations for action by the Faculty Council (in the
form of the Resolutions which appear at the end of this report). The first recommendation
addresses the lack of information about the reasons that female faculty members leave the
University without promotion. Although the Affirmative Action office distributes an exit
questionnaire, the response rate has been dismal and declining (55% for the group leaving in
1992-93, and 36% for those leaving in 1993-94). Considering that the total number of faculty
departures-is typically of order 50 in any one year, a more vigorous follow-up to the
questionnaire would not be greatly burdensome. The Committee also feels that, with
methodologies purposefully designed to reassure, cue and invite departing faculty, especially
women in insecure or vulnerable career statuses, we would be able to obtain more useful
information about why people leave the University. At a minimum, we need telephone
interviewing and qualitative data on the women who leave.™ Itis particularly important to be
able to distinguish between those that are departing to a better situation (better pay & benefits,
better location, spouse employment opportunities) and those who are departing from an
undesirable situation (“chilly climate,” lack of opportunities or appreciation for one’s research,
lack of collegiality). The information obtained from such intensified surveying could then be
used in an effort to identify the reasons why a larger fraction of female Associate Professors exit
without promotion, and to enhance efforts at retention of female faculty.

Secondly, the Committee recommends that the Vice-Chancellors for Academic and Health
Affairs ask the Deans in their respective Divisions to examine the guidelines and procedures used
by individual units for promotion from Associate to Full Professor, which are less precise than
those used for promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor. Anecdotal evidence and the
dramatic disparity between male and female rates shown in Table I suggests that they may be
implemented in differing ways depending on the “local culture” of a particular unit. The
University needs to identify and correct the causes for differential outcomes for male and female
faculty members. Heads of units should be asked to examine their procedures and the outcome
of recent decisions (including those to postpone a review) to ascertain whether or not the
procedures as actually implemented may lead to differing promotion rates between male and
female faculty which are not justified by the particular qualifications of the individuals involved.
The Deans would report their findings to the Vice-Chancellors and to this Committee, and the
Committee would discuss the findings with the Vice-Chancellors in 1996.

In calendar year 1996, the Committee intends to continue to direct its attention to the “glass
ceiling” issues described above. It also plans to examine the results of the Faculty Survey
conducted for the University’s Reaccreditation Self-Study to identify any differences between
the perceptions of male and female faculty members on issues such as promotion and tenure,
teaching load, teaching methods, incorporation of diversity in subject matter, and committee

assignments and non-classroom teaching duties.

* The Comumittee is purposefully focusing on women’s status, as is our charge, although we are aware of
the need to retain good male faculty members as well.



While the Committee must limit its agenda, the university community must not lose sight of two
other, related challenges: the paucity of women in top administrative and decisionmaking
positions, and the fact that the University still hires twice as many male faculty members as it
does female. These two challenges are central to the status of women faculty at UNC-CH. The
data presented in Tables II and III and Figures 1 and 2 show the hiring trends and total numbers
of female and male tenured and tenure-track faculty members at UNC-CH for selected portions
of the last quarter-century. It is clear that steady improvement has been made throughout this
period in the representation of women on our faculty, and the number of female faculty members
has more than doubled. However, a rough measure of the rate of this progress may be obtained
by noting the year in which this improvement (if continued at the rates prevailing during this
period) would result the fraction of faculty who are female equalling that of the population at
large, 1.e. 50%. The Assistant Professor population would reach that level ten years from now,
and the Associate Professor group would do so by 2019. The total faculty, if the steady increase
were to continue at the present rate, would be 50% female in the middle of the next century. The
Full Professor populaton would reach that level a few years after the University completes the
celebration of its Tricentennial.

A

RESOLUTION 1: The Affirmative Action Office should increase its efforts to obtain
information from departing faculty members so that a better assessment can be made of the
reasons for observed disparities in the rates of temale and male faculty members who depart
without promotion. These increased efforts should include more extensive follow-up to increase
the response rates, as well as enhancement of the exit questionnaire to elicit more usable data on
matters relating to the climate for female faculty at UNC-CH. The information thus obtained
should be made available to the Faculty Council (through its Committee on the Status of
Women), and to Deans and unit heads on a regular basis so that these responsible administrators
can better devise strategies for the retention of women faculty.

RESOLUTION 2: The Vice Chancellors for Academic and Health Affairs should direct the
Deans in their respective Divisions to direct the unit heads under their jurisdiction to examine the
procedures in use for promotion from Associate to Full Professor, their strategies and efforts to
support women’s access to Full Professor status, and the outcomes of recent decisions in this
category (including decisions to defer review) to determine if the present practice could result in
a gender differential in the rates of promotion. The report of the Deans to the Vice-Chancellors
should be made available to the Faculty Council via discussions with its Committee on the Status
of Women in 1996.
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TABLE II: Nine-year hiring trends by gender, tenure and tenure-track positions 1986-94
Academic Affairs Health Affairs _ Total

Year #W #M oW #W | #M %W #W #M %W

1986 | 19 37 | 33.90 19 35 | 352 33 72 345

1987 3 21 27.9 23 37 37.3 31 38 34.8

1988 20 36 35.7 25 41 37.8 45 77 36.9

1989 16 29 35.5 12 33 27.0 28 62 31.1

1990 19 42 31.1 18 42 30.0 37 84 30.6

1991 6 24 20.0 18 41 30.5 24 63 30.6

1992 10 31 24.3 25 38 39.6 35 69 33.7

1993 21 32 39.6 20 45 30.8 41 77 34.7

1994 | .24 33 42.1 16 34 32.0 40 67 37.4

TOTAL | 143 285 | 33.4 || 176 346 | 33.7 | 310 631 33.6

Data extracted from past Annual Reports of the Committee on the Status of Women, and 5@
Faculty Employment Review, 1994,

TABLE III: Number of tenured and tenure-track faculty by gender and rank, selected years
1973-1994

Asst. Professors Assoc. Professors Full Professors Total

Year| W M | %W/ W M {%W i W M | %W || #W | #M | W

19731101 [ 418 1195 S0 [ 349 [ 12501 22 [ 514 | 4.1 | 173 [1281]11.9

19741121 1392 1236 60 | 365|144 24 | 563 | 4.1 || 205 J1311] 13.5

19751 139 1379 2681 64 | 384 | 143 ) 27 | 586 | 4.4 | 230 11349 14.6

1976 133 1352 12740 70 | 383 1155f 28 | 608 | 44 | 231 [1343]14.7

19771 126 | 338 {2721 77 | 370 [17.2| 32 | 637 | 4.8 } 235 [1345]14.9

(19781 124 { 337 1269 77 | 378 [ 169 33 | 636 | 4.9 || 234 1351] 14.8
19791 115 | 318 [ 26.6 || 85 | 389 | 179§ 35 | 661 | 5.0 || 235 [ 1368 14.7

1988 132 | 220 13750 125 | 373 | 25.1 | 76 | 765 | 9.0 | 333 | 1358 19.7

1989 | 143 | 214 140.1 ] 125 | 384 | 24.6 | 81 | 775 | 9.5 { 348 | 1371]20.2

19901 143 | 210 | 405 133 | 370 [ 264 || 84 | 796 | 9.5 [| 360 11376] 20.7

19911 132 [ 210 1 38.6 ) 150 ; 371 | 28.8 )1 84 : 800 | 9.5 [ 366 1381 21.0

19921 122 | 220 [35.5 ) 147 | 343 [29.9 4 92 | 772 ] 10.6 | 361 |1335{21.3
19931 131 | 218 [36.5 )] 144 | 352 | 29.0 || 103 | 770 { 11.8 | 378 | 1340 { 22.0

1994 129 | 215 | 37.5 1| 155 | 348 130.8 | 106 | 790 | 11.8 || 390 | 13531 22.3

Data extracted from past Annual Reports ow the Committee on the Status of Women, and the

Faculty Employment Review, 1994,
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January 12,1996
Buildings and Grounds Committee
(Appointed by the Chancellor)
Annual Report

Members: Class of 1998: David R. Godschalk, Chair; Wayne A. Pittman; Carol Reuss. Class
of 1997: Thomas A. Bowers; Elizabeth Chenault; James 1.. Murphy; Sharon P. Turner. Class
of 1996: Cora-Jean S. Edgell; Norris B. Johnson; F. Thomas Mclver. Student Members: John
Davies; Roy Granato; Steven C. Hoffman, Members leaving committee during past year:
Jeffrey R. Matkins, William W. McLendon, Richard W. Pfaff, Charles Pulliam, John Sanders,
C. Edward Teague III.

Meetings during past year; 1/12, 1/17, 2/14, 3/14, 4/18, 5/16, 7/11, 9/5, 9/6, 10/12, 10/26,
11/2, 11/28, 12/14.

Report prepared by; David R. Godschalk (Chair)

Committee charge: The committee advises the Chancellor on siting and external appearance of
new buildings and additions, removal of facilities, changes in long term use and appearance of
campus grounds, selection of architects for University projects, preparation of long-range
campus plans, placement and design of signs and art works.

Previous Faculty Council guestions or charges: None.

Report of Activities (through 17 November, 1995):

Site recommendations for: Third Electrical Substation on Manning Drive; Health Affairs
Bookstore; Hill Hall Addition (Music Library); Center for the Humanities; UNC
Hospitals/University Day Care Center.

Architectural firm recommendations for: Sonja Hanes Stone Black Cultural Center;
Improvements to Kenan Stadium; Renovation of Wastewater Research Facility; Security Services
Building; Renovation of Carroll Hall; Renovation of Peabody Hall; Renovation of R.B. House
Library; Medical Sciences Research Building; Renovation of Preclinical Teaching Laboratory,
Brauer Hall.

Exterior design recommendations for: UNC Children’s Hospital, UNC Women’s Hospital, and
Support Services Wing; Replacement Biological Sciences Research Center Building; Additions
and Renovations to Building C for Center for Study of Development and Learning; Laboratory
Wing Addition to Institute of Marine Sciences at Morehead City; Center for Dramatic Art;
WUNC Radio Building; Addition and Renovation, Knapp Building (Institute of Government);
Kenan Stadium Toilets; Addition to Giles Horney Building; South Campus Electrical Substation.



Campus planning recommendations: 1) Outlying Lands Planning (Mason Farm/Friday Center
and Horace Williams Airport area): the Committee met regularly with Johnson, Johnson, and
Roy, the planning consultants for the outlying lands study, and encouraged them to plan for
future public open spaces of the quality of the central campus, to adopt a mixed-use village
concept where possible, and to plan for generic buildings that could be adapted to inevitable
future changes in use. The Chair also met with the Facilities Planning Committee and the
Faculty Advisory Committee on Long-Range Land Use (Clegg Committee) during their
deliberations on this planning process. 2) Swmall Area Development Plans: the Committee
encouraged the UNC Facilties Planning architects to prepare comprehensive small area plans
showing future development and/or redevelopment incorporating public open space, access, and
parking facilities for selected campus areas undergoing change, in order to plan beyond single
building footprints. The first small area development plan, for redeveloping the Bell Tower
Parking Lot with a central open space defined by the Black Cultural Center, the Stadium, and
a new academic building and parking deck, has been approved by the Board of Trustees. Plans
are underway for the area around the Friday Center and the area around Swain and Abernathy
Halls. .

Other design recommendations: Founders Monument at Person Hall; Signs for recycling sites
on campus; Sign for School of Social Work; New entrance for Frank Porter Graham Child
Development Center; Daily Grind; Stormwater detention basin for Student Recreation Center;
Brick selection for Business School Building and Parking Deck; Filming Tower for Fetzer Field;
Parking lot at Chancelior’s residence.

Policy recommendations: Central Campus Open Space Preservation Policy, including a policy
statement and map of protected open space, adopted by the Board of Trustees on July 28, 1995.

Recommendations for actions by Faculty Council: None.




January 12, 1996

The Chancellor’s Advisory Committee
(Elected Committee)

Annual Report to the Faculty Council

Members: Doris Betts, 1992-95, Co-Chair; Ann Woodward 1992-95,
Co-Chair; Barbara Harris, 1992-95; Larry R. Churchill, 1993-96;
Karl E. Petersen (Alt. Fall 95, for L.R. Churchill); Maria A.
Salgado, 1993-96; Eric Schopler, 1993-96; Jaroslav T. Folda,
1994-97; Janet Mason, 1994-97; Stephen F. Weiss, 1994-97;
Bernadette Gray-Little, 1995-98; Gregory Strayhorn 1995-98; Paul
Debreczeny 1995-98; Jane D. Brown, Chair of the Faculty; George
S. Lensing, Secretary of the Faculty. Members leaving committee
during past vear: Doris Betts, Ann Woodward, Barbara Harris.

Meetings: The Advisory Committee meets monthly throughout the
year with the Chancellor, the Provost/Vice Chancellor for
Academic Affairs, and the Vice Chancellor for Health Affairs.
Report prepared by: Maria A. Salgado (Chair) with review of full
committee.

Charge: "The Advisory Committee shall be advisory to the
Chancellor in all matters which are deemed important by the
Chancellor or the Committee." (Faculty Code of University
Government)

Previous Faculty Council recommendations or guestions:
None

1994-1995 Activities:

One of the Committee’s primary functions is to advise the
Chancellor on personnel decisions. A three-person subcommittee
reviews each month all positive recommendations and the
supporting documentation forwarded from the Divisions of Health
Affairs, Professional Schools, and Academic Affairs. Based on the
recommendations of this subcommittee, the Committee advises the
Chancellor, pointing out any procedural or substantive problens
that may have been detected. During the past year the Committee
devoted considerable effort to discuss uniformity of procedures
involving tenure and initial appointments to the University. It
also discussed procedures involving negative recommendations. The
Committee expects to continue examining the tenure process during
the conming year.

Other topics discussed during that past year were concerns
that UNC’s story is not getting to the public; recommendations
for the implementation of the reports generated by the Task Force
during the SACS self study; the need for thorough Faculty self-
evaluation in the context of teaching, public service, and
research; procedures for dealing with sexism and/or racial
nisconduct; the upcoming retirement of the Chancellor and the
Committee’s opportunities to provide a smooth transition.

tv Council:

None
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Secretary of the Faculty Office of Faculty Governance

The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill CB# 9170, 203 Carr Bldg.
Chapel Hill, NC 27599-9170

(919) 962-2146

FAX: (919} 962-3479

January 2, 1996

TO: All Members of the General Faculty
FROM: Geborge S. Lensing, Committee on Honorary Degrees and Special Awards

SUBJECT; = Nominations of Candidates for Honorary Degrees
Nominations for Thomas Jefferson Award

Dear Colleagues:

This will remind you of the letters I sent in November on behalf of the Committee
on Honorary Degrees and Special Awards, one inviting you to submit nominations for
honorary degrees to be awarded at Commencement in May 1997, and the other inviting
you to submit nominations for the Thomas Jefferson Award to be presented in April 1996.
The Committee must make its decisions late in January.

The deadline for both is Friday, January 19. Please send your nominations, with
supporting letters or other materials, to this office:

Secretary of the Faculty
CB# 9170, 203 Carr Bldg.

phone:962-2146
fax: 962-5479
GSLirsm

Committee on Honorary Degrees
and Special Awards

Beverly W. Long, Chair (1996)

Ruel W. Tyson, Jr. (1996)

Stuart Bondurant (1997)

(David O. Moltke-Hansen, Alternate 1993, Spring 1996)
Weldon Thornton, Vice Chair/Chair Elect (1997)
Richard J. (Dick) Richardson (1998)

(William D. Huffines, Alternate 1995-96)

Linda L. Spremulli (1998)

George S. Lensing, Secretary




TRANSCRIPT

MEETING OF THE FACULTY COUNCIL

Friday, January 19, 1996
[meeting postponed from Friday, January 12, 1996]

Assembly Room, Wilson Library

[A complete transcript of the proceedings is available in the faculty section
of the campus World Wide Web service.]

Faculty Council Attendance: Present 56; Excused Absences 18; Unexcused

I.

1I.

Absences 17.

Memorial Resolution for the late Earl A. Slocum: Edgar H. Alden, Chair,
Memorial Committee.

Chancellor Hooker: We will defer till next time the memorial
resolution that’s on your agenda. And let me go to my remarks, the
second item on the agenda.

Chancellor Hooker’s remarks.

I noticed that the Status of Women will be given later today, and I
wanted to report to you that when I had report several weeks ago, the
draft of the report, I was disturbed, severely disturbed is not putting
it too strongly, I think, by the differential rates of tenure and
promotion for women faculty. And I tried to conjure up all kinds of
explanatory hypotheses that would justify the differential rates. And I
was, at the end of the process, bereft of adequate explanatory
hypotheses, and so I’ve asked the Provost to look systematically at each
of the cases or at as large a sample of cases as he can to attempt to
divine through that process an explanation. And he has agreed to do so.
And I look forward to hearing the results of that study. But obviously
because it involves the laborious process of looking at cases past, it’s
going to take quite some time to do, and so we need to be patient in
anticipating and awaiting the outcome of that study. I’m also mindful
that one of the issues associated with the faculty salary study is the
issue of compression, and we discussed several times using part of the
proceeds from the $400 tuition increase to address not only bringing
ourselves in line with, or closer in line with, our peer institutions in
salary competitiveness, but also addressing issues of compression. And
the Vice Chancellors for Academic Affairs have been asked to work with
their deans to address that issue. And they will do so, and I await
recommendations from them.

Another issue that came up is, in fact, the very first issue that I
can recall coming to my attention from this body -- was that of
classroom renovation and repair. And I have spent the last six months
walking through, I think, just about every c¢lassroom building here and
looking in a lot of the old classrooms where I took classes, and they
look like not much has been done with them since I took classes there.
So I‘ve moved classroom renovation and repair up on our scale of
priorities for capital expenditures. We’ve put it as the first priority
in the capital budget request for next year. But we’re also looking at
shifting priorities within existing capital appropriations to see if we
can accelerate the pace at which classroom renovation and repair--
repair first, renovation later -~ takes place.
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A couple of months ago I mentioned to you the possible use of the
Meadowmont, the Dubose property at Meadowmont, the part of Meadowmont
that the University owns as an executive conference center for the
Kenan-Flagler School of Business. AaAnd I just wanted to update you and
let you know that that will be presented to the Board of Trustees at
their meeting next week as a proposal, and pending their approval, will
go to the Endowment Board for final approval sometime in February. The
idea would be to build a couple of new facilities, buildings, at
Meadownont, near the existing manor house, and to use the manor house
for lunches and for lounges, but we can’t use it for classrooms or for
residences for the executive conference facility because the cost of
bringing it up to code for those uses would simply be prohibitive. But
even still it will require a substantive investment, on the order of $13
to $15 million to provide the executive conference facility at
Meadowmont and the School the Business has about half of those funds, or
a little more than half of those funds, in donations already provided to
them. They are seeking more, and have demonstrated with the performance
[in the use of the facility] that satisfies my scrutiny and the scrutiny
of people who know these things better than I do, that they can service
the debt that would be required to provide for the additional amount of
the renovation and new construction. And so I don’t see there being any
other use of the Meadowmont property that would satisfy the criterion
which I annunciated when I first spoke to you about it, namely that it
be able to throw off substantial profits annually that could be plowed
back into the maintenance of the property. We have, as I’ve said, an
endowment associated with the property, but the endowment really
provides for the upkeep of the grounds only and doesn’t provide for
reinvestment in the capital structures themselves, but the executive
conference facility could do that, I am convinced, and I am convinced in
part by looking at the performance associated with executive conference
facilities elsewhere, including the one at Duke. This is a very
profitable business for schools of business, and I think it can be
similarly profitable for our School of Business. And I think it will
substantially enhance the School of Business. If you look at the
rankings of schools of business, they are discriminated in two large
categories, those that have very sophisticated executive conference
programs, and those that don’t. And those that do tend to be those that
are ranked otherwise in the top of the ranking of schools of business.

I had just returned last week from the annual meeting of the
NCAA,the National Collegiate Athletic Association, which is the
participatory governance body that regulates intercollegiate athletics,
self-governance body. And it was a momentous meeting in that the NCAA,
in its constituent institutions, voted to reform radically the
governance of the intercollegiate athletics which heretofore has been
governed by a principle of "one institution, one vote," and they are
almost a thousand institutions, I think, that are members of the NCAA.
And in the future most of the major decisions will be made not by the
large plenary session of institutions, with each institution getting a
vote, but rather by a fairly small board of directors consisting
entirely of CEO’s of the constituent institutions. I think there are
seven members of the board, as I recall; maybe it’s 13, some ex officio.
And some of the conferences will always be represented, the ACC will be
one of them, and it will just rotate among the CEO’s of the ACC,
membership on this governance committee. This is the final, and
culminating, change, in a series of changes that were begun after the
death of Len Bias, which many of you will remember, at the University of
Maryland some years ago. And at that time, the then Chancellor of the
University of Maryland, John Slaughter, convened a group of campus CEO’s
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just to discuss the governance of intercollegiate athletics. His
feeling at the time, and many of those in attendance, myself included,
feeling that we campus CEO’s had lost control of intercollegiate
athletics, indeed, if we ever had had control of intercollegiate
athletics, and that some reform of governance was needed, and that other
reforms were needed as well. And some of the reforms have been far more
highly publicized than the governance reforms, such as reduction,
substantial reduction, in the number of football scholarships permitted,
Division 1A institutions. I think it was from 95 to 75, if I can
recall. Reduction in number of scholarships permitted basketball teams.
And most, the reform that got the most attention, was imposing
substantial reguirements on academic eligibility for freshman athletes.
Requiring that the 2.0 and 700 composite GPA for eligibility. That,
which has been much debated in the press, was actually strengthened at
this most recent NCAA meeting. And I suspect that while this is the end
of the first phase of the reform process resulting in the governance
reform, it is probably just the beginning of the reforms that you will
see coming from the NCAA as CEO’s come to grips with the rapidly
changing world of intercollegiate athletics.

It’s changing in two respects. The cost of participation is going
up sharply. But the revenues associated with intercollegiate athletics
are going up substantially more sharply than the costs, and it’s
because of television. And it is a system which is really foreign to
any campus CEO, and it has been very difficult for us, meeting once a
year, to get our arms around the issue of controlling the emerging world
of intercollegiate athletics as entertainment. And that is, of course,
what it has become. I persist in the view that the only justification
for an intercollegiate athletic program is what it does for people who
participate, the athletes themselves, though I certainly recognize the
value that derives from public visibility associated with
intercollegiate athletic programs, and no university, save possibly
Notre Dame, is a better example of that than the University of North
Carolina. And the visibility that has been brought to the University of
North Carolina nationally as a result of its basketball program is a
good example of the good that can come from having a successful
intercollegiate athletic program. And it also, of course, serves to
engender a sense of school spirit, esprit de corps, among present
students and alumni. But I want to reaffirm that, in my judgment, the
only real justification for it is the value that is produced for the
students who participate, and as you know, at this Institution we have a
large number of sports -« I don’t think there’s any institution in the
country that has more intercollegiate sports than we do -- and we have
an excellent program that is well run, that is clean, and one that
serves as a model for other programs nationally. And we’re visited
frequently by athletics directors and by CEO’s who look at our program.
But it is, it has become, something that few campus CE0’s fully
understand or have the conviction that they understand well enough to
control adequately, and I think you will see that begin to change as a
result of the creation of this board of directors. Because those campus
CEO’s will have the time to devote to understanding the emerging,
evolving character of intercollegiate athletics as big-time
entertainment and presumably will see to our interests as a result.
That’s all that I have to report. I’d be delighted to answer any
questions or report on anything I’ve missed.

Professor Rich Beckman (Journalism & Mass Communication): I have a
gquestion about the draft memorandum on nominations for new Kenan
distinguished teaching professorships. And it says that we’re going to
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try to hire four Kenan professors, nationally distinguished mid-career
teachers. And as I understand in a cover letter from my dean, these
people will be salaried between $125,00 and $140,000. And the question
I will phrase within the context of my faculty where we have a number of
mid-career faculty who have numerous teaching awards, who are currently
salaried between $45,00 and $60,000, who between them have about 50 to
60 years of service to this University. And I’'m wondering about what’s
going to happen when we bring people in, comparable people in, who are
salaried at at least twice that amount. And in the memo it says the
Administrative Council originally recommended that recruitment be from
within and without the University, but subsequent conversations with the
Chancellor and the review of the intent of the Kenan Foundation suggest
that these searches be just from the outside. I wonder if you could
comment on those points.

Chancellor Hooker: I can comment certainly on the second point,
with respect to outside searches. One of the first things that I did
when I arrived here was to meet with Frank Kenan and with other members
of the Kenan family, and with Bill Friday, who as you know, is Executive
Director of the Kenan Trust, and as a result of those discussions, it
was very clear to me that it was the intent of the Kenan Trust that
Kenan funds be used to recruit from outside. It was also clear to me
that the Kenan Trust had originally intended that we seek not only great
scholars but great teachers as well. And so, in order to reestablish in
good faith our covenant with the Kenan Trust, I announced that we would
establish a few new Kenan professorships, and that we would recruit not
only great scholars but people who were great teachers in addition, and
that those would be mutually required conditions of appointment to a
Kenan professorship. With respect to the salary range, I will ask the
Provost to comment. [laughter)

Provost Dick Richardson: First of all that, as you said, Rich, is
a draft. The letter was not to be distributed by the deans. I gave
that to the deans to look over. We will have a distribution, but I’m
glad your dean was... Professor Beckman: Well, it does say, To Deans,
Department Chair, and Faculty in Undergraduate Departments. Provost
Richardson: Yeah, but it says, "Draft." Professor Beckman: Right, I
understand that. Provost Richardson: There’s nothing in the letter
about the salaries. That was in private, that was in communication
through the deans. This is a range that we’re working with, are
thinking about. The upper ranges of that salary would probably include
people which we had to do set-ups or system sites. It would not be
probably all salary. But that I think, you know, is a possibility. I
would say the lower range is the range of salary that the units have
designated. I think it reflects their desire to have the four finest
teacher-scholars that we can bring in from the outside at this range. I
don’t know that it has to be at that higher range. But I think it does
raise, well, you know, it’s true that it is more than your salary, and a
number of other salaries of all of us. Chancellor Hocker: The
operative locution in your question is comparability. I mean the way
you phrased the guestion I would reject the premise ~- that is, that we
would be bringing in people at salaries twice that of existing faculty
who are comparable to existing faculty. I think if we did that we would
be making a severe mistake and it would be an indefensible thing to do.
We are not committed to appointing any number, particular number, of
Kenan professors who will fit this criterion of being great scholars and
great teachers because I am going to be convinced that we have appointed
really great schelars and great teachers when we make these
appointments, and I’11 be reporting them to the Kenan Trust and the
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III.

Kenan family. And I want to be able to indicate that we have done with
the Kenans, with these Kenans, what was done with the original Kenans in
the ’20’s and ’30’s which made this a great State university. And that
is what, I think, the family thinks has been lost somewhat over the
years —-- is not that we weren’t awarding Kenans to people who were well-
deserving of being acknowledge for their scholarly contributions but
rather that we weren’t using them to provide the leverage that would be
necessary to leverage state funds in order to make this Institution the
best of its peers and to assure that it maintains that distinction.
Other questions?

Professor Brown: I hate to do this to you, but I’ve heard from a
number of faculty concerned about how the snow policy affected staff.
[Chancellor Hooker: Yes.] I wonder if you could speak to that because
we are sympathetic to their concerns that we have a more flexible
schedule and they have to make up the time they missed. Chancellor
Hooker: Yeah, I may not get this exactly correct, but let me give it a
stab. This is not a campus that is particularly well prepared to deal
with show emergences. [laughter] And we demonstrated that by not
dealing with it particularly well. I thought it was a mistake to open
on Monday and:a mistake to close on Friday. And I am being condemned
for opening on Monday and praised for closing on Friday. 1In fact I
didn’t do either. I delegated responsibility to the Chief of Staff and
the Vice Chancellors and the Deans, and they had discussions among them,
as a result of which we opened on Monday and closed on Friday. So I
can’t take blame or credit for either action. The closure on Friday
created a difficulty, or perceived difficulty, or an injustice, or a
perceived injustice -~ take your pick -- for our staff who are under the
state personnel system. And under the State Personnel Policy which
governs our treatment of our own employees, we cannot just give them a
day off, which is what I would like to do when you have closed for a
snow emergency, that should just be a day off in my judgment. But my
judgment doesn’t prevail here. What prevails is State Personnel Policy,
and the State Personnel Policy says that staff who are forced to, take a
day off due to weather closure will be required to make up that day or
to surrender a day of leave in order to compensate for that lost day.
They have a year to make it up. We have done what we can do, which is
to urge Deans and Directors and Chairs to be as lenient as possible in
enabling staff to make it up. And that’s the limit of what we are able
to do in administering what is a state personnel policy. The State
Personnel Policy, if you wonder about the rationale for it, is this. I
can give it to you. I’m not sure I can defend it. It is that there are
some people, essential personnel, who don’t have a choice about not
coming to work on a snow emergency day. And those folks would be
treated unjustly relative to those who were simply given the day off if
those who were simply given the day off weren’t required to make up the
day. So. I think I have a fairly well developed sense of justice as a
result of a lot of philosophical debate on issues of justice, and I had
trouble bringing that into conformity with my sense of justice. But at
any rate the policy is what it is. Thank you very much.

Chair of the Faculty Jane D. Brown.

Professor Brown: I appreciate your all being here, especially
since it’s a postponed meeting, so I appreciate the attendance. I
wanted to note that a couple of our colleagues suffered
disproportionately from the weather, and I have cards for both of them
if you all would like to sign them. Professor Don Reid in the History
Department, and Professor [Beverly] Long’s husband, Bill Long. Both
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were -- One was hit by falling ice and the other fell on the ice and are
in severe condition at this point. So if we could send them our
condolences.

And I also -- Is Ann Hamner here? Great. I wanted to welcome you.

Ann is the new Chair of the Employee Forum, and we want forward to
working with you in the future in the coming year. Thank you for being
here.

Last night I also had the pleasure of meeting Professor Gerald
Horne who is the new Director of the Black Cultural Center, and we were
impressed with a speech he gave at the Kenan Center last night, a
reception welcoming him. And there were about a hundred people there
supporting his arrival, and prospective donors. It was a wonderful
occasion. He’s an impressive person. I hope we can bring him here to
speak to us some time soon. And I encourage you all to support his
efforts to make the Black Cultural Center even more of a reality than it
is today. He will also be speaking at a forum that our Committee on
Black Faculty is creating at the end of January. On January 30th
there’s going be a forum on "Affirmative Action Under Siege" and the
Faculty Council, no, the Chancellor has generously given us money to
purchase a videotape that was taped, it was a video conference with the
key players who were debating affirmative action on college campuses
today. We’ll show that video and then Gerald Horne will lead a
discussion about affirmative action. And all this is sponsored by the
Committee on Black Faculty, so I encourage you to attend. We’ll send
you another announcement. There will be another announcement about
that. It will be 6 to 9 p.m. on January 30. So I hope many of you can
attend. We’ll be offering another opportunity for you to participate in
diversity training led by Professor Pat Fischer. I know a number of you
have done this, and the last couple of training workshops have been
exceptional from what I hear, and so I encourage you all to sign up for
this if you can. It’s February 6; I think it’s a more convenient time
than some of the other ones. It’s 3:00 in the afternoon till 9 at
night. We will provide you a vegetarian lasagna dinner, and it’s at the
Friday Center. The Executive Committee of [the] Faculty Council -- we
will be there. We’re all going to do it. Lolly’s already done it. And
we hope some of the members of the Chancellor’s Administrative Council
will be there. We’ve also asked Executive Committee of Employee Forum
and we’re asking you. So we would encourage you to join us, and that
should be an important event, an illuminating event. Please let me know
if you’re interested, and I’1l sign you up.

I also want to thank the Provost and his staff for working with us,
and OIT (Office of Information Technology), and the Center for Teaching
and Learning in getting audiovisual equipment available to us this
semester. I hope it’s always working for you and your colleagues. It’s
worked for me this semester, which I am pleased to say. And they also
will be distributing a survey to us. I mentioned this before. We’ve
got a nice survey. 2An easy one to fill out. It is going to come to you
based on your classrooms. So you may fill out more than one. It _
depends on if you teach in the same classroom or not. So you fill out
one for each classroom that you’ve taught in last semester. And this is
going to be important information, and they’ll be able to assess, we'll
be able to see what needs we have as well as what’s already in specific
classrooms and what else is needed in those classrooms. So please do
£fill this out and encourage your colleagues to do the same. It’s an
important base of information. The Center for Teaching and Learning --
you also should have gotten one of these, that encourages you to come to
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a workshop the Center for Teaching and Learning is sponsoring on
teaching large classes. This is open to faculty across the region, so,
and there’s a fee. But we get a subsidy, so it only costs us $35
instead of $85. So please sign up if you teach large classes. I’ve
gone to one of these in the past and it was extremely helpful. And some
of our own people are talking about what works for them. The Center for
Teaching and Learning has also given the Executive Committee of Faculty
Council’s subcommittee on faculty initiative on teaching -- we have a
subcommittee on the Executive Committee about teaching -- and we’ve been
working with the Center for Teaching and Learning to develop what we’re
calling "teaching circles," kind of a pilot program we want to get
underway this spring to see if we might want to expand it in the coming
years. They’re basically getting us together as teachers to talk about
teaching and to support each other, to encourage each other, to improve
our skills at teaching. And we’re going to have two of these going on
this spring. The application deadline has been extended from today
until next Friday, given the problems with mail over the past couple of
weeks. So 1f you’re interested in that, please, you could let me know
if you need more information or just complete the application. Get it
into Icla Peed-Neal at the Center for Teaching and Learning. And I
think that’s going to be an exciting program.

In reporting on what the Executive Committee has also been up to,
we have talked, again, about salary policy. This is the issue that will
never die. It probably never will die. But we’re making progress. The
conference committee has had a series of successful meetings. They have
agreed on four of the six points of implementing mechanisms. They are
somewhat different from how we saw them last time. We’re putting the
finishing touches on the documents. that we will discuss at the Council
meeting in February. And we’ll try to get them out to you as soon as
possible so you can be talking about them with your colleagues. I’m
going to prepare kind of a most frequently asked gquestions talking guide
to these mechanisms as we take them around and talk with people about
them. There are always questions that come up. It is not the clearest
document. It’s not as clear as it possibly could be given that so many
people have massaged it, I think. So I’ll give you some guidance about
what we know about what it means before we come back to the Council in
February. And I appreciate all the hard work of that conference
committee. It was quite an important part of the process.

We have a full agenda today. So, there are three important issues
that we’re going to consider, and as I was looking at what we’re going
to talk about today, I was reminded that one of the things we were up to
here in the Council is creating community. We are, I think about us as
sort of the core of it. And three of the issues we’re talking about
today are about community. Wefre talking about the inclusion, whether
we want to include fixed-term faculty in faculty governance. We are
talking about faculty-student interaction outside the classroom as part
of intellectual climate. And we are talking retention and promotion of
women faculty. So these are all three very important issues, and I
appreciate your being here to talk about them with us. Are there any
comments to me or questions, concerns, celebrations?

Professor Karl Petersen (Math): Jane, I know you didn’t want to
talk about the mechanisms today, and I won’t delve into that. I would
just implore members of the Faculty Council to discuss the mechanisms,
once distributed, with your constituency so that you may be the best
representative you can be at the next meeting. I think this is an
extremely important issue. It’s a controversial issue, and it’s
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important that everyone be properly represented. I talked with myriads
of people in the School of Medicine. I think we’re at a real watershed
in our involvement in our own salaries, particularly in clinical
medicine where a new formula for determining salaries is upon us, and
how that’s translated into individual salaries. But we may not all
agree with the mechanisms. It’s important to discuss this amongst your
peers and be prepared to represent them at the next Faculty Council
meeting. Professor Brown: Great. Thanks for saying that. I heartily
agree. So we’ll get these to you as soon as possible so you can be
discussing them and be prepared to represent your constituents at that
time. Any other comment about that or anything else? Okay. Very good.
So let me introduce Pamela Conover, who has been the Chair of our
subcommittee -- I’m sorry, I’m out of order: fixed-term faculty comes
first.

Special Report and Resolution of the Faculty Committee on University
Government: Amending The Faculty Code of University Government to
extend Faculty Council voting and office~holding privileges to Full-Time
Lecturers and Lecturer-Equivalents. Second reading and vote: George S.
Lensing for Joseph S. Ferrell, Chair.

Professor Lensing: Before I talk about fixed-term faculty, I’'m
going to take advantage of having the microphone here to remind you of
one thing. I could have saved this for old business, perhaps, but we
are, today is formally the deadline for submitting nominations for
honorary degree recipients for the 1997 Commencement, and also for
nominations for the Thomas Jefferson Award which is our campus’s award
to an individual who has made singular contributions to the enhancement
of our University goals. And the 0. Max Gardner Award, which is a
system-wide, sixteen campus award. If you have in mind someone for an
honorary degree and have just postponed writing that letter of
nomination, could I encourage you to do that over the weekend. And if
you got it into my office on Ménday morning, we would accept it.

You will recall that at the December meeting we had the first
reading of these proposed amendments.to The Faculty Code. Joe Ferrell
made that presentation and he asked me to extend his regrets that he
couldn’t be here today. I think he’s the chair of a search committee in
the School of Education that is meeting at this hour. He had planned to
be here, like all of us last Friday, and so he sends his regrets. And
so I’'m going to stand in for him, I hope. If you have the blue sheet
that we distributed last month in your notes, you might want to make
reference to it.

You will recall that we discussed these changes that would offer
membership and voting privileges to fixed-term faculty of what the
tenure document calls lecturer or lecturer-equivalent faculty under
certain conditions, and we discussed a month ago and unanimously adopted
this for our first reading. I’m speaking to you now as the General
Faculty and not just the Faculty Council. This is a General Faculty
vote. There was one amendment that was made from the floor, if you have
the blue sheet before you, and it’s the very bottom sentence on that
page that reads, "This amendment shall become effective for elections

conducted for the 1997-98 academic year." And we added a clause to that
last sentence that reads, "unless eligible faculty can be identified in
time to be included in the 1996-97 elections." And so that amendment

also was unanimously adopted.
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As prescribed by The Faculty Code, the Committee on University
Government met to consider the discussion that had ensued last month and
before the second reading today. And we did that and we don’t have any
changes in the language or any alterations whatsoever in the document
that you received a month ago. We did take up Paul Farel’s question
about, you may recall he asked a question about whether fixed-term
faculty as voting members of the Faculty Council would be eligible also
to serve as nominees for membership in the Executive Committee of the
Faculty Council. We talked about that, and I believe there was another
related question by Dick Pfaff last month about service on other
standing committees on the part of fixed-term faculty people. What we
discovered is we’re going to have to review each one of those committees
carefully and individually to determine that. There’re some -- I think
Joe mentioned this last month, but there’re some committees in which
fixed-term faculty will not be allowed to serve, committees like the
Hearings Committee, perhaps the Advisory Committee because it, too,
deals with tenure personnel decisions. Financial Exigency Committee is
another similar case. But in many other cases they will be eligible to
serve. And probably also on the Executive Committee. So what the
Committee on University Government is going to begin doing immediately
is to review all of those standing committees and come back to you at
the earliest possible date with a further amendment about the inclusion
of fixed-term faculty on standing committees, including the Executive
Committee. It passed on the first readings and you gave it a unanimous
vote. Today it must be a two-thirds approval and we can proceed to that
vote unless you have some further questions.

Professor Brown: I’1l1 move the resolution as written in front of
you. Is there a second? Any further discussion? Good. Let’s vote.
All those in favor in this resolution to include fixed-term faculty on
the Faculty Council say aye. Any opposed. I think that’s two-thirds.
[unanimous] Congratulations. I know sSome of you are here who’ve been
waiting for this for many years. [applause] [Attached]

Report of Executive Committee of the Faculty Council on Intellectual
Climate (including resolutions): Pamela J. Conover.

Professor Brown: So, Pamela was the chair of the task force on
undergraduate programs for the SACS self-study. And as chair of that
task force, they identified a number of domains that might enhance our
intellectual climate here on campus. We have talked about a number of
these already. We’ve already talked about the alcohol policy. The
undergraduate curriculum is under review by a special committee
appointed by Steve Birdsall. And we have discussed admissions at our
last meeting. Now, this is another piece that we want to consider
today. It is about how we, as faculty, can enhance intellectual climate
by increasing our interactions with students outside the classroom,
using our classrooms more effectively, and other ideas here. So I want
-- Pamela has also served then as chair of the subcommittee in the
Executive Committee of Faculty Council generating some of these ideas,
proposing these resolutions, and I’11 ask her to lead this discussion
today to see what you’d like to do, whether we want to pass these
resolutions, these two resolutions, today, or if you have other ideas as
well. So, Pamela, thank you. And I want to thank Paul Farel and Sue
Estroff who have also worked with Pamela in developing these ideas.

Professor Conover: Well, you all should have the memo prepared by
that subcommittee including the resolutions. So by way of introducing
these resolutions I want to say just a very few words about intellectual
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climate and why it is so important for us as faculty to be taking it up
now. As Jane mentioned, I’ve been dealing with issues of intellectual
climate for several years, and I‘’m well aware that people often ask,
"What exactly do you mean when you talk about intellectual climate? How
are we going to know when we’ve got a good intellectual climate?" and I
want to be the first to admit such questions are not easy to answer.

And in trying to answer them, I have often been reminded of the Supreme
Court’s attempts to define what they meant by "obscenity." You’ll
recall at one point the Court suggested that "we will simply know
obscenity when we see it." Well, similarly, I would like to say that we
will know that we have an exciting intellectual climate at UNC-Chapel
Hill when we can actually feel it. For the essence of intellectual
climate is that sense of energy that emanates from a faculty and student
body that are actively engaged, together, in scholarly activity. 1It’s
an excitement and sense of purpose that begins with faculty engaged in
stimulating research. Their enthusiasm permeates their teaching,
exhilarates. their students, and in the best of cases simply sets them on
intellectual fire. And it’s because intellectual climate begins with
faculty that it is so important for us, the faculty, to take active and
primary responsibility in consciously shaping that climate. We
determine its:nature, and we do so through how we approach our roles as
faculty in teaching, research and service, and it’s particularly
important, I want to suggest, that we seriously reflect on intellectual
climate now, because UNC-Chapel Hill, like so many other universities
across the country will of necessity be changing as we enter the 21st
century. And as we change that will pose new challenges to us as
faculty. And so, the ways in which we create a stimulating intellectual
environment will also need to change. The resolutions before you today
are only one part of a multi-faceted effort to address the challenge of
creating and maintaining an exciting intellectual climate that fits with
our vision of the university of the future, of this University. And key
to that vision is the quality of student-faculty interaction. How
students and faculty interact within the classroom, outside the
classroom, determines if faculty can actually transmit that intellectual
excitement to their students. Student-faculty interaction lies at the
core, therefore, of intellectual climate. And it is obviously central
to the educational process as well. And that is undergoing considerable
change.

To help us deal with this change the first resolution in the packet
you received suggests a mechanism for strengthening faculty-student
interaction within the context of the current structure of the
University. What we are suggesting in the first resolution is a need to
strengthen the institutional ties between student and faculty
organizations so that we can make better use of existing organizations
to stimulate intellectual climate. The second resolution, which calls
on the Chancellor to name a task force to study faculty-student
interaction, looks to the future. By exploring new ways of structuring
those interactions, this task force will address both the changing needs
of the University and our desire to strengthen the intellectual climate.
I will be happy to answer any questions you might have about those
resolutions as well as about the other plans the subcommittee on ECFC
has for strengthening intellectual climate that were detailed in the
memorandum that you received. Professor Lensing: Excuse me, Pamela,
could I ask you for the record to read the resolutions?

Professor Conover:
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Resolution I: Faculty Council resolves to strengthen the
institutional ties between Faculty Council and those
administrative units responsible for student life by charging
the Educational Policy Committee with the responsibility of
acting as a liaison with committees and institutional offices
dealing with student life.

Rescolution II: To improve student involvement in the
intellectual and Chapel Hill communities, Faculty Council
resolves that the Chancellor should establish a Task Force to
explore innovative mechanisms for facilitating student-faculty
interaction both inside and outside the classroom, and for
improving student involvement in the community.

Professor Brown: So should we talk about Resolution I first? Do
you want to move it? You can as a member of the Council. Professor
Conover: I will move the first resolution. Do we have a second? [was
seconded] Professor Brown: This can be a pretty wide ranging
discussion, because we have kind of talking points about this
resolution. So does anyone have anything they’d like to say about it?

Professor Steve Bachenheimer (Microbiology): Could you give us
some examples of what you’d like to see the Educational Policy Committee
do? I mean is the Chairman of that Committee here? Does that person
have some ideas? Are there people here from institutional offices
dealing with student life who could talk about things they don’t see
happening now that could happen as a result of this resolution?

Professor Tony Passannante (Anesthesiology): 1I’m Co-Chairman of
the Educational Policy Committee. We received this about ten days ago,
and we discussed it briefly at our last meeting. And as far as we
understood the intent of this resolution, it would really set up the
Educational Policy Committee as a clearinghouse for assistance to
students that wanted more input from faculty. That’s how we interpret
this. I haven’t spoken with you about this, but that’s how we interpret
the spirit of that, and if that’s correct, we cheerfully accept that
charge, and I think it’s a worthwhile thing to do, because if we really
set up one central point where students ¢ould communicate with the
faculty and perhaps receive assistance in projects that they wanted to
do -~ T don’t know if that’s what the intent of this resolution is.
Professor Conover: I think that certainly was the intent and to broaden
that a bit, that one of the problems we’ve discovered is that we have
very few institutional linkages between faculty organizations and
student organizations, and that we need to build stronger ties between
the faculty, Faculty Council, and Student Affairs. And students
themselves have expressed disappointment and frustration at the
inability of knowing how to reach faculty that may be interested in
working with them. So there are many student organizations on campus
that would like to have faculty working with them, but don’t know how to
go about locating interested faculty. So we’re talking about both sort
of grass-roots clearinghouse and helping connect faculty who have
interest in particular things with student organizations, and also an
institutional tie through which Student Affairs and faculty can work
together. Professor Brown: Okay, thanks, Tony.

Professor Paul Farel (Physiology): The resolution is directed
primarily toward the College. And the Educational Policy Committee has
had some discussion whether that was a University-wide committee, or an
Academic Affairs or a College committee. And I’d just like to emphasize
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that in the professional schools we do try to create an intellectual
climate also. And I believe as this discussion continues, that we’ll be
able to think about University-wide proposals for creating an
intellectual climate. Professor Brown: That’s a good point. We do
have some Health Affairs members on the Committee. Tony, you are. Okay
very good. So there’s some representation.

Professor Howard Reisner (Pathology): Could I suggest that we
onsider the wording of the second resolution to improve student ...
Professor Brown: Are we on the second resolution? Professor Reisner:
Second resolution. Yes, because I think it’s a technical point, but T
think we should discuss it a little more ... Professor Brown: Does it
speak to the first resolution? Professor Reisner: Do you want me to
wait? Yes, I’1l1l wait. Anything else on Resolution I?

Professor Laurel Files (Health Policy and Administration): I have
some concern about trying to do anything permanent through a committee,
where a committee is the basis of the activity, simply because as
compared to, say, an office or some other institutionalized unit on
campus. My experience with the committees over many, many years,
including very hard working committees and in committees that are very
productive, is that the committees, the membership, turns over
regularly, many of them don’t meet regularly. They don’t have a place
on campus where you can find them. I mean this is, we’re going to
depend on that this is going to resolve the problem of how students get
in touch with faculty. I think that that’s going to be a weak solution.

Professor Conover: I think that that’s a very good point. And I
would suggest here that we keep in mind there is Resolution II. And the
first resolution is simply an attempt in the short run say what can we
do to improve things. and to recognize that what we have available in
terms of faculty organizations are faculty committees. And the second
resolution would hopefully look to long-term, more creative, innovative
solutions for creating permanent or more stable, I should say, avenues
and ways of interacting between faculty and students. Professor Brown:
There’s another possibility, another model. I was chair of the health
care advisory committee, and we worked with people in Human Resources.
They should have helped staff our committee, basically. So there might
be a way that we could work with someone in Student Affairs to help work
with the Educational Policy Committee to be that, to help centralize the
process or to have some permanence in the process here. Do you have
anybody on your committee at this point from Student Affairs? I Kknow we
were reworking who was on the Committee. Is anyone from Student Affairs
on it? No. You have the Registrar on it. So that’s something we might
look at as helping that committee. Anything else about that?

Professor Miles Fletcher (History): Well, on a slightly different
issue. I notice a little bit of a difference between one of the
possible charges, #2, and the interpretation of the resolution given by
the head of the committee a few minutes ago. The head of the committee
said that the committee members thought that they would serve as a
clearinghouse, which suggests a kind of passive role, whereas charge #2,
and it’s just a possible charge, seems more active in terms of compiling
a list of organizations that could use faculty participation. And that
seems to be a bit more work than simply waiting for requests to come in
and so I was just wondering about that. And then also wondering about
the work of the Educational Policy Committee. Earlier in the year, or
this academic year, we made it in effect a kind of advisory committee to
the Registrar. And is the committee willing to accept these additional
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tasks if they involve more work? Professor Passannante: I think we’re
willing to accept the task. I think if you want to look at how
effective this resolution can be, if you expect the Educational Policy
to actively improve the intellectual climate of the University of North
Carolina it’s not going to happen. For this to work I think both
resolutions would have to be. implemented. We would be quite willing to
serve as the organization that would compile lists of interested people
to whom requests for additional input could be funnelled to. We could
improve the communication between the students and the faculty. We’re
not going to be able to, the five or six reqular members of the
committee, to do everything, all the requests that come to it. So I
think these things have to be considered together. And I think unless
Resolution II is implemented, Resolution I will not be successful.
Resolution II really implies a level of interest among the faculty at
the University of North Carolina. And if that is, in fact, there, I
think they can help the situation on this campus.

Professor Joy Kasson (American Studies): I think this is another
way of saying something similar. I’m perfectly happy to support
Resolution #I, and it seems like a good idea. It seems to me that the
heart of it, though, is in Resolution #2 and future plans. I’ve sat on
committees to be a faculty member of a standing committee, and I think
that’s fine. I think information is fine. The liaison is fine. But
the real question is having projects that students and faculty want to
work on together, so that’s fine, but I really think that’s not going to
change anything. Professor Brown:; They may be in the wrong order here.
Anything else about this.

Mr. Tommy Koonce (President of the Careclina Union): And I'm
excited that our organization is mentioned in the second resolution.
I‘’d like to suggest that perhaps the Carclina Union could be mentioned
#I as well, especially if for no other reason that many of the student
organizations that you’re interested in working with have their homes in
the Union. We see them every day and have a lot of ideas about how you
can plug into their activities, so if it’s possible, I don’t know what
the correct mechanism is, but if all you need is a list of student
government in the Division of Student Affairs. Professor Brown: Well I
would assume; I think we could do that; that’s not a part of the
resolution, but we could certainly add that as part of the intent.
Professor Conover: Yes.

Professor Reisner: About Resolution I. Can I suggest that perhaps
Resolution I is putting the cart a bit before the horse, particularly
hearing the comments from the Educational Policy Committee? You say
that their resources would at best allow them to be perhaps some sort of
a clearinghouse. Perhaps what we should really do is delete Resolution
I, concentrate on Resolution II, because it may very well be that should
that Resolution pass, that one of the things that the task force might
want to do is consider whether establishing another committee with a
very specific charge and perhaps with the tools that are necessary to
support that charge would not be a better way of handling it. I have no
objection to Resolution I. I certainly would support it wholeheartedly.
But I wonder if perhaps it’s not really the way to go, and we’re not
just shackling the task force with .a structure which they might not find
to be the appropriate structure. Professor Conover: There’s no reason
why any task force cannot change that structure at a later point in
time, and why that couldn’t be changed. I would argue we need
Resolution I, and we need it now because I don’t want to see this
University go another week without working and taking some concrete
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actions to improve those connections between students and faculty
organizations. Ms. Carol Jenkins (Health Sciences Library): I call the
guestion. Professor Brown: All those in favor of stopping debate at
this point, say aye. 8So now we vote on the resoclution. You’re prepared
to vote on the resolution. All those in favor of Resolution #I, say
aye. Opposed. So it passes.

Let’s talk about Resolution II. [It was moved and seconded.] Is
there discussion on this? Now, Howard. Professor Reisner: Yes, about
the wording. "To improve student invelvement in the intellectual and

Chapel Hill communities"™ has sort of an unfortunate flavor about it.
[laughter] I think perhaps a change of wording which I‘m not too
certain that I want to suggest. But I also suggest that the limit -- I
understand the intent of it, but perhaps a true intellectual atmosphere
is not limited to the -- you know maybe we should extend it to Pittsboro
and Saxapahaw, perhaps even to Durham, perhaps. So I think perhaps sone
thought should be given to that first sentence. I’m not going to
suggest a change immediately. Professor Conover: Would you like to
suggest a friendly amendment? Perhaps "intellectual and local
communities"? Professor Reisner: I don’t even know that we want the
word "local." I think perhaps "intellectual" or perhaps "academic" or
'non academic" or perhaps "intellectual" -- what was your, I’m sorry,
what did you suggest? Professor Sue Estroff (Social Medicine): How
about anti-intellect? [laughter]

Professor Harry Gooder (Microbiology): How about simply suggesting
students are involved in intellectual activities? Professor Conover:
Well, there’s an important reason for the "Chapel Hill." And that is
that one of the roles of the University is to prepare their students to
become citizens in the communities they join when they leave here. And
that’s a little bit difficult to do when you don’t also encourage them
to become involved in the communities while they are here. And
particularly as a public university, we have a responsibility, a civic
responsibility, to educate students as citizens. And this is what that
part of that resolution is directed at.

Professor Craig Calhoun (History and Sociology): I think that
Howard has a good point to make. I propose a friendly amendment that,
to try to address this issue of phraseology, say, "to improve student
involvement in the intellectual communities of the University, locality,
and the state"? Professor Brown: Locality? Professor Calhoun: I
would be happy with just "the University and the state" if you would
think that was enough. Professor Conover: It’s not clearly
intellectual, is the problem. I mean we don’t simply want to encourage
our students to be involved in the Chapel Hill-Carrboro-Pittsboro, North
Carolina communities. We want to encourage them to be involved, I
think, in the communities in a broader sense of the word. Professor
Calhoun: Oh, I quite agree. I’m not sure that that falls under the
heading "intellectual climate."

Professor Pete Andrews (Environmental Sciences & Engineering): My
suggestion was just going to be, without violating in any sense that
spirit, maybe the easiest thing would just be to leave out that
preamble. And say that the Faculty Council resolves that we establish a
task force and that, we’ve got a great deal of language about the, maybe
there might be more discussion about what the task force is going to do.
Professor Brown: Very great. So you accept that? Professor Conover:

I accept that friendly amendment to the resolution. Professor Brown:
Thank you, Pete. Okay, let’s discuss the substance of the resolution.
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Professor Richard Pfaff (History): Does the resolution as it is
now fulfill the intent of the Committee and are we really any longer
talking substantially about intellectual life when we’re talking about
worthy activities and other important things like that? It seems to me
that if one could go back to an old fashioned and almost embarrassing
sounding phrase, "life of the mind," my thought that intellectual life
was about encouraging students to live what many faculty members regard,
though they no longer say it aloud, as a life of the mind. It doesn’t
seem to me that the resolution as it is now stated addresses that
fundamental issue. Is this the Committee’s intent?

Professor Conover: Well, the Committee’s intent is definitely to
foster improved intellectual climate. There is a second, and I would
argue, related gcal, and that is to foster community. And the notion
being that when we have a sense of community that is primarily engaged
in intellectual activity, that then we are also fostering the
intellectual climate. So, the reason we have included consideration of
broader community and the notion of student-faculty interaction outside
the classroom is to recognize the many diverse ways in which by
stimulating faculty interaction you set the stage, create spaces,
provide opportunities, for the sort of intellectual exchange and the
building of the sorts of community relationships that allow for
intellectual climate to be strengthened. So I would argue that the
broader interpretation is the one in keeping with the Committee’s
intent.

Professor Kasson: Just leaving aside the wording of the resolution
for a minute, I’m really happy to see us here in Faculty Council
discussing substantively some of these initiatives for the future and
also ones that presently work well, and I’m happy to see named here some
programs that I think are really exciting, by the Living=-Learning
Center, the a.p.p.l.e.s. program, the Carclina Union and things it
includes. I’d like, and for my part I was planning to come today to
mention a couple of other kinds of initiatives that I hope we’ll all
think about, and include in our thinking on this issue. We used to, a
long time ago, have a freshman seminar program. And that was an
extremely, I thought that was an extremely successful program. It’s
hard on departments because they have to contribute faculty members to
teach outside the course requirements, but that was a very direct way to
get freshmen involved with teaching faculty on some subject of real
substance. So the idea of reviving a freshman seminar program would be
cne thing I’d like to mention. I also don’t see the Institute for the
Arts and Humanities here. And I was thinking about the intellectual
climate as also relating to not only faculty and students but alumni as
well. And the Institute for the Arts and Humanities has for several
years had something they call "Autumn Saturday," which, when many alumni
are coming here to attend a football game, also includes a full
afternoon -~ I think in fact that the Chancellor spoke at the last ocne -
- of intellectual substance. So those would just be two more items I’d
like to add to the list and to say I’m happy that we’re discussing this.

Professor Brown: Okay, great. I want to say that Dean Birdsall
has asked the -- do you want to speak to that, Steve? -- to the
Curriculum Committee. Dean Stephen Birdsall (College of Arts and
Sciences): On the issue of the freshman experience and so forth?
Following a series of meetings with Arts and Sciences faculty and also
with the Executive Committee of Faculty Council, I added to the charge
of the committee that is now reviewing aspects of the General Education
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Curriculum, a charge to consider the freshman academic experience and
have that as part of the report that will come later on in the spring.
It was an issue that arose in every discussion that we had, and so
clearly it was something that should have been in my initial charge, but
at any rate, they have accepted that addition and will have that as part
of their report. If I may also speak to the sense of the resolution, I
met with a group of student representatives recently, and raised the
issue of intellectual climate to ask their view. And one of the
strongest expressions that came from this group, and I say pretty
unanimously so, was the feeling of the wish that there was more
involvement between faculty and students on matters of substance. This
was very consciously intellectual climate discussion. And so in that
sense the wish of the students in that meeting also is to, would reflect
the support and sense of what I read in this resolution. Professor
Brown: I would anticipate that the task force would include students.

Professor Files: I'm sort of having a hard time with what seems to
me -- I want to say apples and oranges, but given the ~- [Professor
Brown: We have a.p.p.l.e.s.] Yeah, and that’s the problem. Is it
seems to me that while there may be activities, be the student
invelvement im the community, that will foster the intellectual climate,
and there may be faculty-student interactions that would community,
increased activities of the community, I think there are really two
separate types of, I mean it’s two different focus-- you approach them
in two different ways. And actually item 3 is the only one that really,
that I see that directly involves student involvement, addresses student
involvement in the community. And I think especially Steve’s last
comment, I think it takes away from the focus on the interaction between
faculty and students through whatever mechanisms. And through community
involvement or on campus involvements. And I would prefer to see us
take that third point and kéep it as a separate objective than to kind
of mix it. I think it weakens the attention to the student-faculty
issue. Professor Conover: Let me address that very specifically, and
that is to say that many of the issues that arise when students engage
in these community service activities are issues that they then wish to
engage intellectually. Many of the questions, for example, about
diversity, tolerance, those sorts of things, are questions they meet
head-on in a concrete situation when they engage in those service
learning activities, that they would then want to come back and talk
about intellectually. So that service is actually one way in which
students engage intellectually in a lot of the topics that they are
talking about in the classroom. And that’s one of the reasons I think
it’s very important to keep that in there and to link it, and for us to
consciously, as a University, look at service and connections with the
community not simply as doing something for the community but as one
way, a different way, of engaging important intellectual questions that
they have faced in the classroom. So I would argue they are very
connected. Professor Files: But that’s not the way it’s worded. What
it says here is to improve student relations with an involvement in the
local community, and what I hear you saying is to increase student and
faculty interactions over issues that involve students being engaged
with the community, which is a slightly different twist. Professor
Conover: It’s worded that way in the context that the resolution is
dealing with intellectual climate and improving student-faculty
interactions. I think we can work to figure out a charge that captures
that sense perhaps better than this particular wording but I would argue
strongly that this should be part of the charge of that committee.
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Professor Jim Peacock (Anthropology): Just to underline Pam’s
argument and speak in favor of continuing to have both the student-
faculty interaction and the inside and outside of your classrooms.
Frank Wilson may disagree, but to me the clinical situation is a
terrific example of those two things going together, because you have a
patient -- that’s service -- and a physician who is teaching and doing
research with the patient simultaneocusly, so you have all three
functions happening at once. That’s the kind of model I believe that
you envision. And if you can transfer the clinical model to the
Humanities and the Social Sciences, it becomes very exciting. And that
entails inside and outside faculty-student relations.

Ms. Rachel Willis (Economics): The good news on this -- and we
actually met this afternoon earlier on this -- is the Public Service
Roundtable has done the inventory on campus. Many of you answered it.
And the good news is that, not only was this three-way thing happening,
but more faculty that were doing service learning, not research
projects, out of service learning, then use their research to find a
place for it. So the direction is that it actually enriches faculty
members’ research agenda, which was a shocking finding for us. It
wasn’t something we were looking for, but there were huge numbers
involved in it. So this three-way street about the intellectual climate
and being one of faculty and students and this concern that it’s sort of
one-way imposed on this community, is not the case of what’s happening.
Students are going out to service learning placements as co-curricular
parts of courses and then it’s coming back to their research agenda. So
that’s the good news. And that’s like 150 faculty on campus, already
most of them on Academic Affairs side of campus that responded to that.
So it’s already happening. I don’t know if you feel it yet, but we were
mﬂﬁzbma. . .

Professor Files: Well then I would propose that we amend the
resolution in the latter part to say, "and for improving joint faculty-
student involvement in the community." Because that’s what I hear
people saying. It’s not just student involvement. It’s student and
faculty together. Professor Conover: I have no problem with that as a
friendly amendment. Professor Brown: Is that all right? Professor Sue
Estroff (Social Medicine): "Collaborative?" Rather than "joint". It
would be better. Professor Brown: For improving collaborative--
Professor Files: Collaborative faculty-student involvement. Professor
Estroff: No, it’s collaborative faculty-student involvement. Professor
Brown: For improving collaborative --, say it again, Sue. Professor
Estroff: The collaborative is the adjective for the faculty-student
involvement, so that they’re working together on a project with the
community.

Professor Farel: 1In trying to think about situations where I think
there’s a vital intellectual climate and in schools where I think there
is, that are characterized by substantive student-faculty interaction in
those structured and unstructured settings. But what we hear from the
Chancellor and from a variety of people writing about the future of the
University is, they point out that three-quarters of the cost of
educating students is personnel. They speak to the fact of the need for
greater faculty productivity which would translate into reliance on
technology and decreased faculty-student ratios.  So I think it’s really
important that we undertake this discussion realizing that the ground on
which we stand is shifting and that we will really in intellectual
climate that might be, that we tried to develop for the University in
the ’80’s, is not going to be the same intellectual climate or the same
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VI.

kind of structure that might work in the future. Professor Conover: I
would hope any task force would be looking forward and not here in the
present. Professor Farel: But it would not be unprecedented for them
not to. [laughter] Professor Brown: But the attempt is the future.
Professor Lolly Gasaway (Law Library and Law School) Call the question.
Professor Brown: All those in favor of ending debate, say aye. Any
opposed? [There was one no.]

Professor Brown:

Faculty Council resolves that the Chancellor should establish a
task force to explore innovative mechanisms for facilitating
student~faculty interactions both inside and outside the classroomn,
and for improving collaborative faculty-student involvement in the
community.

So all those in favor of that resolution, say aye. Any opposed.
Very great. Thank you very much. Thank you, Pamela.

Professor Brown: If you have ideas of people you’d like to see on
that task forece, I’d be happy to accept those, and we will work with the
Chancellor in appointing that task force. He has already agreed to do
it, so we’ll work forward on that. Thank you.

Annual Reports of Standing Committees:

A. Status of Women: Laurie E. McNeil, Co-Chair [Rebecca S. Wilder
other Co~Chair]

Professor Brown: And now the Committee on the Status of Women has
produced quite an exceptional report this year and I want to appreciate
how much work this took. I understand that it’s been three or four
years in the process of generating the data, of working with a number of
people to create the data. It’s been quite a difficult task just
getting the information necessary to report this. So I want to thank
especially Garland Hershey’s office and the Provost’s Office for working
with the Committee on the Status of Women. And I also want to say that
we’re, this has told us how much we need to get data systems in place
that are going to allow us to continue to monitor these kinds of trends.
And I know the people in Human Resources are already working on
developing systems that will allow us to do that in the future, so I
applaud that and endorse those efforts. So Laurie McNeil and Rebecca
Wilder will report. Thank you very much.

Professor Laurie McNeil (Physics and Astronomy): You all have
copies of the report. If you didn’t have it before, they’re available
on the side table, so I’11l just give you the Russell Baker synopsis
version. The Committee chose, a number of years ago, to start looking
into the question of glass ceiling, that is, are women at the University
being promoted at the same rate as men. And so in the course of trying
to do that we discovered that data on review, promotion, and salary
history were not available because successive entries in many cases
replaced the earlier ones, and so, for, example, time in your previous
rank got erased in the data base. So that was why the heroic efforts of
the Offices of the Vice Chancellor and the Provost were required to get
these data. And in some cases this involved going through minutes of
the Board of Trustees meetings in order to find when these decisions
were made and because doing this for every faculty member here was
obviously beyond the bounds of what one could ask, this was done for a
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cohort of faculty who entered as Assistant Professors in the period,
1980-1986. So all of the people who came in as beginning Assistant
Professors in that period became that part of the data base for this
study, and we're certainly very grateful to the Offices of the Vice
Chancellors for the amount of effort that was involved in putting this
together. Now obviously as Jane just mentioned, this pointed out a need
for a different kind of data keeping, and there’s now been formed a
committee, I believe it’s called the EPA Data Needs Committee, and it’s
chaired by Laurie Charest, the Associate Vice Chancellor for Human
Resources. And they are looking into this question of what data of this
type do we need to be keeping, how do we do that, where does it reside,
etc. So, hopefully in the future we’ll be able to follow this kind of
issue in a much more detailed way and without quite so much effort
involved.

Okay. First the good news. The good news is if you look at the --
I refer you to Table I in the report -- if you look at that table you
see the good news is that the rates of promotion from Assistant to
Assoclate Professor, that is the rates of granting tenure, for both
Academic Affairs and Health Affairs, do not show a marked gender
disparity. They’re essentially precisely the same in Health Affairs and
very close to being the same in Academic Affairs. And so that means
that at this University men and women appear to be achleving tenure at
similar rates. The much more disturbing news is if you look at the
rates of promotion from Associate to Full Professor in Academic Affairs,
you see a very marked disparity. Forty-two percent of the men of this
cohort in Academic Affairs who entered in that period have been promoted
to Full Professor. Only 17% of the women who -- Of the people who had
been promoted to Associate Professor from this cohort, 42% of the men in
that group are now Full Professors; only 17% of the women in that group
are now Full Professors. In Health Affairs the rates, although overall
much lower, only 22% of the male Associate Professors have been promoted
to Full, the rate for women is essentially the same. So the rates for
men and women are essentially the same in Health Affairs although
overall lower. The rates are gquite disparate in Academic Affairs. And
so that’s really one of the primary findings of this report is that
rather sharp disparity.

There’s also another disturbing statistic, which is the greater
tendency, as opposed to males, to leave this University at the rank of
Assoclilate Professor. That is, they’ve been promoted to Associate
Professor, they’ve received tenure, and then they now choose to leave
the University. BAnd if we project what that disparity, which looks as
if it would grow over time, the disparity becomes quite marked if you
project it into the future. And so that’s another disturbing point that
we draw your attention to.

S0 we have brought forward to you today two resolutions. The first
resolution addresses this point I just made regarding the need to seek
additional data as to why women are leaving the University after
achieving tenure at greater rates than men are. We don’t have very good
data about that. We don’t know if they’re going to a better situation,
say with a higher salary, or better opportunities for their scholarship,
better employment opportunities for their spouses, for example, or if
they’re leaving from a bad environment. That is, are they leaving
because they find the intellectual climate not to be welcoming to them
as female scholars within this University? Are they leaving because
they do not see good opportunities for advancement, say for promotion to
Full Professor? Or, in other words, are they going from or are they

¢
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going to? And those are data that we need to have because particularly
if people are leaving because they don’t like what they see here, we
need to look into changing those environments so that we can retain our
high quality female scholars. Now obviously it’s alsoc important to
retain male scholars, male professors at this University, but being the
charge of the Committee on the Status of Women we’ve addressed, it fills
particularly to the issue of retaining high quality women. So our,
there is an exit questionnaire that’s done now by the Affirmative Action
Office, but the response rate has been very poor and is in fact
declining. It was 55% in ’92-793, and it’s down to 35% in ’93-’94. I
think it picked up a little bit in ‘94-'95, but the response rates are
very low. And it’s not really very well focused toward this particular
guestion. And so we see a need for improved data gathering both follow-
up to the questionnaire so that we get a better response rate, and also
to make the questionnaire a little more pointed for this particular
issue. And so that’s what Resolution 1 speaks to.

Before we get to the point of discussing and voting, let me go on
and describe the purpose of Resolution 2, which addresses the first
point I was making about the disparity in promotion rates. And we ask
that the heads of units examine the procedures for promotion from
Associate to Full, not just the written guidelines, but how those
guidelines are actually implemented in the individual decisions that are
made in that unit. For example, if the guidelines state that clear
excellence must be displayed in scholarship, what does that really mean
in each individual unit. 2And is it possible that the way in which
that’s being implemented is different when a woman comes up for
evaluation then when a man does. And so we want them to take a look at
what’s really happening as opposed to what’s on the books, as to what
the criteria are. Are there ways in which the local culture of the unit
might be influencing how these decisions are made such that they are
made differently when a woman is being evaluated versus when a man is.
So the second resolution asks that an examination be made, and, again,
this is particularly pointed toward Academic Affairs because this is
where we see the disparity occurring, of what’s really going on as
opposed to what the guidelines say because obviously the guidelines are
written in a way that is gender neutral.

So do we want to discuss the resolutions? Professor Brown: We’ll
vote on the resolutions in order. Professor McNeil: Let me move
Resolution 1 and let me read it out for you. 1It’s a little longer,
maybe, than it should be.

Resolution 1: The Affirmative Action Office should increase its
efforts to obtain information from departing faculty members so
that a better assessment can be made of the reasons for observed
disparities in the rates of female and male faculty members who
depart without promotion. These increased efforts should include
more extensive follow-up to increase the response rates, as well as
enhancement of the exit questionnaire to elicit more usable data on
matters relating to the climate for female faculty at UNC-CH. The
information thus obtained should be made available to the Faculty
Council (through its Committee on the Status of Women), and to
Deans and unit heads on a regular basis so that these responsible
administrators can better devise strategies for the retention of
women faculty. '

Professor Brown: Is there a second? [The resolution was
seconded.] Professor Brown: Thank you. Further discussion? Professor
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Files: Could you describe what the process is that the Affirmative
Action Office uses in implementing the exit questionnaire currently?
Professor Brown: Is Bob Cannon here? Mr. Cannon (Affirmative Action
Officer): We send out a cover letter and we request the information. I
think one of the problems with the Resolution is that no one is
compelled to respond to an exit survey. And I don’t know what you can
do. Former employees or soon-to-be former employees aren’t obligated to
respond. And we do have a telephone number. Some decide to come over
and talk about it. But the reasons that women give are not necessarily
that much different from the reasons that men give. And we do publish
the results of the survey every year in the Faculty Employment Review,
which is circulated widely in the University. So, we’re open to
suggestions if you have any. But I don’t know that you could do a
survey instrument that would just be for women. Professor McNeil: That
was not the intent. Mr. Cannon: We could perhaps use some statement
that you wish on the survey. Professor McNeil: I think that the
feeling of the Committee was certainly not that a separate survey should
be devised so as to perhaps do a better job of eliciting commentary on
these particular issues. And also from the point, you’re quite right
that people cannot be compelled to respond to a survey. But we would
like to see perhaps a little bit more aggressive follow-up, perhaps
telephoning some of the people who did not respond and asking, inviting
them once more to respond. Obviously they cannot be compelled, you’re
guite right.

Professor Gasaway: A few years ago on CSW we worked with Bob and
looked at this issue. And if you have a list of options as to why
you’re leaving the University, one of them is you didn’t get tenure, or
you have a lot of problems, and another one is by now you’ve finally
found another job. Which one are you going to check? So by now they
have another job, but the reason that they had to look for a job may be
something else. So I think it’s really important that a survey
instrument really find out what’s the underlying reason they’re leaving,
not that, "Well now I have another job and it paid more." That wasn’t
the real reason to start with. And I think that’s critical. And that’s
what this resolution, I think, is trying to get, is to make sure we get
at those underlying issues, too. Professor McNeil: That was the intent
of the Committee.

Professor Brown: Bob, when you do these interviews, are they
interpersonal interviews or are they just a survey. Mr. Cannon: Oh no.
The first step is to send a letter and the survey instrument. And we
include a telephone number and if a faculty member chooses, they can
come over and talk about it. And in some instances they do. But in
most instances, they -- I mean the normal thing is some of these people
are angry because some of you have voted not to give them tenure or
promotion. And, I mean, what is, that person is not going to be
particularly interested unless they want to take somebody to task in
responding to a survey instrument. I mean they--- Professor Brown:

But that may be the kind of information we need to have, about what has
occurred for them. Mr. Cannon: But I don’t know how to get it if a
person chooses not to respond. And that’s their right. Professor
Brown: Sure. Mr. Cannon: I mean we can revise a survey instrument,
but it is their right. And the other part, what decision do you make
about publishing some of that data if an individual writes a letter to a
chair of a department which is glowing -- "I really love what happened
to me" -- but writes a different letter to us? And some people do write
letters, and usually the letters come from people who are genuinely
angry. Professor Brown: I think that’s the kind of information we’re
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looking for, is what made them angry. Mr. Cannon: And we could only
share that with you on a very general basis, because we do say that it’s
confidential, their responses are confidential. And some people
specifically state they don’t want this information shared. They really
state that quite clearly.

Professor Debra Shapiro (Kenan-Flagler Business School): You say
you assure them confidentiality. Do you also say, "Do not put your name
on a survey"? Mr. Cannon: Oh, yeah. 1It’s optional. You don’t have to
put your name or your department. Professor Shapiro: Okay. I just
wanted to say I actually know colleagues who have done a survey study of
this very issue at another university, and they made a presentation at a
national conference in August. And one of the things they said was that
they were amazed at how fantastic the response rate was. Now it was for
men and women, and that they said people want to talk about this,
precisely because they were angry. So they found a survey an
opportunity to vent. So what I could do if you’re interested, is ask
them for what survey they used and how they’re able -- they said they
were able -- to get such a fantastic response rate. Professor McNeil:
that would be very useful.

Professor Files: Well, I wonder if we shouldn‘t think about,
instead of vesting the responsibility in the Affirmative Action Office,
putting it in -- despite what I said before about committees -~ in a
committee such as your Committee which a faculty member who is
disgruntled might see as potentially more supportive or more willing to
listen to the reasons than the way that faculty member might perceive
what they think of as a part of the bureaucracy or the establishment.

So maybe locating this responsibility in the Affirmative Action Office
isn’t the best, most effective place to put it. Professor McNeil: Of
course it resides there now. Professor Files: I realize that. But
we’re not getting results now. Professor Brown: And that’s not
confidential information, is it? Of who’s leaving? That’s public
information, so that a committee would have access. Professor Files:
It’s published in the Gazette.

Ms. Jenkins: I really am supporting what Laurel said, but I think
at the very least it’s important that the Committee on the Status of
Women work with the Affirmative Action Office in developing changes to
make to the instrument. Some of the kinds of things that are mentioned
in the report are "chilly climate"™ types of issues that don’t really
show up in a decision to promote or not to promote but they still very
well may lead to someone’s leaving the Institution. And I think the
Committee is very sensitive to those issues.......cieiiieeneaann,
Professor Carl Bose (Pediatrics): Are you going to offer a friendly
amendment? Professor Brown: What’s your friendly amendment? Carl, do
you want to? Professor Bose: No, I suggested Carol. Something to the
effect that somebody from the CSW be a part of the revision of the
questionnaire of the exit interview tools. Professor Brown: Something
like, the Affirmative Action Office with consultation from CSW? Would
you accept that consultation? Mr. Cannon: Yeah! Professor Brown:
Good.

Professor Reisner: I was wondering if I could get some information
on Table I. Actually, the reason I'm doing it is because you talk about
observed disparities on number 8 here. And as I understand this -- it
really isn’t very clear to me -- it looks like both for Academic Affairs
and Health Affairs the actual observed numbers show no real disparity.
If there is a disparity, it is excessive men in Health Affairs. And
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you’re basing this on projections. I don’t argue the validity of the
projections, but I really do think you should explain the projections.
You should be accurate in stating that this is not observed but rather
projected if that is the case. Professor Files: Yes, that is the case,
and I‘m going to punt this question to my statistician, Michael
Lienesch, I’'m sorry, Symons. Professor Symons (Biostatistics): That'’s
absolutely correct. The follow-up on the Associate and Full Professors
is only about a third of the way down, so our concern was somewhat
visible in Assistant to Associlate Professor in Academic Affairs. And
the other is projection. So it’s an early reading on what may come to
pass. Professor Reisner: Could I just ask you one more guestion along
those lines, and I appreciate that clarification. But if you look at
Health Affairs, where essentially the numbers are, let me look, you have
22 and 21% for "number promoted." The projections show a difference of
about, oh what is it, about 9% or something. Is that a base line? I
mean could we go back and look at the Academic Affairs and say, well, 16
[the percent of men who exited] 39 [the percent of women who exited]
certainly look very bad. But really it might be more like less than
that. Do we have any -- let me make it even simpler ~-~ do we have any
idea of how much error is likely in your projections? Professor Symons:
There’s a lot:here. Because we’re basing what the projection’s based on
is the sequence of the five exit and without promotion, five individuals
by years, as compared with the 13. And it’s just a slight tendency for
these to appear earlier for the women, as footnote b, I’m sorry,
footnote ¢ tries to explain. But what you have to look at is the year-
by-year follow-up and where these exits fall, and the pattern is just
slightly earlier for the women than men. The numbers, comparable
numbers, where they’re occurring is slightly different, and earlier for
the women. And it’s a slim projection. Professor Brown: And it’s
based on small numbers. Professor Symons: That’s right. We’re only a
third of the way through in follow-~up. Professor Brown: So in
statistical talk would you say it’s a large competence interval?
Professor Symons: T really don’t want to talk statistical talk because
the thing that I would like to say is, you know, each one of these
numbers is a career here, and it’s the tabulation of these folks that
we’re looking at. And when the day is done and we’ve made decisions on
all the ones from Associate to Full, I think that’s the more important
point rather than worrying about how accurate these numbers are. The
forecast is something to be slightly concerned about, and that
precipitates the recommendation, not so much how accurate these figures
are.

Professor Marion Danis (Medicine): I wanted to just say that I
think that the comparison between Health,' between Academic Affairs and
Health Affairs here, which seems to show that Health Affairs has less
disparity between men and women, I think is the case because there’s
something missing from this table, and that’s that many women in Health
Affairs do not get on the tenure track. And it is a very, very big
disparity at that getting-on-board point. And I think that one thing
that we shouldn’t overlook if we’re trying to change the trajectory is
that that starting point is a very crucial one. And I wanted to make
that point. ’

Professor Estroff: 1I’d just also like to point out that while
everybody seems to be concerned about the disparity between men and
women in Academic Affairs, I would point out that the outliers in Table
I are the men in Academic Affairs, and that ought to be problematized.
The rates of progression from Associate to Full Professor in Acadenic
Affairs and Health Affairs are the same for women, and men and women in
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Health Affairs. They’re all about, around 20%. The real outliers
there, compare the four groups with the men in Academic Affairs. So one
way to think about it, just to try to explain that, rather than to look
at the other way. It’s just one way to think about it. [laughter]

Look at the tables.

Professor Henry Hsiao (Biomedical Engineering): But what are we
voting on at this point, anyway? Professor Brown (or McNeil?): Beg
your pardon? Professor Hsiao: I mean clearly there’s no harm in
getting more data. And either if we pass it or reject it, I think the
Chancellor should direct that more data should be gotten. And I think
we should just move on. Professor Brown: Are you calling the question,
Henry? Professor Hsiao: No, I wouldn’t do that. [laughter] Professor
Conover: I call the question. Professor Brown: Okay, all those in
favor of ending debate, say aye. Opposed. Thank you. We’ll now vote
on this resolution. Did we amend it? We amended slightly with the
Affirmative Action Office in consultation with the Committee on the
Status of Women to increase. All those in favor of this resolution, say
aye. Opposed. We all gather data. Thank you very much.

And Resolution #2. Professor McNeil: Gathering more data. So I
address your attention to the second resolution which directs the Vice
Chancellors to direct the Deans to direct the unit heads to examine the
actual procedures they use and how they are implemented, and the
outcomes of recent decisions in this category. And should I now put
forward ~- there has been a proposed friendly amendment to this
resolution. So let me read the original resolution and its friendly
amendment which was on the side table here. Many of you have in front
of you.

RESOLUTION 2: The Vice Chancellors for Academic and Health Affairs
should direct the Deans in their respective Divisions to direct the
unit heads under their jurisdiction to examine the procedures in
use for promotion from Associate to Full Professor, their
strategies and efforts to support women’s access to Full Professor
status, and the outcomes of recent decisions in this category
(including decisions to defer review) to determine if the present
practice could result in a gender differential in the rates of
promotion. The report of the Deans to the Vice-Chancellors should
be made available to the Faculty Council via discussions with its
Committee on the Status of Women [in 1996].

That’s the original resolution. The friendly amendment that has
been proposed continues the resolution by stating:

The Faculty acknowledges and reaffirms its prime responsibility for
tenure and promotion decisions. Faculty commit to work in their
home departments and divisions to support the principle that men
and women faculty who perform equally in fulfillment of promotion
criteria should be promoted at the same rate.

Professor Brown: You left off "in 1996" from the original
resolution. Professor McNeil: ©h, yes. I don’t think I left if off.
I think somebody else did. But you’re quite right. That’s an important
correction. At the end of the original resclution, "should be made
available to the Faculty Council via discussions with its Committee on
the Status of Women in 1996." And not in the sweet bye and bye.
Professor Brown: So you’ve moved that. Is there a second? [seconded]
Good. Is there discussion of this resolution?
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Professor Gasaway: I’d like to speak to the amendment please. Is
that all right? It occurred to several of us, and looking at this very
fine report with resolutions that were directed toward administrative
action, that we the faculty really control tenure and promotion. That’s
one of the few things we control in this University. But we do control
tenure and promotion. We control through, first of all, drafting the
policies for own departments and schools. We control it secondly in
that we comprise the membership of the tenure and promotion committees
in each department. And we control it because we offer advice to our
colleagues who are coming up for tenure and promotion. And lastly we
control it because we vote for tenure and promotion. And therefore it
seemed that we, the faculty, should take responsibility. It’s not just
an administrative matter. And we should take that collective
responsibility to see that tenure and promotion decisions are made free
of discrimination. And that we really look at this as a task we
undertake willingly, that we see that equity prevails in the future, not
just these old ones, but from now forward. It is a faculty
responsibility I believe.

Professor Brown: Any other comments, discussion? Professor Hsiao:
I strongly support this resolution. I hate to bring this up but last
time, at the last meeting, I also mentioned the 2 to 1 gender inequity
issue, only this was the admission of undergraduates, in gender. And I
realized this is, well it’s a matter of being consistent in this case.
I realize this body I’m talking to, that this is really tangential to
this argument, it really shouldn’t belong. So I really would like to
ask the Chancellor if he would just consider this. Chancellor Hooker:
I already have, in my opening remarks. I mean, just since you’ve given
me the floor -- [laughter] the Chancellor being made aware of this data
~= 1f the Chancellor doesn’t take action and do all those things that
the resolutions recommend, you need a resolution to find a new
Chancellor, not to study these issues.

Professor McNeil: If I could just add to the discussion here an
interesting thing to note and it’s perhaps also reinforced by the graphs
at the end of the report is that in the course of this study I also took
a look at the people who had retired from the faculty in the last five
years, which gives us some sense of the longevity of this problem. And
of the faculty who retired in the last five years, by my best count from
the figures I was able to get, 86% of the men retired at the rank of
Full Professor. Of the women who retired only 31% of them retired at
that rank. All of the rest retired at lower ranks. So this is clearly
something, a glass ceiling that’s been in place for a long time.

Professor Catherine Marshall (Education): And alsoc a member of
this Committee. When I joined this Committee I was given minutes that
started back in 1971, I believe, and'I noticed that in 1974 the main
topic was rates of promotion and tenure by sex. So this is 22 years
we’ve been dealing with this. So I’m encouraged to hear that the
Chancellor wants to be very active in devising strategies that will be
very activist kinds of strategies that generate, devise solutions to
this problem. We’ve been very polite, I think, on this Committee, and
very constrained in our agenda. And so I welcome -- one of the reasons
why we, in Resolution 2 directed people to direct people to direct
people and so on, was to make sure that there were people who were
specified as responsible, and certainly the faculty is an issue as well.
Professor Brown: Very good. Anything else?
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Professor Gene Irene (Chemistry): I just find it quite odd that
the Committee is asking for the administration to study themselves
because these decisions were reviewed and so on. If in fact there’s
something wrong with them, you’re asking the very people who will walk
this through the system to look at it. Why doesn’t the Committee itself
look at this and report to the committee of faculty? Professor McNeil:
For one reason because the Committee cannot look at individual cases.
Faculty can’t review personnel decisions of faculty except for the cases
like the Hearings board and so forth, and so we can’t do that in an
individual way the way the Chancellor can charge the Provost to do it.
So that that’s part of the reason.

Professor Conover: I’m going to also just add to that that in
asking administrators to look at these decisions it’s not necessarily
the case that digcrimination is blatant, obvious, and intentional, but
rather it can often be a consequence of subtle acts of local climate in
departments of not encouraging women exactly the same way men are
encouraged, but not giving appropriate cues. By asking department
chairs and other administrators to look at this, we would hope that they
would look at the whole picture, including the subtle cues and the
social culture within a department that supports these kinds of ....
Professor McNeil: But we’d like to see departments have conversations
about exactly this. How do we as faculty members go about applying the
written criteria, and are we doing that in a way that does not include
any of these subtle differences?

Professor Files: The resolution asks the upper level
adninistrators to direct the lower level administrators to look at this.
And then it [requests/requires] a report of the higher level
administrators. Maybe we need a link that the unit head should be
directed not only to look at these things, but to report to the Deans
who will then compile a report that will come back to the Council.
Professor McNeil: Is that not implicit? That’s certainly what we
meant. I mean if we need to change the wording for that purpose, that’s
fine. But that’s exactly what we had in mind. Professor Files: I
think it might make it clear. I think that answers the other question.
If they’re just looking at their procedure, that’s one thing. If they
have to put it in black and white what they’ve done is something else.
Professor McNeil: Can you suggest a friendly amendment to make that
clearer? Professor Files: To examine, on that second line, to say, "to
examine and report on the procedures." Professor Brown: Okay.

Anything else? Very good. Professor McNeil: Do I have to read the
whole thing? Does everyone will know what the amendment is, I mean,
what the resolution is, as amended, with the date in, and report on
which the friendly amendment adds? Very good. All those in favor of
this resolution, say, aye. Any opposed? Thank you very much.

Professor Bose: ...... retention and tenure. ‘And at the end
discussion about projection of number of females at different ranks.
All that is predicated upon hiring and attracting good female candidates
into the Institution, and Dr. Danis alluded to this. We will never
reach 50%, if that’s a reasonable goal, at the rate we hire females into
tenure track faculty positions. So part of this is recruitment. It
neads to be coupled with recruitment. And I know that that may be dealt
with in a different way, a different group of people, but it certainly
should be commented on by the Committee at some point. Professor Brown:
Excellent. 1It’s about, at a rate of about 37% hiring now of women.
Professor Bose: Well it doesn’t appear to be changing, particularly in
Health Affairs. Professor Brown: Right. 1It’s been about that for
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about five years now. Professor Bose: So I suggest that the projection
that it will reach 50% at each rank by some year -~ name the year, in
any century, will never come about. If that’s the goal, we’ll never
reach it unless we recruit more women. Professor McNeil: The
projections were based on increase at the same rate, so the increase in
recruitment at the same rate that we’ve been increasing recruitment.
Professor Bose: Well in Health Affairs we haven’t increased period.
Professor Brown: Thank you.

We have two standing committee reports and there are not
resolutions connected with those.

B. Buildings and Grounds: David R. Godschalk, Chair.
Professor Brown: Are there any comments for the Buildings and
Grounds Committee? Thank you, David, for being here and thank you for
your work on the Committee.

C. Advisory Committee: Maria A. Salgado, Chair.

Professor Brown: Maria Salgado is here. Are there any comments or
guestions? Thank you for your report and your work.

0ld or New Business,

Professor Brown: And is there any other business, old or new?
Thank you all for being here. We’ll see you in February.

fhe meeting adjourned at 4:53 p.m.

George S. Lensing
Secretary of the Faculty

Attachment

Date

Actions of the Council
1995-96

Action Destination

September 8, 1995 Resolution of Recognition To Walter Royal Davis.

and Gratitude for
Walter Royal Davis.

Second reading on amendment to
Faculty Code of Universit
Government: Section IV.B.

(1)(b) (Educational Policy
Committee). To act as counci! of
advice to University Registrar and
to add two students to membership.

October 13, 1995 No resolutions. _ -

November 10, 1995 Resolution supporting extension of To Chancellor Hooker,

employment benefits to domestic Interim Provost Richardson,
partnerships, urging administrators Vice Chancellors, Deans, and
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December 8, 1995
January 19, 1996

to seek health-insurance benefits

for domestic partners, and charging
Faculty Assembly representatives

to work toward adoption of a domestic
partners benefits-policy statement.

"Principles to Guide Action” [in five
parts] on determining salary policy.

No resolutions.

Amendment to Faculty Code of University

Government extending representation and

voting rights to lecturers and lecturer-
equivalents under certain conditions.

Resolution from Executive Committee of
Faculty Council charging the Educational
Policy Committee to act as a liaison with

. committees and institutional offices

between faculty and students.

Resolution from Executive Committee of

Faculty Council calling upon the Chancellor
to create a task force to explore mechanisms

for facilitating greater faculty-student

interaction inside and outside the classroom.

Resolution from Committee on Status of
Women charging the Office of Affirmative
Action to increase its efforts to ascertain

reasons why departing faculty members choose

to leave and to report to Faculty Council
through Committee on Status of Women.

Resolution from Committee on Status of
Women calling on Vice Chancellors of
Academic and Health Affairs to direct their
respective deans to solicit from the deans’
unit heads procedures used in promotions
from Associate to Full Professor, strategies

to promote women’s access to Full Professor

status, and outcomes of recent decisions in
this category. Results should be reported
back to the Council in 1996,

28

Chair of Faculty Assembly
delegation, Professor Jane
Brown.

To Deans, Directors, and
Department Heads.

To Secretary of the Faculty.

To Professors Tony
Passannante and James J.
Gallagher, co-chairs of
Educational Policy
Committee.

To Chancellor Michael
Hooker.

To Mr. Robert Cannon,
Affirmative Action Officer.

To Interim Provost Richard
Richardson and Vice
Chancellor Garland Hershey.
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Adopted January 19, 1996
**¥*x*REVISED VERSION****
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FACULTY CODE OF UNIVERSITY GOVERNMENT TO EXTEND
VOTING AND OFFICE-HOLDING PRIVILEGES FOR THE FACULTY COUNCIL TO FULL-TIME
LECTURERS AND EQUIVALENT RANKS.
Be 1t resolved by the General Faculty:

Section 1. Section LD. of the Faculty Code is rewritten to read:

ID. Voting and Office-Holding

Except as otherwise provided in this Code, the right to vote for and hold offices established by the
Code is limited to Mmembers holding faculty ranks of Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant

Professor, and Instructor and those librarians who are members of the General Faculty.-have-the
right-tovete:

Section 2. Section IL.D. of the Faculty Code is amended by inserting a new paragraph as follows:

S

. . . .

2.1) For purposes of serving on the Faculty Council and voting for its members, the Voting Facult
also includes members of the General Faculty holding the rank of lecturer or one of the lecturer-
equivalent ranks whose positions satisfy the following criteria;

a) The position is for full-time service and is not a visitng appointment; and

The duties of the position are primarily teaching, research, or both: and

Section 2. Section I1.B.(4) of the Faculty Code is rewritten to read:
(4) The elected members of the Council shall be chosen by and from the electoral divisions defined
in subsection 5, on the basis of one representative of-each-professerial-rank-for each of the ranks of
tecturer (or its equivalent), instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, and professor for each
twenty-five faculty members eligible to vote in Council elections (or major fraction thereof) of the
same rank in the respective divisions. If there are too few eligible faculty members in a given rank to
qualify for at least one representative, that rank shall be combined with the least numerous adjacent
rank for purposes of computing representation and electing representatives. Representation is

determined by the composition of the electoral division at the beginning of the fall semester of the
academic year in which the election is held.

Section 3. This amendment shall become effective for elections conducted for the 1997-98 academic
year, unless eligible faculty can be identified in time to be included in the 1996-97 election.




