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Q(aesebier Appointed Vice President
and General Counsel

Carol Colby Kaesebier has been appointed vice president
and general counsel of the University by the Board of
Trustees, effective immediately.

Kaesebier has served as the University’s associate vice
president and counsel since July 1992. She entered the
counsel’s office as assistant general counsel in June 1988
and was promoted to associate general counsel in July
1991. She now will assume chief responsibility for all
University litigation and legal matters, including those
related to human resources and employment policies, stu-
dents rights and discipline, business negotiations and
contracts, taxes, trademark, copyright and patent issues,
immigration and risk management.

Kaesebier succeeds Phillip J. Faccenda, who retired from
the position at year-end.

Kaesebier was graduated first in her class from the
Valparaiso University School of Law in 1983 after having
received her bachelor of science degree with high honors
from the University of Illinois at Urbana in 1971. She
was an associate attorney of Barnes & Thornburg,
ndiana’s largest law firm, from 1983 to 1992, and an as-
sociate professor in the Valparaiso school of law from
1986 to 1988. She served as clerk extern for the Honor-
able James T. Moody, federal district judge in Hammond,
Ind., in 1982-83.

Kaesebier has lectured and written on a variety of legal is-
sues, especially those affecting colleges and universities.
She is a member of the American, Indiana and St. Joseph
County bar associations. Associate editor of The Journal of
College and University Law, she is also is a member of the
education committee of the International Trademark As-
sociation and president-elect of the Association of Colle-
giate Licensing Administrators.

Suzman to Receive Notre Dame
Award

Helen Suzman, South African political activist and out-
spoken opponent of her nation’s now abolished apart-
heid system, will receive the 1994 Notre Dame Award for
international humanitarian service during a ceremony at
Notre Dame April 5. '

A member of the South African Parliament from 1953 un-
til her retirement in 1989, Suzman, representing the Pro-
gressive Party, was the sole anti-apartheid member of that
body from 1961 to 1974.

During her stormy tenure in parliament, the occasionally
acerbic Suzman regularly and publicly clashed with pro-
apartheid prime ministers Hendrik Verwoerd, Johannes
Vorster and P.W. Botha. Adept in her role as a thorn in
the apartheid establishment’s side, she averaged 200 par-
liamentary questions — most of them embarrassing to
the government — per session. In a widely quoted 1968
speech she addressed her parliamentary colleagues’ evi-
dent conviction that the source of South African violence
was in the black community and not in the racist state.

“I say that uprooting people at dawn or on a wintry
evening in a shanty town, and bundling women and chil-
dren into police vans is a violence . . . . The denial of col-
lective bargaining rights and the low wages that result are
a violence. I say that all the powers that circumvent the
normal civil liberties are a violence. Banning, house ar-
rests, dentention without trial, banishment are all a
violence.”

In addition to her work in parliament, Suzman became
internationally known as an advocate for South Africa’s
numerous political prisoners. It was in this capacity that
she first met Nelson Mandela, now South Africa’s presi-
dent, in 1967. The two remain close friends, and he has
written a glowing introduction to her memoirs, In No Un-
certain Terms, recently published by Alfred A. Knopf.

Suzman was born Nov. 7, 1917, in Germiston, a small
mining town near Johannesburg. She was educated at
the University of Witwatersrand, where she later became
a part-time lecturer in economics and economic history.
Suzman holds 21 honorary degrees from colleges and uni-
versities worldwide and received the United Nations Hu-
man Rights Award in 1978.

The Notre Dame award was established in 1992, in cel-
ebration of the Sesquicentennial, to honor persons
“within and without the Catholic Church, citizens of ev-
ery nation, whose religious faith has quickened learning,
whose learning has engendered deeds, and whose deeds
give witness to God'’s kingdom among us.”
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Greifs Establish Scholarship

Notre Dame has received a gift from William G. and
Connie Greif of Potomac, Md., to establish a scholarship
in their names.

William G. Greif, a native of Evansville, Ind., was gradu-
ated from the Notre Dame Law School in 1952. Follow-
ing a 26-year long career with Mead Johnson and Bristol-
Meyers Company, he retired as its vice president of gov-
ernment affairs in 1990. Since then, he has been a con-
sultant for the company and an attorney with the law
firm of Akim, Gump Strauss, Hauer & Feld. Connie Greif
is a 1948 graduate of Saint Mary-of-the Woods College in
Terre Haute, Ind. She is active in the School Counselor
program of the Christ Child Society in Washington.

First consideration for the Connie and Bill Greif Scholar-
ship is being given to students from the Evansville, Ind.,
or Washington, D.C., areas. The first recipient of the
Greif scholarship is Aaron J. Coulture, a freshman from
Evansville who intends to major in mathematics.

Navy Supports Navarre Students

The South Bend Community School Corporation and
Notre Dame’s Naval ROTC unit are joining forces in a
new project to assist and support students at Pierre
Navarre Middle School.

The Personal Excellence Partnership is a Navy outreach
program that provides assistance to elementary, junior
and senior high schools nationwide. The new program at
Pierre Navarre will bring Notre Dame Naval ROTC stu-
dents into the school to lead workshops, field trips and
other activities that enhance the educational environ-
ment and promote health, fitness and citizenship.

The Naval ROTC at Notre Dame was established in 1941
and is the largest of the University’s three ROTC units
with 210 midshipmen. Over the past two decades only
the U.S. Naval Academy has commissioned more regular
Navy officers than Notre Dame.

Academic Apparel Rental

Measurements for academic apparel for the May 1995
Commencement Exercises will be taken on Tuesday and
Wednesday, April 4 and 5, ONLY, from 9 a.m. to 4:30
p.m. at the Hammes Notre Dame Bookstore. The rental
of a doctoral cap, gown and hood is $27; the cap and

)

gown is $14.50; and the doctoral hood is $12.50. Faculty

who received a Ph.D. or law degree from Notre Dame
should rent the Notre Dame doctoral cap, gown and
hood. The rental fee is $71; the cap and gown is $52.50;
and the doctoral hood is $18.50. The rental of a cap,
gown and hood for the master degree is $24; the cap and
gown is $13; and the master hood is $11.

@

@
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FACULTY NOTES

Honors

Sr. Elaine DesRosiers, O.P., professional specialist and
director of Educational Media, was re-elected to a second
term on the board of directors of the Consortium of Col-
lege and University Media Centers. She was appointed to
the national nominating committee of the Association
for Educational Communications and Technology.

E. Jane Doering, adjunct assistant professor in the arts
and letters core course, has been appointed visiting assis-
tant professor of Romance languages and literatures and
director of Notre Dame’s Angers, France, program. She
has taught at Notre Dame since 1985 and previously at
Northwestern University, Indiana University in South
Bend, and L'Université Catholique de I'Ouest in France,
the site of the Angers program.

Rev. Edward A. Malloy, C.S.C., president and professor
of theology, received the most prestigious institutional
award from the Universidad Santa Maria La Antigua in
Panama. He received an honorary doctor of divinity de-
gree at the University of Pittsburgh’s Honors Convoca-
tion which recognizes the outstanding accomplishments
of University of Pittsburgh students, faculty and alumni.
He gave the keynote address at that ceremony.

ev. Wilson D. Miscamble, C.S.C., chairperson and asso-
ciate professor of history, was elected to a three-year term
on the Council of the Society for Historians of American
Foreign Relations.

Rev. Jerome Neyrey, S.J., professor of theology, was
elected to the editorial board of The Catholic Biblical Quar-
terly for 1994-98.

James S. O’Rourke 1V, associate professional specialist in
business administration. and director of the Center for
Business Communication, has been appointed to the edi-
torial advisory board of Business Communication Quarterly,
a journal edited by Scot Ober of Ball State University.

Stephen B. Scharper, adjunct instructor in theology, was
elected president and board chairperson of the Religious
Education Association. He was selected for biographical
listing in Who’s Who in Religion (1992-93) 4th Edition,
Marquis Publications.

Henry M. Weinfield, assistant professor in the Program
of Liberal Studies, and Stephen A. Fredman, professor of
English, co-edited “Intersections of the Lyrical and the
Philosophical,” a special issue of Sagetrieb (12:3, Winter
1993).

®

Activities

Peri E. Arnold, professor of government and interna-
tional studies, presented an invited talk titled “Theodore
Roosevelt and the Dilemma of the Progressive Presi-
dency” to the Department of Political Science at Western
Michigan University in Kalamazoo, Mich., Jan. 15.

Supriyo Bandyopadhyay, associate professor of electrical
engineering, and Albert E. Miller, professor of chemical
engineering, presented an invited paper titled “Optical,
Electronic, Magnetic and Superconducting Properties of
Quasi Periodic Quantum Dot Arrays Synthesized by a
Novel Electrochemical Technique” at the Photonics West
'95 conference of SPIE in San Jose, Calif., Feb. 6.

Ikaros Bigi, professor of physics, gave an invited lecture
at the Cracow Epiphany Conference on Heavy Quarks in
honor of the 60th birthday of Kacper Zalewski at
Jagellonian University in Cracow, Poland, Jan. 6.

James T. Cushing, professor of physics, presented the in-
vited talk “Why the ‘Copenhagen’ Hegemony?” at the
University College of the University of London in Lon-
don, England, Feb. 6. He gave the invited talk “Historical
Contingency and Theory Selection” at Cambridge Univer- .
sity in Cambridge, England, Feb. 9.

Sr. Elaine DesRosiers, O.P., professional specialist and
director of Educational Media, served as the local host
and gave a presentation titled “DeBartolo Hall: How We
Got Here, and What We Do Here” at the national confer-
ence of the Consortium of College and University Media
Centers in Notre Dame, Ind., Oct. 22-26.

Dennis P. Doordan, associate professor of architecture,
participated in “Escape to Create,” a residency program
for artists and writers in Seaside, Fla., where he worked on
a book about Aquarium Design. He gave a public lecture
titled “Oceans in a Bottle” at that program, Jan. 27.

Keith J. Egan, adjunct professor of theology, lectured on
“The Eucharist” at a weekend symposium at the Cenacle

in Houston, Tex., Oct. 7-9. He lectured on “Dark Night:

Education for Beauty” to the faculty colloquium on The-
ology and the Arts at Valparaiso University in Valparaiso,
Ind., Jan. 31.

Leonid Faybusovich, associate professor of mathematics,
gave the invited colloquium talk “Hamiltonian Systems
in Optimization” at the laboratory of applied mathemat-
ics of the Doshisha University in Kyoto, Japan, Jan. 27.

Benedict F. Giamo, assistant professor of American stud-
ies, presented “Poverty and Homelessness in American
Society: Photographic Images and Social Conditions” at a
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conference on Homelessness and Urban Revitalization
sponsored by Furasato no Kai in Tokyo, Japan, Oct. 16,
and to Kansai business executives of San-Sui-Kai in Kyoto,
Japan, Dec. 14. He presented five lectures on “Homeless-
ness in the United States and Japan: Comparative Per-
spectives” to Doshisha University students, Associated
Kyoto Program joint seminar and course in Modern Civi-
lization and American Society, in Kyoto, Japan., Oct. 25,
27, Dec. 7, 14, 21. He served as a commentator for the
panel “City Upon a Hill: American Crusades in Perspec-
tive” at the annual conference of the American Studies
Association of Korea in Suanbo City, Korea, Nov. 21.

Denis Goulet, O'Neill professor of economics, delivered
the keynote address titled “The Future of Development:
Is There Hope?” and spoke at the closing session on “No
Democracy Without Development, No Development
Without Democracy” at the sixth annual Voices of De-
mocracy symposium at the University of Dayton in Day-
ton, Ohio, Feb. 3-4.

Barry P. Keating, chairperson and Jones professor of fi-
nance and business economics, and Kern R. Trembath,
assistant chairperson and professional specialist in theol-
ogy, participated in the session titled “Notre Dame Fac-
ulty Showcase” at the national conference of the Consor-
tium of College and University Media Centers in Notre
Dame, Ind., Oct. 22-26.

A. Eugene Livingston, professor of physics, presented a

seminar titled “Spectroscopy of Highly-Charged Helium-
like Ions” at the Justus-Liebig University in Giessen, Ger-
many, Feb. 9.

Rev. Wilson D. Miscamble, C.S.C., chairperson and asso-
ciate professor of history, gave the invited lecture
“Friends of a Sort: Dean Acheson, George Kennan and
the Division of Europe” at a conference on Kennan, The
Cold War and the Future of American Foreign Policy at
the Center for International Studies at the University of
Southern California in Los Angeles, Calif., Jan. 27-29.

Thomas Morris, professor of philosophy, gave the key-
note address “The Good Life and the College Classroom”
at the national conference of the Consortium of College
and University Media Centers in Notre Dame, Ind., Oct.
22-26.

Rev. Paul Philibert, O.P., director of the Institute for
Church Life, gave an address titled “Aquinas on Faith and
Culture: Enduring Insights for Contemporary Dilemmas”
to faculty and students to honor the patronal feast of
Aquinas College in Grand Rapids, Mich., Jan. 30. He pre-
sented “Reviving the Gifts of Our Founders” to religious
men and women of the Archdiocese of Detroit at the In-
stitute for Pastoral Ministry at Sacred Heart Major Semi-
nary in Detroit, Mich., Feb. 2.

Anand Pillay, professor of mathematics, gave the invite @
talk “Geometry of Forking and Groups of Finite Morley
Rank” at the Model Theory Special Session of the AMS
Meeting in San Francisco, Calif., Jan. 4. He presented
“Geometrical Model Theory and Applications to Algebra

and Number Theory” at the Logic Seminar at the Univer-

sity of Chicago in Chicago, Ill., Jan. 25. He gave the talk
“CM-Triviality and Groups of Finite Morley Rank” at the
Logic Seminar at the University of Illinois in Chicago, IlL.,
Jan. 26.

Stephen B. Scharper, adjunct instructor in theology, pre-
sented the paper, “Educational Immersion in an Under-
graduate Setting: From Personal Ideology to Good Peda-
gogy” at the annual meeting of the American Academy of
Religion in Chicago, I11., Nov. 21.

Steven R. Schmid, assistant professor of aerospace and
mechanical engineering, gave the invited talk “Emulsion
Lubrication in Process Tribology” at the Ohio State Uni-
versity in Columbus, Ohio, Feb. 3.

Catherine Schrenker Poole, assistant professor of art, art
history and design, gave a lecture and presentation of her
collection of Polish Posters and the successful use of sym-
bol as communication titled “The Fine Art of Informa-
tion: The Evolution of the Polish Poster 1945-present” at
the Indiana University Hope School of Fine Arts in @
Bloomington, Ind., Oct. 6. She presented work from stu- '
dents involved in experiential learning assignments and
discussed methods of successful integration of social

themes within a design curriculum titled “Design and Ex-
periential Learning” at the Center for Social Concerns at

the University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Ind., Jan. 13.

Rev. Timothy R. Scully, C.S.C., vice president and asso-
ciate provost, associate professor of government and in-
ternational studies and senior faculty fellow in the
Kellogg Institute, delivered a series of lectures on the
Catholic Church in Latin America during the annual
meeting of the World President’s Organization in
Santiago, Chile, Jan. 25-28.

James H. Seckinger, professor of law, was the programme
director and a faculty member for the NITA Train the
Trainers Programme for Lovell White Durrant and Cen-
tral Law Training in London, England, Jan. 9-10. He
gave a presentation to the faculty on using the NITA
Method of Learning-by-Doing Skills Training for teaching
the teachers and gave a lecture to both the participants
and faculty on Effective Teaching Techniques.

Rafael Tenorio, assistant professor of finance and busi-
ness economics, presented the paper “Strategic Behavior
in Two-Sided Tatonnement Auctions” co-authored with
Linda Goldberg at the 1995 winter meetings of the
Econometric Society in Washington, D.C., Jan. 7.

@\
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@Appointments

John Hannan has been appointed assistant regional di-
rector of development for the Midland region. A 1978
Notre Dame graduate, Hannan has been a director of ma-
jor gifts at Earlham College in Richmond, Ind. Reporting
to Daniel J. Crossen, regional director of development,
Hannan will assist the University’s development efforts in
Colorado, Minnesota, New Mexico, Nebraska, North Da-
kota, Oklahoma, the South Bend area, South Dakota,
Texas, Wyoming, and Central and South America.

Patrick Krueger has been appointed assistant regional di-
rector of development for the Great Lakes region. A 1973
Notre Dame graduate, Krueger has been a development
director for Holy Cross High School in Everett, Wash.,
and Hayden High School in Topeka, Kans. In his new po-
sition, Krueger will report to regional director Thomas J.
Blum and will assist the University’s development efforts
in Indiana (outside the South Bend area), Kentucky,
Michigan, Ohio, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Western
Pennsylvania and Ontario, Canada.

Michelle T. Shakour, formerly assistant director of the
Office of Planned Giving, has been promoted to director
of the office. She replaces J. Christopher Carlin, who has

left the post to become the University’s director of ad-
@ninistrative services. Shakour joined the planned giving

office in July 1993. A 1978 graduate of Saint Mary’s Col-
lege, she obtained a master’s degree in Spanish from
Middlebury College in 1981, a master’s degree in second-
ary education from Indiana University at South Bend in
1987 and a juris doctor degree from the Notre Dame Law
School in 1990. From 1988 to 1990 she taught Spanish at
Notre Dame. Following her graduation from Notre Dame
Law School, she was an associate of Jones, Obenchain,
Ford, Pankow & Lewis before opening her own law office
in January 1992.

Activities

Kevin Barry, educational technology consultant in the
Office of University Computing, presented “Demonstra-
tions of Notre Dame Multimedia Projects” at the national
conference of the Consortium of College and University
Media Centers in Notre Dame, Ind., Oct. 22-26.

Michael Langthorne, associate director of Educational
Media, and Thomas Monaghan, consultant analyst in
the Office of University Computing, presented
“DeBartolo Hall: How We Got Here, and What We Do
Here” at the national conference of the Consortium of
College and University Media Centers in Notre Dame,
Ind., Oct. 22-26. Langthorne chaired the discussion of
“Media Retrieval Systems” at that conference.

Thomas Laughner, educational technology consultant in
the Office of University Computing, presented “How We
Create Multimedia” at the national conference of the
Consortium of College and University Media Centers in
Notre Dame, Ind., Oct. 22-26.

Mike W. Miller, consultant/analyst in the Office of Uni-
versity Computing, presented “Destinations on the Infor-
mation Superhighway: World Wide Web for Student
Drivers” at the national conference of the Consortium of
College and University Media Centers in Notre Dame,
Ind., Oct. 22-26.

Caryll Vicsik, assistant director of Educational Media,
presented “Campus Media Services” at the national con-
ference of the Consortium of College and University Me-
dia Centers in Notre Dame, Ind., Oct. 22-26.

Publications

Alan S. Bigger, director of building services, wrote “Speci-
fying Washroom Products: Low-Maintenance Selections
Steer Clear of ‘False Savings’” which was published in the
January/February 1995 issue of Maintenance Solutions.
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259th Graduate Council Minutes
November 16, 1994

Members present: Nathan O. Hatch, chair; Terrence J.
Akai; Harold W. Attridge; John C. Cavadini; Michael
Detlefsen; Peter Diffley; Morton S. Fuchs; David S.
Hachen; Christopher S. Hamlin; Scott E. Maxwell; Robert
C. Miller; Thomas J. Mueller; Thomas L. Nowak; Sharon
L. O’Brien; James H. Powell; Barbara E. Schmitz; Andrew
J. Sommese; Stephen H. Watson; Edward C. Wingenbach

Members absent and excused: Francis J. Castellino, rep-
resented by Charles F. Kulpa Jr.; Gregory E. Dowd; Jeffrey
C. Kantor; John G. Keane, represented by Edward R.
Trubac; Gloria-Jean Masciarotte; Anthony N. Michel, rep-
resented by Jerry J. Marley; Barbara M. Turpin; John J.
Uhran Jr.

Guests: Chris R. Vanden Bossche and Warren Wong
(members of the Snite Museum review committee); Dean
A. Porter (director of the Snite Museum)

Observers: Edward J. Conlon; Diane R. Wilson

Dean Nathan Hatch called the meeting to order at 3:35
p-m. on November 16, 1994, in room 210 of the Center
for Continuing Education. He welcomed the guests that
came for the discussion of the Snite Museum review.

I. MINUTES OF THE 258th GRADUATE COUNCIL
MEETING

Prof. Andrew Sommese had noted, prior to the meeting,
three corrections to the draft of the minutes. These cor-
rections were distributed at the meeting, and the cor-
rected minutes were approved by voice vote.

II. ADMISSION TO DEGREE CANDIDACY

Dean Hatch drew the council’s attention to the list of ap-
plicants for graduate degree candidacy and asked for a
motion to admit the applicants to candidacy. The mo-
tion was made by Prof. Morton Fuchs, seconded by Prof.
Thomas Nowak, and approved by voice vote.

III. REVIEW OF THE SNITE MUSEUM

Dean Hatch asked Prof. Chris Vanden Bossche, a member
of the review committee, to comment on the committee’s
report. Prof. Vanden Bossche began his remarks by not-
ing the Snite’s dual nature and the committee’s initial
uncertainty about the function of the review. He stated

that the committee eventually chose to focus on the edu- @
cational mission of the Snite.

In his outline of the review, Prof. Vanden Bossche stated
that the Snite received high praise from external review-
ers for its collection development. Nevertheless, the in-

ternal committee called for some emphasis on academics
in the Snite’s strategies for future development.

On the Snite’s role in education and research, external re-
viewers again gave high praise to the Snite’s education
department, especially the curriculum-structured tours.
Both internal and external reviewers called on the
University to give stronger support to the education
department.

The committee considered a good relationship between
the Snite and the Department of Art, Art History and De-
sign to be important and desirable. The committee per-
ceived difficulties in coordination of activities. One rec-
ommendation for improving relations called for a joint
appointment to the Snite and to the department.

Prof. Vanden Bossche cited shortage of space (except for
exhibitions) as a major problem; in particular, there was
no teaching space. In addition, he noted the need for of-
fice space for curators and staff, and the need for addi-
tional storage space. In closing his remarks, Prof. Vanden @
Bossche said that staffing was a less pressing issue than '
space. He commented that the Snite should use interns

to advantage and obtain grants for staff, and he repeated

the recommendation for the appointment of staff to co-
ordinate activities with the rest of the University.

Dean Hatch thanked Prof. Vanden Bossche for his sum-
mation and invited Dr. Dean Porter, director of the Snite
Museum, to give his reactions to the review. Dr. Porter
thanked the members of the review committee and ac-
knowledged that it was not easy to coordinate the reviews
from the two perspectives of educational mission and
museum accreditation. '

Dr. Porter indicated that some improvements were in
progress; for example, the University has approved the
hiring of an assistant director. Such a person would have
a business background and would write grant proposals.
Dz. Porter emphasized that such efforts were not in reac-
tion to the review; rather, they were planned prior to the
review, but had to await approval and resources.

Dr. Porter stated that the collections were indeed remark-
able, and expressed his view that they were more impor-
tant with regard to education than to exhibition. He
agreed that the education department was excellent, but
called for better rewards for the staff, whose work he
judged to be outstanding. He mentioned that some
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funds had been approved for additional space to alleviate
the shortage mentioned in the review. He noted that
there was no good place for American art; a new wing is
needed. Efforts are being made to acquire 40,000 to
45,000 square feet of new space.

Some of the findings in the review were surprising to Dr.
Porter. He countered very strongly any perceptions that
education and the University were not the primary con-
cerns of the Snite. Dr. Porter cited several examples to il-
lustrate his point. Four members of the Snite staff teach
in departments, he (Dr. Porter) meets frequently with the
chairperson of the Department of Art, Art History and
Design to coordinate activities, and the Snite sponsors
about a half of the department’s exhibition activity. He
noted that there is an excellent collection of prints and
photographs that could be used in a class setting.

Dr. Porter explained that the Snite tries to be proactive; it
tries to meet noticed needs and tries to be as accommo-
dating as it can be. He closed by stating his policy as the
Snite's director that the University is considered first and
the community is considered second.

In the ensuing discussion, Prof. Nowak asked how the
Snite runs its educational program. Dr. Porter replied
that needs assessments are done by a staff member, tours
!@are customized rather than general, class material is used
~&¥in applicable instances, all kinds of lectures are spon-
sored, and the best exhibitions are brought here. Al-
though there have been no grants since 1987, there is
now a person to take care of grant proposals.

In response to questions from Prof. Fuchs, Dr. Porter
stated that there are no joint appointments between the
Snite and the Department of Art, Art History and Design.
Curators are professional specialists and may act as ad-
junct faculty in the department. Also, neither body con-
sults the other on hiring.

Prof. Fuchs also asked if the Snite played an important
role in attracting new faculty in some academic depart-
ments. Dean Harold Attridge mentioned that there are
three divisions in art, art history and design and that the
two studio divisions consider the Riley Hall facilities the
most important for shows. The historians are more inter-
ested in the Snite’s holdings. He mentioned that one fac-
ulty member did find research material, but the Snite was
not instrumental in that person’s hiring. Dr. Porter
added that the studio disciplines did indeed use the Snite.
The Master of Fine Arts student show is the last event of
the year, and there has been a faculty show for the last
two years (unlike the common practice of other museums
not to have faculty shows).

/G
,

Dean Attridge, in reply to another question from Prof.
Fuchs, stated that the Snite is acknowledged during inter-
views for new faculty, but it is not a decisive factor in re-
cruitment. Prof. Vanden Bossche added that the Snite
does not play the same role as a research laboratory in
faculty hires. Dr. Porter commented that the Snite

can do a better job of making materials available to
researchers.

Mr. Robert Miller asked if the Snite was more effective as
a teaching rather than as a research resource. Dr. Porter
stated that the Snite could function effectively as both.
There is a lot of material still to be published. In re-
sponse to Dean Hatch, Dr. Porter stated that the Snite
provides funds for one graduate student for the develop-
ment of the master’s thesis. He added that he would like
to have more design interns and the ability to provide
more graduate student funding.

Prof. Nowak asked if there was any relationship with the
School of Architecture. Dr. Porter said there was some,
but that it should be stronger. He noted that a Wright
collection effort fell through, but that works by Frank
Montana and Ambrose Richardson (emeriti professors of
architecture) were shown.

Prof. David Hachen asked about undergraduate student
involvement and about the possibility of direct one-credit
classes. Dr. Porter cited suggestions for a freshman course
and the activity of Junior Parents Weekend as mecha-
nisms for involvement. He also noted some salary help
from the College of Arts and Letters and the Snite’s co-
sponsorship of the Film Series.

Dean Hatch thanked the review committee and Dr. Porter
for their work.

IV. SELECTION OF THESIS AND DISSERTATION
DIRECTORS

Dean Hatch expressed his concern that the revision of the
Graduate School Bulletin on thesis and dissertation direc-
tors was too restrictive. The revision required the director
to be a member of the teaching and research faculty in
the student’s department. Dean Hatch noted that there
were certain cases in which directors from outside the de-
partment would be more appropriate. He asked the coun-
cil to consider a text that would allow Notre Dame fac-
ulty from outside the department to serve as directors.

Prof. Michael Detlefsen argued for even greater relax-
ation, giving examples of inter-university arrangements
that might call for an exchange of directors. Dean Hatch
and Prof. Nowak both thought that a director should be
from Notre Dame. Prof. Detlefsen asked why, and gave

375




DOCUMENTATION

Fraaasiaeg

R T

other examples of practical problems; for example, a stu-
dent working at another university may be barred from
tuition remission without a director there. Prof. Fuchs
asked why a student would be elsewhere while seeking a
Notre Dame degree. Prof. Detlefsen said that a student
might make changes at a late stage in their degree
program.

Prof. Nowak explained the spirit in which the original re-
vision was made. Directors from outside the regular fac-
ulty ranks may have the expertise to give technical advice
to a student; however, such directors may not perform
proper academic advising, especially since it is not a part
of their regular job description. He cited some examples
of friction arising from such arrangements. Prof. Fuchs
then suggested that, in the same spirit, a director from
outside the student’s department should also be a mem-
ber of the teaching and research faculty. This suggestion
received general support.

Prof. Sommese, Ms. Barbara Schmitz, Dr. Terrence Akai
and Prof. Detlefsen raised some specific issues regarding
departing faculty, timing of faculty departure relative to
the student’s stage of his or her program, or even the
death of a faculty member. Dean Hatch said that these
were understood to be special situations that were to be
dealt with on a case by case basis. Further discussion in-
volved clarification of the language in the text.

Mr. Miller moved that the revision to allow directors
from outside the student’s department but from the regu-
lar Notre Dame faculty be accepted. The motion was sec-
onded by Prof. Charles Kulpa and approved by voice
vote. The text of the new policy is as follows.

Advisors and thesis/dissertation directors are normally
chosen from the teaching and research faculty of the
student’s department. There also may be one codirector
chosen from the faculty outside (or within) the student’s
department. In exceptional cases, a department may
choose a thesis/dissertation director from the Notre Dame
teaching and research faculty outside the student’s de-
partment. Arrangements for extra-departmental directors
or codirectors must be consistent with departmental poli-
cies and must be approved by the Graduate School.

V. CLOSURE

Dean Hatch again reported that a major agenda item on
the Provost’s Advisory Committee retreat in January 1995
was an overall review of graduate programs at Notre
Dame. He hoped that the National Research Council
study of graduate programs would also be ready by that
time. He then adjourned the meeting at 4:35 p.m.

Faculty Senate Journal
January 18, 1995

The chair Professor Richard P. McBrien called the senate
to order at 7 p.m. in room 202 of the Center for Continu-
ing Education and called on Professor John Borkowski to
offer a prayer. The journal for the meeting of December
6, 1994, having been previously distributed, McBrien
asked for corrections, additions, etc. The secretary Peter
Lombardo reported that several grammatical and typo-
graphical errors had been noted. Professor Sonja Jordan,
seconded by Professor Richard Sheehan, moved to accept
the journal as corrected, and the senate agreed.

The chair’s report is printed as appendix A of this journal.

In the discussion which followed Professor Paul Conway
asked the chair how the executive committee of the Aca- -
demic Council reacted to the senate resolution proposing
to add the chair of the Faculty Senate to the Provost’s
Search Committee. McBrien, who sits on the Academic
Council ex-officio, reported that the committee spent
most of its time deciding procedures for election to that
search committee rather than talking about the senate
resolution; that was to be left for the council itself. Since
he would be personally affected by the resolution, he felt
uncomfortable pushing it. However, it would not be @\
something done easily; the Academic Articles would have
to be amended, and that was a long process. One alterna-
tive that had been discussed was to devise some form of
non-voting participation in the search process; he
thought this might be an acceptable compromise. He
commented that it would be prudent for the president to
recognize the status of the senate by offering meaningful
participation in the search. Although he does not like
serving on committees, he sees this as important service
and would do his best if asked. McBrien also pointed out
what he termed a mistake in the president’s recent circu-
lar to the faculty on the search process: It is not the rec-
ollection of the senate chair at the time that his only par-
ticipation in the last search for a provost was social inter-
action (at breakfast with each candidate). Professor Wil-
son Miscamble, C.S.C., wondered if he had heard the
chair correctly when he said he did not like serving on
committees. McBrien said that was true, but re-iterated
that he does serve on committees.

Miscamble further asked about the procedures the senate
would follow in questioning the provost later in this

meeting. The chair responded that the executive com-

mittee had sent the provost a set of questions in prepara-

tion for his visit, but he was free to answer all or none of
them; he would handle the process himself. Senators,
however, should remember that they would be limited to

one initial question (with logical follow-up) until all had év\\\
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A@been heard who requested recognition; then a second
round could begin. The time for questioning would not
go beyond 9:30 (two hours). Miscamble urged that the
senators who had written the questions not remain
anonymous but ask them from the floor, to take owner-
ship of them. The chair repeated that the provost would
deal with the process as he wished, but senators certainly
would be free to do as Miscamble suggested.

Professor Jean Porter requested the floor to report briefly
on two matters of business from the Academic Affairs
Committee. She and Professor David Ruccio had met in
December with the Provost’s Advisory Committee (PAC)
about the senate’s resolution to review procedures for
grievances in tenure decisions and renewals. They pre-
sented background information, but there was little dis-
cussion in their session; they had made a request for a
follow-up meeting which might elicit more reaction from
PAC members. Second, she had written to Rev. E. Will-
iam Beauchamp, C.S.C., executive vice president and
chair of the Faculty Board in Control of Athletics, re-
questing information on the composition of the
University’s official party at the recent Fiesta Bowl and
asking him to answer a few questions on bowl invitations
that have arisen in the committee and in the senate. He
had responded, but the committee has yet to review this
answer. She will report to the senate as soon as this has
ﬁ@been done. Ruccio followed up on the first point by say-

¥ ing that, although they appreciated the opportunity to
present the senate’s concerns to PAC, they had little sense
of what PAC members think on this issue. Generally,
they defended the current situation, and he found that
disturbing. A second meeting would be to engage them
in discussion of the issue.

The provost of the University, Professor Timothy
O’Meara, having arrived, the chair welcomed him to the
senate for his annual session, and called a recess to hear
him. The provost then engaged in discussion with the
senate. The questions which were submitted to him for
response are printed as appendix B of this journal.

O’Meara began by saying it was always a pleasure for him
to discuss University affairs with the senate. In fact he
had intended to drive to Bloomington, Indiana, later this
evening, but decided to fly down on the following morn-
ing instead, in order to spend as much time as possible in
this discussion.

He would try to answer all 22 questions as well and as

frankly as he was able to do, but he would have difficulty
with the first seven because they called for talking about
personal negotiations with individuals. He was aware of
the criticism, of course, surrounding the appointment of
Fr. Tim Scully, C.S.C., as vice president and associate pro-
;@vost. He felt confident in saying that people were not

concerned about the legality of the appointment so much
as they were concerned with its timing and the nature of
the consultation leading to it. He had heard the explana-
tion of the president of the University in his senate dis-
cussion in October; O’'Meara was in the invited audience
that evening. The provost agreed that the president’s ac-
count was essentially accurate. He felt that at the time
and since.

But he repeated that discussion about personal negotia-
tion with or about Tim Scully in such a wide open audi-
ence was simply inappropriate. The senate has become
very public this semester, and while he had never been
shy in addressing sensitive issues with the senate — as
some senators would be able to recall his doing in the
past — he didn't feel that he could talk about personal
negotiations with individuals, given that his remarks
would not remain confidential and would reach well be-
yond the senate. Looking toward the future, he doubted
that this kind of appointment, at least in so far as its tim-
ing and consultation elements were concerned, would oc-
cur again. The administration has heard the message. He
believed that the choice of Scully had met with the ap-
proval of most people. But examining the appointment
as if under a microscope was inappropriate. He would
welcome comments and questions but not in regard to
explicit references to individuals.

Sheehan asked, as a clarifying question, if the provost
agreed with the president’s comments. O'Meara said he
agreed with the broad description as given by Monk in
October. He asked the chair, a theologian, if what he was
being called upon to do was exegesis, to which McBrien
responded, just don't do eisegesis, that is, reading into
the text. Miscamble commented that enough of that
went on around the senate.

In answering questions 8 and 9, O’'Meara believed that
many practices now followed at Notre Dame required
new insight. These two questions concerned the consul-
tative role of the faculty in the appointment process for
deans, provost and other academic officers. He said his
answer would be both yes and no. Amending the Aca-
demic Articles in the manner indicated by the question
made it even more complicated. He expected that “in a
department there would be majority support of a particu-
lar candidate for the chairmanship.” But that might not
always be possible. For instance he could not “conceive
of a majority vote being taken . . . for the dean of a col-
lege, nor for the provost.” There had to be widespread
support. However, there might be a situation where there
is an impasse in a department which is split into factions
or in a department which is known to have chronically
low standards. In these instances, he thought that calling
for a majority vote would be inappropriate. One would
have to be foolish to believe that an administrator can
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simply wait to be inspired to appoint some individual as
dean or department chair. No, this is done only with
considerable input. Advice and consent would be ideal.
But there can be problems. As a case in point, he men-
tioned the philosophy department at one of the Ivy
League schools which, he understood, had been in
trouble for years. He did not know exactly how to handle
such situations, and believed majority approval in these
kinds of conditions would not be feasible. Question #9
had an absolute nature to it, but he could give only a
qualified answer. Nevertheless, it was part of the art of a
dean to muster support in a department so that majority
support or full support might be attained for a candidate.
He didn’t think there was a clear cut yes or no answer to
these questions, but all things had to be considered.

Professor Supriyo Bandyopadhyay asked if he rephrased
the question to say “overwhelming majority vote in op-
position to a candidate,” how would he respond? Even
with overwhelming opposition O’'Meara would want to
consider the circumstances, but generally speaking, no,
he would move on such an appointment. To continue to
press it could be an act of suicide especially if by over-
whelming Bandyopadhyay meant not just numbers but
reasons and opposing arguments. O’Meara returned to
the process and assumed everyone was familiar with the
manual’s procedures. Concerning what happens if there
is a disagreement between the provost and the review
committee on the continuation of a dean, he remarked:

When this has occurred, I would act with the full knowl-
edge and discussion with the committee. I could, for ex-
ample, determine certain categories of faculty with whom
I will consult on a one to one basis. For a variety of rea-
sons this can occur. (Generally speaking the process
works well.) A difference can occur because some people
on the committee want the job. There have also been oc-
casions when the process revealed clear instances of per-
sonal bias of such a type that would not be tolerated in a
promotion and appointment committee. The effect of
this is to muddy the waters. This is not to say necessarily
that the negative conclusion isn’t called for. Personally I
think that this is one area in which some real reconstruc-
tion is needed as to how we go about these matters.

O'Meara has been asking other universities about their
processes. But in the case of the appointment of new
deans, he believed that ours has worked well and Notre
Dame has come up with good deans. He was satisfied on
that score. There had been one or two instances where
the design of the process had proved inadequate, and he
didn’t yet know how to resolve it. He was also quite sat-
isfied in the case of the review of a dean. “There has
been no instance in which even the majority of faculty
have been opposed to the reappointment of a dean,” he
commented. Once again there is something wrong with

the design of the process, and he wanted to look for some@
new methods. One possible new idea might be to have a
strong presence of faculty from another college on the
committee for a new dean, but his mind was not yet clear
on this and he was not yet ready to talk about this in

detail.

He did not believe in tackling this sort of problem by
starting with the answer and then finding only the argu-
ments and data to support the conclusion. Rather he
would draw a line on a piece of paper and put all the pros
on one side and all the cons on the other. He would ask
people to look objectively at the problem and see where
we should go.

Bandyopadhyay asked for some clarification? Did he
hear the provost say that he was not aware of any in-
stance where a dean’s reappointment had not been sup-
ported by a majority? [The following is the provost’s cor-
rected response.]

That is not what I meant. I was responding to the ques-
tion (#9) of whether I would go ahead and reappoint a
dean or a chair in the face of opposition by an over-
whelming majority of the faculty affected. And my com-
ment was that there was no instance in which the major-
ity of the faculty affected have been opposed to the
reappointment of a dean. That is not to say that there
are no instances where a dean’s reappointment has not
been supported by a majority.

Ruccio followed with a technical question. In the ab-
sence of any form of deliberation where only by guess-
work could anyone decide what the majority or minority
of the faculty committee decided, how could the provost
make such a claim? There was and is no formal delibera-
tion that would give evidence for such a conclusion.
O’Meara replied that ordinarily review committees poll
the faculty, and it was on that basis that he made his ear-
lier comment because the committees provided him the
information. [A clarification by the provost follows:]

My answer refers to the majority of the faculty, not the
majority of the faculty committee. As pointed out earlier,
there can indeed be disagreements with the faculty com-
mittee and [ went on to say how I would respond to that
sort of situation.

Ruccio continued, saying the one, duly elected faculty

body at this time has no official role in the search for a

new provost, or in the review of a standing one. Simi-

larly at college and department levels, such bodies are not
consulted. Maybe some selected individuals are but not

the official body, as defined in the Academic Articles.

What is the provost’s view of that situation? O'Meara

agreed: In terms of the Academic Articles, senate involve-ém
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/‘@ment in the search for a new provost does not exist. In

terms of faculty consultation, Monk had just written a
letter on this subject in which he pointed out how well
Notre Dame does in comparison with other schools who
have recently searched for a provost. O’Meara stated that
a consultation role existed on the elected members of the
Academic Council. He mentioned the need for confiden-
tiality in these kinds of searches or good candidates, espe-
cially from outside the University, would not surface. For
the future role of the senate, he believed some discussion
would have to take place on that subject.

O’'Meara asked a senate guest, Professor James Merz, to
comment on the situation in the California system. Merz
replied that Cal-Santa Barbara, where he had taught for
years before coming to Notre Dame, had an Academic
Senate, similar to the Faculty Senate, but with stronger
faculty input and governance. Search committees for ma-
jor academic officers were constituted of all segments of
the University, including their senate, faculty, adminis-
tration, staff and students. It made recommendations for
appointment. O’Meara asked how large such a commit-
tee might be, and Merz said it depended on the position
but generally in the range of eight or 10. The higher the
position being filled, the greater was the need for confi-
dentiality in their deliberations, as O’'Meara had earlier
suggested was necessary in any search. But he said their

,@senate did not have majority or final vote.

y

Moving on to question #10, O'Meara said this was a theo-
retical question because in fact over the last five years
there have been 12 appeals and 10 were negative — the
committees did not support the appeal. Two supported
the appeal, he approved one and disapproved the other.
It would be difficult to establish a pattern in this small a“
sample. Here too he believed there were problems in the
understanding of what an appeal should be about, and
not just in the role of the provost. Following the visit to
PAC of two senate representatives (Porter and Ruccio), he
gave all 12 appeals — full packages and the promotion
packages associated with them — to six elected members
of PAC on a committee chaired by Kathleen Cannon.
They have looked at this material and studied it thor-
oughly. They have isolated all the phenomena that have
arisen in the appeals and the problems associated with
them. Although they have reported their findings, it is
utterly undigested at this time. PAC will invite Porter
and Ruccio to return for further discussion on this issue.
Porter interjected, thanking the provost. O'Meara contin-
ued, saying this was the way to resolve problems: list the
pros, list the cons, etc., as mentioned before. A different
way would be to go in with a conclusion and then seek
the data to support it. Absolutely not. In fact he has em-
phasized to PAC that we should start an analysis by tak-
ing neither side, and he has been pleased with this
method. Some of the changes in the University, made in

"&Fthis way through PAC, have been significant.

The next question dealt with Catholics on the faculty —
Colloquy Recommendation #1, that Catholics should pre-
dominate on the faculty. Why did the NCA report say
there was a sharp discrepancy between faculty and ad-
ministration on this? There were a variety of reasons.
The provost reminded the senate that this very same rec-
ommendation was made in the 1970s. In 1960 or 1950
or 1940 there was no need for such a recommendation
because there was no issue concerning Catholic identity.
“Just recall Bing Crosby in Going My Way and you’ll know
there was no such problem,” he said. But with the Sec-
ond Vatican Council and the changes at Notre Dame,
some people were concerned about who was going to
maintain its Catholic identity. His predecessor, Fr. Jim
Burtchaell, C.S.C., formulated the 1970 version, and
while there was some flack, it was minimal. The same
was true in 1980 when the current chair of the senate
participated in the making of that recommendation then.
McBrien indicated that the 1980 version was not recom-
mendation #1. It was about the Catholic character of the
University, to which he is dedicated, but it is recommen-
dation #1 as written with which he has problems.
O'Meara asked if part of his problem was “predominance”
and McBrien said yes. McBrien reiterated that he did not
write the 1980 version. O’Meara agreed, saying he had
participated in it but had not written it. O’Meara re-
turned to the question.

I don’t have a final answer to this question. I think we
are still learning how to handle this question. For ex-
ample, I myself, as you know, went around to all the de-
partments to discuss this issue when it became hot two
years ago. Idon’t know the answer but I know we have
to be concerned. How do we maintain the Catholic iden-
tity? One obvious, perhaps simplistic way of doing it, is
to have enough Catholics on the faculty. Then people
will say what if you are Sofia University in Japan where
you don't have that many Catholics to begin with. Can
you be a Catholic university? Yes, of course. But how do
we preserve this for the future? There’s a great sensitivity
about this issue. But we also have to remember that be-
ing a Catholic university is not something that we here
should be ashamed of. How do we accomplish it? I am
fully aware of the difficulties of implementing that Rec-
ommendation. It should not be viewed as a logical, wa-
ter-tight, completely wrapped up thing. But it is some-
thing that is highly significant for our future.

Jordan said everyone agrees that Catholic identity is im-
portant. That point was made to the officers in the sen-
ate executive committee’s meeting with them in Decem-
ber. But the recommendation as written implied that is-
sue has already been answered. Now, if the provost and
by implication the administration recognized that it is
not resolved, why was it written with such force?
O’Meara answered that it was the best answer they could
come up with at the time, and it was a continuation of
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two earlier versions. But, Jordan responded, perhaps it
wasn’t the best answer even at the time; the faculty’s re-
sponse was then to leave the matter open for more dis-
cussion. Professor Michael Detlefsen agreed, saying that
idea was submitted and rejected. He added that the
provost’s current thinking is in line with the attitude of
the faculty at the time. Detlefsen called recommendation
#1 high-handed and was perplexed to hear the provost
say it was the best idea at the time.

In answering question #12, O'Meara recalled the events
of the spring of 1992 (possible no-confidence vote, April
Accords and the meetings between several officers and
faculty drawn from the Faculty Affairs Committee of the
Board of Trustees, as Conway reminded him). The pro-
vost said:

On the basis of these discussions, PAC was reorganized in
the way that we all know so well. Basically now 10 new
elected faculty members have been added with emphasis
on senior faculty members. Personally, I think it is
working very well although people in the group are over-
burdened.

The idea was that we should give this a five-year run so
that we learn from experience and then re-evaluate PAC.
Once that is done, it would be appropriate for PAC to be-
come regularized in the Academic Articles. I think PAC is
a very strong group. I think that one of its strengths is
the strong non-polarized relationship between adminis-
trators who are doing the daily work and who are con-
cerned with the practical applications and know the
problems — and senior faculty who are not involved in
administration. This forces a sort of bonding whereby
academic values are not forgotten while dealing with ad-
ministrative concerns, and the ideals of the faculty are al-
ways being put into perspective of real life.

Professor Laura Bayard of the library faculty wanted to
know when her faculty would be represented on PAC.
O’Meara replied that if he came back in five years time af-
ter he had retired, he would probably find the library rep-
resented. The reason no one from that faculty currently
serves on PAC is that the emphasis in its formation was
to get senior faculty representing all the colleges involved
on it, particularly because of PAC’s role in tenure/promo-
tion decisions. Bayard hoped his clairvoyance was cor-
rect, but wanted the opportunity to persuade him that li-
brary representation was needed soon.

Porter, who had submitted question #12, asked further
about the relationship between PAC and the April Ac-
cords. She was on the Academic Council when a pro-
posal for an engineering London program was brought
up; the council was told it could authorize it in principle
only — PAC in its determination of budget prioirities

would make the final decision on it. Whoever holds the @
purse strings generally holds power, in her view. But PAC

was not the policy-making body; the council is, according

to the articles. She asked him to clarify this confusing
situation, especially about whether PAC should be more
explicitly defined in the articles in its policy role.

The provost responded in this manner:

[

Go back to before the April Accords: The PAC had prima-
rily one role and that was to advise the provost on pro-
motion and tenure decisions. It met on several other is-
sues but not for policy-making. There was a lot of discus-
sion in 1992 about having faculty sit on a University-
wide budget committee. This was opposed by the admin-
istration. What came out of that in the Accords was that
PAC was not to be the University budget committee, but
a place where you could discuss long-range academic
planning. In particular, PAC could be a place where you
could plan the implementation for the Colloquy. As for
the separation that was mentioned in the Academic
Council, I think it was John Roos who made a speech in
this regard. The Academic Council is mainly policy-mak-
ing. The Academic Council has never been involved with
budgeting. PAC is a place where long-term academic pri-
orities are discussed. The hard budget decisions are made
by the University budget committee, not PAC. That's the
history of it. The PAC has played a very important role in
planning the implementation of the Colloquy and I will
mention that at the end of the evening.

Porter commented that the April Accords were never dis-
cussed or voted upon by the senate nor any other body to
her knowledge. Conway interjected, saying that the sen-
ate had spent an hour and a half one evening giving
people the opportunity to express their views on the Ac-
cords; after that discussion the motion of no-confidence
in the president was withdrawn. Porter continued to try
to understand what the provost meant: The Academic
Council has as its mandate general affirmations of policy
but that specific decisions as to priorities and implemen-
tation remain in whose hands? O’Meara said not in his
hands as provost but in the hands of the officers of the
University, but that analysis of such problems is made by
PAC. PAC has the final say in advising the provost on
long-term budget priorities. “The Academic Council does
not; PAC has that role thanks to the April Accords.” He
thought the issue of the London Program was exceptional
and that kind of situation will not occur again.

Conway added that in an important way Porter was cor-

rect: The academic manual has never been changed to

reflect the new standing of PAC. O’Meara agreed and

said the new standing was a result of an agreement made

by the president. “It would be insanity” if he, the pro-

vost, were to try to obstruct it. In fact his whole goal was @\
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@ to make the new situation work as it was envisioned. Af-
ter five years, it will be re-evaluated and that would be
the time to put it into the manual. Fr. Pat Sullivan,
C.S.C., asked why O’'Meara had quoted the president as
saying such a role for PAC was insanity. O'Meara cor-
rected him, saying he himself believed trying to obstruct
PAC would be insanity for him; the president never said
that. Miscamble asked Sullivan to clean out his ears;
Sullivan objected to what he called Miscamble’s rude in-
terruption and asked that he not do so again. He then
apologized to the provost for his misinterpretation and
asked him to continue his explanation. O’Meara said
that PAC's new standing resulted from intense negotia-
tions, widely known on campus, and for him to do any-
thing contradictory to the result and spirit of those nego-
tiations would be suicidal in terms of his relationship to
the faculty. It was the word of the president that guaran-
teed the shape of the new PAC. He replied to question
#13, saying that at the five-year evaluation that point
should be brought up for discussion.

Question #14 referred to the NCA report’s recommenda-
tion for increased faculty participation and enhanced in-
formation sharing at Notre Dame. O’Meara explained
how he saw it coming about.

The way I see it happening is this: that we immerse these
10 faculty members on PAC in University business. Ev-
erything is open to them. As you know they have even
seen individual salaries without names in the salary re-
view study. Also they have seen pertinent promotion
files with all the grievance reviews. Another example is
PAC’s discussion on having sunshine on salaries. Some
went into PAC discussions with the idea that this was the
right thing to do, but after much argument, PAC came-
out unanimous that individual salaries should not be re-
vealed. So these faculty members will return to the fac-
ulty after being in PAC and then more will take their
place. With the passage of time, we will have a substan-
tial group in the faculty who've been immersed in our
University functions. I think that’s one of the primary
ways of doing it. I think that in terms of the colleges
more emphasis will be placed in developing the role of
the college councils. I think there is a real cultural dis-
tinction between arts and letters and the other colleges.
In arts and letters there is a much greater desire for par-
ticipation. I don’t think it is that strong in science or en-
gineering. Obviously you find the strongest participation
of the faculty in the CAPs. Nowadays, virtually every rec-
ommendation, not every, but virtually every CAP recom-
mendation, is the one that is sustained.

Ruccio pointed to a larger problem when he said that the
faculty wasn’t even notified of the accreditation process
going on, nor was the Faculty Senate, the elected body,
invited to participate in it nor in the response to it.

O’Meara wanted to comment on that later in the
evening.

He moved to question #15, on women and minority fac-
ulty hiring. O’Meara explained what the University prac-
tices were, some of which worked and some did not. He
said:

First of all, each department has to submit an Affirmative
Action plan indicating the strategies for improvement in
the hiring of women and minorities and the numbers in-
volved. Some departments used to resist this and there
might be one or two that still do. Generally speaking de-
partments cooperate. All offers that are made must in-
clude Affirmative Action statements. Unsatisfactory ones
are returned. This University subscribes to three services
providing lists of women and minorities. These are sent
to departments four times a year with reminders of their
importance. There is a strong statement on recruitment
in the Colloquy. It referred to increasing the number of
senior women on faculty. As an interim step, we are in-
viting to campus visiting senior women of distinction.
Where is the money to come from? By using the income
of several partially funded unfilled chairs. The impres-
sion that I get from arts and letters now is that, generally
speaking, this has been viewed in a positive way. I think .
that’s a very positive move.

O'Meara asked if anyone in the room would comment

on these new senior women. Professor Maureen
Hallinan, a senate guest, said there was one in her depart-
ment, sociology.

I repeat this is not our goal; it is an interim step .. . .

Every year a statement is expected from each department
comparing the number of women in the department with
the so called availability of women, a figure that is com-
puted nationally. We also try to emphasize spousal hir-
ing. It doesn’t mean we're that successful. But we do try
to find jobs for spouses either in other academic units or
in other parts of the regional workforce. Twice a year we
send out letters on the importance of this. Usually de-
partments have their own plans and a spousal hire might
not be strong enough or might not be in an area of inter-
est to the department. Another initiative strongly pro-
moted from inception to conclusion by Kathleen Cannon
was the child care center. Another strategy that we put
into place was the Luce chairs, junior chairs for women in
science. We have an income, as I recall, of $300,000 a
year from the Luce Foundation for the advancement of
women in science and engineering. Thanks to Luce
Chairs, some very attractive packages are made to strong
junior women in science, packages that include summer
salaries and start up costs. In engineering these funds are
used in a different way. Not for young women faculty,
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but for women graduate students in order to attract them
into the profession. A recent study at one of the Ivy
schools about its 1966 Affirmative Action plan tells us
that they’ve fallen far far short of their goals. Specifically
their problem concerns a lack of senior women on the
faculty as role models. By 1993 only one of the divisions
of that university had achieved that university’s 1966
goal in terms of Affirmative Action for women. Clearly
there is a lot to be done. I think that men do indeed
have hang-ups that are not always apparent. I think I
have fewer hang-ups than I used to — I attribute this first
and foremost to Jean and our four daughters! Oncein a
while I'll see a member of the faculty who is advanced as
far as I was in 1965! Yes, I do think there are problems. I
don'’t think these are problems just at Notre Dame. And
this is reflected for the worse in the recent changes in the
political situation in Washington.

Professor Kathleen Biddick expressed some frustration at
the slow pace of advancement in this area. The gender
studies department is a special area of concern; a good
one at a university was taken for granted by rising young
scholars. The Notre Dame concentration in gender stud-
ies has been languishing for lack of adequate funding and
inattention from the Development Office and other ad-
ministrative foot-dragging. Another point she raised was
a request for the Provost’s Office to look at recruitment
success in departments around the University to see what
kind of faculty input there had been at various stages of
hiring for women and minorities. She suspected that
those departments which had the most open processes
for faculty input also had the best recruitment success
records; English was one good example; since most
women faculty, for example, as junior faculty and prob-
ably untenured, women probably have little input into
the process. The affirmative action statements are good,
but largely ignored, but the culture within the depart-
ments is the location of the problem. She asked if he
might have Kathleen Cannon look into this. He agreed
with her on the latter request and asked her to send him
a note about it. He saw the funding question as more dif-
ficult to resolve. He believed it should be resolved on the
level of the deans when priorities are set. He would be
prepared to support increased funding if suitably priori-
tized by the dean. But Biddick pointed out that gender
studies does not fall into the regular funding categories.
Even though his office had given the concentration some
money recently, and she appreciated that support, it was
not enough. He asked for some time to think more about
this issue and requested a separate note from her about it.

Professor Gary Hamburg asked if exit interviews were
done regularly with faculty who were leaving, especially
minorities. O’Meara said not generally with faculty, nor
with black faculty whose numbers are small. However
with women, exit interviews now are done and in addi-
tion Kathleen Cannon has contacted almost 40 women

L)

who were on the faculty and left voluntarily to see what
their thoughts were. She has discovered that problems
did not generally exist for the University as a whole but
occurred in the matter of what might be called support-
ing services and the “simpatico” relationships that exist
on a department level. She is discussing this information
with a variety of women’s groups to improve the
situation.

The provost moved to question #16, assessment require-
ments and the University’s plans in the area as called for
in the NCA report.

It's a new requirement, and many people in higher edu-
cation have serious reservations about it. The Depart-
ment of Education is playing an increasing role in what
the universities are to do in measuring the educational
outcomes of individual students. One of the points is
that one way to make sure that government money is not
ill-spent is to go through the accrediting agencies and if
the institutions are not doing their job then what do we
do about it? If you have a college where real education is
not being provided and the students there are not getting
their money’s worth, the college shouldn’t be accredited.
Therefore, the argument goes, an assessment plan must
be available at the time of accreditation. The purpose of
this plan is to provide a way to assess value added to the
individuals through the educational process. Thus if we
say the goal of education at Notre Dame is to turn out in-
dependent scholars, independent and articulate thinkers,
then how do we assess this when they graduate? It's a
difficult question and what are we doing about it? The
University Curriculum Committee was working on it, and
did not finish. That committee has now gone into recess
except for one purpose: Once the assessment plan is de-
veloped, it will be sent back to the committee for further
action and they will discuss it. All department chairs
have been asked to contribute, and the assumption has
been that they will do so by contacting the faculty. The
assessment committee consists of Kathleen Cannon,
chair; Graham Lappin in chemistry, Ken Milani in ac-
countancy, Dian Murray in history, Mark McCready in
chemical engineering and Scott Maxwell in psychology.
All of these except Cannon and Maxwell were on the cur-
riculum committee. Departments have been asked to re-
spond as to what they do now that would assist toward
assessment and what they anticipate doing. The re-
sponses have been very slow. But if our accreditation is
to be complete, we must have answers and they must be
provided soon.

Professor Mario Borelli asked if anyone, in or out of the
universities, was providing guidelines in this area.
O'Meara said at Notre Dame the Assessment Committee
is doing so; in addition Harvard has done much work in
this field and they see it as a way to improve the quality
of their education. Sullivan commented that Kings Col-
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lege in Pennsylvania had been doing assessment for some
time; O'Meara said he had given the information Sullivan
sent him on Kings to Cannon and thanked him for his
help.

Moving to question #17, on the “personal vision state-
ment” as a substitute for an institutional self-study docu-
ment for the reaccreditation process. O’Meara recalled an
earlier period.

For the accreditation process in the early ‘80s, we submit-
ted the PACE Report with enhancements as our accredita-
tion document. The person in charge at the time was
Monk as associate provost. This time Ollie Williams was
in charge. There was some comment from the accredit-
ing agency office in Chicago that the Colloquy Report
might not be appropriate. But after some discussion,
they agreed to accept it this time, again with suitable en-
hancements. I think it is both fortunate and unfortunate
that the Colloquy report has been referred to as the
president’s personal vision statement. As a matter of fact,
hundreds of people had an input into the Colloquy pro-
cess. Monk says in the report that it is the work of several
people. The way I see the reference to the personal vision
is that he completely identifies with the Colloquy Report.
It is unfortunate that it also had this narrow interpreta-
tion. The report was still acceptable to the accrediting
agency as our official document, but I am sure it will be
done differently next time.

Detlefsen asked if the provost found it appropriate that
the faculty group that made up the Colloquy and put its
reports together, be made up entirely of non-elected and
appointed members. He answered that he thought the,
next time it would not be done in that same fashion.
Detlefsen asked again if he thought the Colloquy process
this time was right. O’Meara said he believed what was
done on that occasion was okay.

Question #18 dealt with salary inequities, PAC action on
them and corrective action. The provost answered:

You'’ve all read in my PAC letter to the faculty that PAC
did a major analysis for the first time in history of all fac-
ulty salaries. I don’t want to repeat the process, because
it’s all spelled out in the letter. But in the analysis four
women were found to have lower salaries than they
should have. Everything was coded so that names could
not be identified. These difficulties were also explored
with the pertinent departments and the deans. Subse-
quently a similar analysis was done for the entire faculty.
In that second review, I think 11 or 12 faculty members’
salaries were found to be out of line. Their salaries will be
adjusted this year for next year. It was also found that
several individual salaries were too high. What do you

@ suggest we do with these?

Now, forgetting these analyses, how many complaints
reach me each year or over the years on salary? Answer:
1, 2, none. Occasionally these things come to the dean,
but have to come to me for readjustment. I remember
some years ago when the first of these came to me. It was
a professor who, when the average salary for the Univer-
sity was announced, said his was below average. Did that
mean he was below average as a contributor? Both his
dean and I agreed that that was not right and adjusted it.

To say that I'm below average as a person because my sal-
ary in English is below the average for the University is
not a fair reflection of things because that average is com-
puted for the entire University. I have to remind you, as
I usually do, that a brand new assistant professor in ac-
countancy who might even show up without a Ph.D. will
start out at a salary of $70,000 for nine months. A brand
new assistant professor of philosophy will come in at
about $38,000. That is, so to speak, the relative value of
accountants and philosophers in our society!

Detlefsen interjected by saying this was also a reflection
of relative value in the University, to which O’'Meara
agreed but only according to one of the norms. In terms
of the intellectual life he thought one might have a dif-
ferent analysis! And he did not want to say any more
about accountants! -

On question #19, concerning having all tenured members
of a department sitting on a CAP committee, submitted
by Sheehan, O'Meara reflected that in 1962, when he
came to Notre Dame he would not have thought this was
a good idea: Standards and quality were not as high as
they should have been at that time. He was not yet ready
to make such a jump globally even now, but in principle
he had no problem with having all tenured faculty on
CAPs. However, before completely agreeing to it, he
wanted to see the pros and cons, to learn what the effect
of this would be in a large department and in a small one.
He complimented Professor Stephen Batill for the new
plan in his department (aerospace and mechanical engi-
neering) as an excellent vehicle for faculty involvement,
especially as this applies to getting a new chair. Sheehan
asked if it were true that the provost or some high admin-
istrator objected to his department’s (finance and busi-
ness economics) having all tenured faculty on its CAP
(supposedly because of the additional administrative bur-
den this places on faculty). They were willing to under-
take the additional responsibilities. The provost re-
sponded that there had been other difficulties with the
way that CAP experiment had been done, and he and
Sheehan had talked about them already.

Question #20 had to do with the operations of the Fac-
ulty Board in Control of Athletics and bowl consider-
ations. The provost said he had difficulty relating to this
question and asked Miscamble how Australians might
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feel about it. He said they considered it extremely impor-
tant! Seriously, O'Meara felt that the players on the foot-
ball team wanted to participate in the recent Fiesta Bow],
and he suggested to the senate that the issue be left to the
Academic Council’s consideration when the faculty
board’s report is received and discussed. He asked whose
question it was and what was the motivation for it?
Sheehan had prepared it and posed it because some of the
players had commented to him that, if given a choice,
they would just as soon not play in a bowl. They never
had a choice. M. Borelli recalled one year not too long
ago when the players voted not to go to a bowl. O’Meara
wondered if that had to do with the quality of the team'’s
play that year and Borelli said yes.

Sheehan asked the question, not for its non-importance,
but to address the same general points of accountability
and responsibility for decisions that the senate has been
concerned with in other areas of University life. O’'Meara
asked if the decision should be made by the board or by
the players? Sheehan said the question posed concerned
the players. O’Meara asked if they may object to giving
up their holiday time (as distinguished from playing the
schedule of games during the semester). Sheehan said if
the University asks some service of them, “the consent of
the governed” might be appropriate. Professor John
Borkowski pinpointed the importance of the issue: Not
only during holiday time does the University interfere
with the academic performance of better than 80 stu-
dents, but also during finals week when practices go right
up to the edge of this time and he thought perhaps even
during finals week itself. This is not a small matter, espe-
cially in a year like the past one when some, maybe even
a majority, might have opted not to play a bowl game.
Borkowski said he could not be sure of an exact number;
after all some might prefer the television exposure, and
there were other motives too. It is not wise to be locked
into bowl contracts and not allow the team to reflect on
this at all. Of course, he realized we are locked into such
contracts. O’Meara asked if anyone in the senate was on
the faculty board; there were none currently. He be-
lieved, based on this conversation that the issue was cer-
tainly and clearly worth a discussion in that group. Ham-
burg thought we were dealing in supposition and not
fact; he felt the discussion at this time was irrelevant.

The next question, #21, concerned fees above and be-
yond tuition charged to students in engineering and sci-
ence, and proposed for those in business. O’Meara
answered:

I'm against fees, but they creep in in difficult budget
years. Once they creep in, it’s difficult to get rid of them.
Then other colleges say why do they have fees and we
don’t. And then everyone wants them. It then becomes
intolerable, so you wipe them all out until it starts all
over again.

A member asked how such fees are approved at Notre
Dame. At the University level, the budget committee
must approve them, and then the president and the
Trustees. Batill wondered how certain fees in courses
and/or activities in which only a small group of students
participates are handled, and he cited photography as an
example where they pay extra fees for supplies. O’Meara
believed a case could be made for such a fee. Batill ar-
gued and would not like to see a categorical denial of ex-
tra fees to support with appropriate resources the intellec-
tual activity of our students. He urged care in applying
them only in special situations. O’Meara thought that in-
deed the University needed discipline to control fees. For
instance a college can come up with a situation where it
finds that it needs computers — when the budget is al-
ready set and such an expenditure is not part of it. The
easy solution would be to slap on extra fees on the stu-
dents. But that’s sloppiness, and the fee in that case
ought to be denied, but in the photography example it
ought to be approved. Borelli thought extra fees in sci-
ence were appropriate, and O'Meara disagreed: So many
students are taking science courses that the University
should consider that as part of the general education.
Conway was paying about $300 in fees for music and
found it hard to understand why. O’Meara replied that
there might be personal instruction by an outside tutor
involved. A member wondered about the fee every stu-
dent pays for The Observer, even if not everyone reads it.
O’Meara believed we could not do anything about that.

The final question, #22, dealt with computers across the
campus and the Office of University Computing (OUC)
support. O'Meara responded:

The OUC does not tell colleges what computers to use or
buy. We need a certain compatibility on the network.
We can'’t just have every brand on the system because we
can’t accommodate all of them. So, there are certain
norms.

This question was also posed by Sheehan as a result of a
situation in the College of Business Administration as
they prepared to move into their new building. The pro-
vost answered Sheehan, who wondered where decisions
were made: by the college or by a supporting service?

This question is why couldn’t you buy Dell Computers?

You guys said we could buy more of the Dells than IBMs
because the IBMs cost $1,000 each more than the Dells.
OUC said you can buy whatever you like, but OUC will
not service Dells because they were not compatible. But
OUC was willing to give you $1,000 more for each IBM
you bought. So in a certain sense the problem became
moot. My understanding, from Roger Schmitz, is that to
make them buy things that were compatible with the sys-
tem they were given the extra money.
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The provost had some concluding remarks concerning
the budgetary implementation of certain Colloquy 2000
recommendations. These remarks were as follows:

Let me recall some of the financial needs identified in the
Colloquy. There was $40 million in endowment for the
advancement of graduate studies; we had 150 new posi-
tions listed — 50 of them out of the regular budget and
100 out of endowment. There were several items for the
Law School. And a lot more. The happy news is that we
have been able to put together for the coming year the
first of 10 installments toward the Colloquy, and then
some. Let me tell you about it with the understanding
that this has to be approved by the Trustees.

In terms of the endowment and one-time moneys, we are
now going to go for something like $664 million in the
next campaign which should be finished within 10 years.
That’s $664 million for academic interests out of a total
campaign of $767 million. Now, that was in the fund-
raising category. There were also several things which
cannot be obtained through fund raising and should be
done through other means, ultimately through tuition
advances. These come to a $21 million dollar increase
over and above inflation in the academic budget over 10
years. The plan is to achieve this $21 million goal
through 10 segments of $2.1 million — all properly in-
dexed according to inflation. The first segment is approved
for next year.

In addition, if you go to the $40 million endowment for
the advancement of graduate students and divide by 20
for the annual spending money, you get $2 million per
year. All of that would have to wait until the funds had
been donated, but Monk said he wanted that accelerated.
Now you can'’t accelerate gifts, but we are achieving that
ahead of the gifts. In Monk'’s talk to the faculty he men-
tioned this need as a priority. Therefore, for next year we
will have $400,000 more for graduate fellowships. The
year after that we will have $800,000 more; the year after
that $1.2 million and then the next year $1.6 million,
and finally in the fifth year $2 million more. Thus in five
years’ time the goal of $40 million will have been
achieved, and it’s already started for next year. This does
not come out of the $2.1 million.

Let me say also that the libraries have called for increased
spending money of $3.9 million by the end of the cam-
paign, not from endowment but from the $21 million.
This is also being accelerated. This increase will come out
of the $2.1 million. Next year library spending will go up
$650,000. Then the year after that it will increase $1.3
million, etc. In six years the full amount will be realized.

Further, a significant amount of money is in next year's
budget for problem-solving. In particular there will be a
special $800,000, increment in the business school budget to

help remedy the problem analyzed in my annual PAC let-
ter to the faculty: $250,000 of this is to admit fewer
MBAs (that’s to cover the lost tuition) and $550,000 to
target things like fellowships.

The Law School has also been pressing for fellowships.
Their target is $12 million (like the $40 million for gradu-
ate students) through fund raising. But we're not waiting
for that. Twelve million dollars equals $600,000 in in-
come (divide by 20). They are getting extra money next year
of $100,000 for fellowships; it becomes $200,000 the fol-
lowing year and in six years it will be $1.2 million. This
is also a breakthrough in that we are now funding for the
first time fellowships on the advanced level in the profes-
sional schools not out of endowment.

Last year in my letter to the faculty I said we strained and
went up over-and above inflation to the tune of $2.47
million, i.e., the academic base for 1994-95 was increased
$2.47 million. For 1995-96 the comparable figure is
$4.55 million.

The University is well-poised, and we have resources. But
because we are doing this for next year doesn’t mean it
will get similar growth for the year after. That is the plan

but who knows what will happen with the economy, etc.

Nevertheless I am extremely pleased. If you want an il-
lustration of faculty input, here it is. The faculty worked
extremely hard on the Colloquy even as some of us won-
dered if this were not just a theoretical exercise. Also
PAC worked hard during the October break in fine-tuning
the Colloquy priorities into a fund-raising goal of $664
million.

You cannot imagine what an experience it was at Christ-
mas when we saw we had accomplished this. You know
that we simply have to reduce our annual percentage in-
creases on tuition. Our tuition increase last year was 6.5
percent, and originally we had intended to achieve these
things at that 6.5 percent. But we are achieving them at
5.9 percent instead. I can tell you that this is very prom-
ising. And its not just the money, but the fact that it was
put together by the University Budget Committee in such
a positive, cordial and forward-looking way.

Faculty raises for next year will exist! Four percent will be
the average raise. In addition to the 4 percent, an addi-
tional $200,000 is available for promotions and to attend
to some salaries which have to be boosted. Law School
faculty salaries will be part of this enhancement program.
In terms of the library, parts of the $650,000 enhance-
ment is to bring up faculty salaries.

I think we are in very good shape. And it is our conserva-
tive planning in the past that has made this possible
today.

385




McBrien reminded the provost of the time and asked him
to leave a few minutes for additional questions from the
floor. O'Meara opened the floor for questions. Batill
asked the provost to try to interpret some trends in
higher education as they relate to Notre Dame. The role
of a university in society is changing. Assessment and
productivity are new terms being bantered about. How
can this community assess the value added to people
coming here? How can we demonstrate the value of a
Notre Dame education? Are our tuition increases result-
ing in us not attracting the students we want for certain
economic reasons? Is productivity absent from Notre
Dame, since we hear so little about it and so much more
about economics and governance? O’Meara replied:

You're speaking about here at Notre Dame, and assess-
ment is a part of it and I hope something constructive
comes out of it. In terms of resources and those eco-
nomic questions and so on, the rhetoric and the thinking
is a straight-line evolution of what we've been talking
about for the last several years. In American business and
in many universities today the emphasis is on productiv-
ity and cut-backs. There is a lot in the air, especially at
state schools, that faculty have it too easy. So to talk of
150 new faculty is kind of obscene. (An article in The
Wall Street Journal recently referred to the headhunters vs.
faculty involvement in high-level appointments.) Busi-
ness mentality says if all this is being added, what is be-
ing subtracted. But my attitude is this: Having lived con-
servatively for years, we can reap the benefits now by
moving forward at a time that other schools are cutting
back.

There is no question but that faculty in many places are
under fire in terms of productivity.

He then asked Merz to comment on faculty productivity
in the California system, where this is an acute situation.
Merz, not claiming expert status on this, said productiv-
ity was a very dirty word. All kinds of newspaper pieces
were appearing, calculations of faculty salaries per unit
hour were being done and were being compared to the
combined salaries of the president and vice president of
the United States and two United States senators. Admin-
istrators and faculty in the California system were react-
ing to this intense public pressure so that assessment of
faculty productivity by non-academics does not destroy
their system. They are doing their own assessment, in-
creasing teaching loads and trying to tell the public in a
reasonable way what faculty members really do and how
they spend their time. He thought it was a big mess.

Sullivan expressed his respect for the provost especially
for his sensitivity in answering questions at this meeting.
He asked O’Meara if he would next year at this time, in
his final appearance as provost before the senate, reflect

with the senate on how it might become more of a struc-
tural part of the governance of Notre Dame than it is.
O'Meara replied that he would like to be reminded next
year of that request. He continued:

I think we'll have real problems in the future, not specifi-
cally on the Faculty Senate. As I've said, realignment is
going to be necessary, say for how we go about getting
new deans and so on. I think at the moment too many
people are doing too much work in our evolution of fac-
ulty governance. This is to be expected in the transition.
But we will have to realign our structure in the future.
We too have to consider the implications on our produc-
tivity! Right now, I'm not opposed to what we're doing,
but too many people are complaining that they don't
have a chance to breathe.

It has usually been my right to remove from the minutes
any intemperate remarks I've made!

Thank you very much. As usual it has been a great plea-
sure to be here [applause].

McBrien resumed the chair and thanked O’Meara for ap-
pearing at this meeting and answering the senate’s ques-
tions. O’Meara thanked his good friend the chair and left
the room.

The chair called the senate back into session after the E
provost’s conversation. Porter moved to adjourn,
Lombardo seconded, and the senate agreed at 9:25 p.m.

Present: Bandyopadhyay, Batill, Bayard, Bender, Biddick,
Borelli, A., Borelli, M., Borkowski, Bottei, Bradley,
Brennecke, Coll, Collins, A., Collins, J., Conway,
Detlefsen, Eagan, Esch, Gaillard, Garg, Huang, Jordan,
Lombardo, Mason, McBrien, Miscamble, Munzel, Pickett,
Porter, Radner, Ruccio, Sayers, Sheehan, Sullivan, Wei,
Weinfield, Zachman, Orsagh, Student Government
Representative.

Absent: Brownstein, Delaney, Rathburn, Sommese,
Simon, Stevenson, Tomasch

Excused: Broderick, Burrell, Doordan, Gundlach,
Hartland, Hyde, Rai, Vasta

Respectfully submitted,

Peter J. Lombardo Jr.
Secretary
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Appendix A
Chair’s Report

1. The Ad Hoc Committee to formulate a response to the
President’s five-point agenda for the Faculty Senate, given
in the course of his remarks to the Senate on October 10,
completed its work in early December, as I reported at our
last meeting. The Committee was composed of Kathleen
Biddick (History), chair, Edward Vasta (English), Jerry Wei
(Management), and David Ruccio (Economics). On be-
half of the Senate, I thank the committee, and especially
its chair, for the time and effort invested in this project
and for the quality of its report.

However, a copy of the committee’s draft letter to the
President was not circulated among the full Senate mem-
bership before Christmas, as originally intended, because
one member of the ad hoc committee submitted an infor-
mal minority report two days after the December Senate
meeting expressing reservations about the inclusion of
items 4 and S in the draft letter pertaining to campus cul-
ture and faculty citizenship, since these seem to be out-
side the mandate of the Faculty Senate. I decided, in
light of that reservation, to circulate the draft letter to the
Executive Committee before circulating it to entire Sen-
ate. On the basis of several responses from members of
the Executive Committee, I concluded that the draft let-
ter was not ready for general circulation. The Executive
Committee will review the draft letter as a body and in-
corporate such changes as it deems appropriate before
submitting it to the full Senate for discussion and vote.
That discussion and vote will take place at our next meet-
ing on February 9. You will recall that the resolution es-
tablishing the ad hoc committee had set the February
meeting as the deadline for submission and consideration
of the report. So we are on schedule.

2. I announced my intention at the December meeting
of the Faculty Senate to reconstitute the Ad Hoc Senate
Self-Study Committee and invited members of the Senate
to submit their names for possible appointment to the
committee. The committee has now been constituted.
Its members are Laura Bayard (Library), James Collins
(Department of Communication and Theater), Paul
Conway (Department of Finance and former Chair of the
Faculty Senate), William Eagan (Emeritus Faculty), and
Richard Sheehan (Department of Finance and immediate
Past Chair of .the Senate), who will serve as chair of the
committee. The committee is charged with completing
its work and submitting its report no later than the final
meeting of the Faculty Senate on May 2.

3. Three resolutions remain before the Academic Council
for consideration. The recently passed resolution calling

9 for addition of the Faculty Senate Chair to the Provost

Search Committee has been discussed by the Academic
Council’s Executive Committee and will be presented for
discussion and vote at the next meeting of the Academic
Council this coming Monday. The resolution concerning
formal faculty input into the appointment and subse-
quent evaluation of the two vice presidents in the
Provost’s office will be discussed a second time at the
next meeting of the Academic Council’s Executive Com-
mittee, with the understanding that the resolution will be
placed on the agenda of the Academic Council for its
meeting of February 16. The third resolution, concerning
intercollegiate athletics, will be considered as soon as the
Faculty Board to Control Athletics has completed and
submitted its own report early this semester. The under-
standing with the Executive Committee, restated by the
Faculty Senate Chair at yesterday’s Academic Council Ex-
ecutive Committee meeting, is that the Senate resolution
will be discussed and voted upon sometime this semester,
even if the Faculty Board fails to submit its report.

4. Istill intend to prepare a report for general circulation
among the faculty on the principal achievements of the
Faculty Senate since its inception more than 25 years ago.
As I reported last month, I have been in contact with sev-
eral past Senate chairs, and I repeat my invitation to
other former chairs not directly contacted and to other
past and present members of the Senate to contribute to
this inventory of accomplishment.

5. The second session of the Notre Dame Forum on Aca-
demic Life sponsored by the Faculty Senate was held on
December 7. The featured speakers were Prof. Jack
Furdyna, of the Department of Physics, and Prof.
Maureen Hallinan, of the Department of Sociology, both
addressing the topic, “The Role of Science in a Catholic
University.” The presentations were stimulating and the
discussion lively. The next session of the Forum is sched-
uled for February 23. The topic is “The Relationship be-
tween Teaching and Research at Notre Dame, and the fea-
tured speaker will be Prof. Arvind Varma of the Depart-
ment of Chemical Engineering. A second speaker has yet
to be named.

6. Icall your attention to the publication of the Faculty
Senate resolution and statement on discriminatory and
sexual harassment, passed at our December meeting, on
p. 17 of today’s Observer. Please do whatever you can to
see to it that the important concerns expressed in the
resolution and the accompanying statement are brought
to the attention of your students and please encourage
your faculty colleagues in your respective departments
and colleges to do the same.

7. I am pleased to announce, finally, that Father Oliver
Williams, of the Congregation of Holy Cross and former
Associate Provost, will be our guest at the next meeting of
the Faculty Senate on February 9.
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Appendix B
Questions for Provost

1. Exactly when did you inform Fr. Malloy of your inten-
tions to leave the Provost’s office in two years’ time? Was
it before or after Fr. Malloy's decision to appoint Fr.
Scully as Vice President and Associate Provost?

2. Is Fr. Oliver Williams’s version of the facts correct
when he says in his letter to Fr. Malloy (7/21/94, para. 2)
that you assured him of at least one-year's notice before
he would ever have to relinquish his position as Associate
Provost? If so, why did you not honor that promise to Fr.
Williams?

3. Fr. Williams also alleges that, when he challenged Fr.
Malloy’s haste in making the change in the Provost’s of-
fice, the President said there was a “crisis” situation.
Were/are you aware of any “crisis” that explains the tim-
ing of the appointment of Fr. Tim Scully and the termina-
tion of Fr. Williams?

4. Fr. Malloy told the Faculty Senate in October that it
wasn'’t a “crisis” but a “personal opportunity” that neces-
sitated the swift pace with which the change in the
Provost’s office was made. Do you have any personal
knowledge that Fr. Scully might have refused the position
or been otherwise unavailable for it if it had not been of-
fered to him in May rather than later? If not, do you
know of any others factors in the case that could be inter-
preted as “critical?

S. Were you personally satisfied with Fr. Williams's per-
formance as Associate Provost, as your recent letter of rec-
ommendation attests? If so, why did you request such a
sudden change in personnel in your office as the Presi-
dent alleges in his remarks to the Senate in October? (“in
the end,” Fr. Malloy told us, “the Provost made a judg-
ment about the mix of staff he needed to perform his re-
sponsibilities properly. Isustained that judgment.”)

6. In the final analysis, was it your idea or Fr. Malloy’s to
appoint Fr. Tim Scully as Vice President and Associate
Provost?

7. Why did you not advise the President to withhold the
vice-presidential aspect of Fr. Scully’s appointment as As-
sociate Provost until the fall semester so that both the By-
Laws and the Academic Articles could be amended before
his appointment as vice president and also to avoid the
negative faculty reaction that followed?

8. The North Central Accreditation Report (see Notre
Dame Report, Nov. 18, 1994, p. 229, and Concern #3, p.
237) notes that the faculty would like to play “a larger
consultative role in the appointment process for deans,
the provost and other appropriate academic officers.”
What is the present relationship between faculty input
into the appointment and evaluation of deans and direc-
tors and the decision of the Administration to appoint or
to continue a dean in office?

9. What are your views on the retention of administra-
tors found wanting by faculty standards? Would you
support amending the Academic Articles to ensure that
administrators having immediate impact on faculty’s aca-
demic life (such as chairpersons, deans and the Provost)
cannot be appointed or retained without the approval of
the majority of the faculty affected?

10. Is the appeals process following a negative tenure,
promotion, or renewal decision the same in every college
of the University? If not, do you think that this lack of
uniformity is unfair and should be corrected?

11. The North Central Accreditation Report acknowl-
edges the widespread dissatisfaction among the faculty
regarding Recommendation 1 of the Colloquy (p. 223). It
also points out that neither the Provost nor the deans
“preceived any problem” with it (idem). Why do you
think there is such a sharp discrepancy between faculty
and Administration on so central and sensitive a matter?
What can be done, in your opinion, to bridge the gap be-
tween the two — on this and other issues of importance?

12. In its original conception, PAC is a body constituted
by the Provost, at his discretion alone, to advise him on
matters pertaining to his statutory responsibilities. It has
now become a full-scale policy-making body, comparable
to the Academic Council. Fr. Malloy, in his remarks to
the Faculty Senate in October, referred to these two bod-
ies as being “where the action is,” by contrast with the
Faculty Senate itself. And yet, as the North Central Ac-
creditation Report notes (p. 229), PAC’s new role is not
accounted for in the Academic Articles. How do you un-
derstand the role of PAC in university governance? Are
you concerned that PAC may be currently exercising au-
thority from beyond its “constitutional” limits, and/or
that it may be usurping decision-making authority from
the Academic Council? Would you support a proposal to
spell out the structure and functioning of this committee
in the Academic Articles?

13. The North Central Accreditation Report suggests that
every member of PAC should have “‘academic standing’
in their own right and not merely from offices held” (p.
238). Are you open to a reconfiguration of PAC that
would implement this suggestion?
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@ 14. The evaluation team of the North Central Associa-
tion of Colleges and Schools expressed its opinion that
“more is required both for ‘increased faculty participa-
tion’ and for ‘enhanced information sharing’” (pp. 229,
238, #5) than is presently the case at Notre Dame. Do
you agree? If so, what suggestions do you have for
greater faculty participation in governance and for “en-
hanced information sharing” between the Administration
and the faculty?

15. The North Central Accreditation Report observes that
“there appears to be no systematic plan in place or being
developed for increasing the numbers of women and mi-
nority faculty” and that there is “much to be done to
achieve the University goals in this area” (p. 235). Has
that observation been taken to heart? If so, what con-
crete steps have been, or will be, taken to address the
problem?

16. The North Central Accreditation Report is especially
critical of the Administration’s failure to involve the fac-
ulty in the University’s assessment plan (p. 236). It says
that the current plan “is not sufficiently well developed
to be acceptable at this time; and that it “does not evi-
dence broad faculty involvement.” Indeed, it formally
recommends that Notre Dame be “required to file a
progress report that demonstrates that its assessment plan
meets NCA requirements by the NCA assessment program
deadline of August 1995” (p. 239). What concrete steps
have been, or will be, taken to address this problem?

17. The North Central Accreditation Report faulted the
University for not preparing a self-study document in ad-
vance of the visitation, and abserved that the President’s
“personal vision” statement was “an unusual substitute
for the comprehensive analysis and critique of institu-
tional organization, planning and achievements that a
team anticipates will be presented as a basis for evalua-
tion” (p. 237). Why did you not mandate and supervise
the production of such a self-study document? Did you
approve Fr. Malloy’s “personal vision” statement as an
appropriate, if “unusual,” substitute?

18. How many cases of salary inequities — not just gen-
der-based inequities, but all types of inequities — have
been addressed by the PAC and exactly what corrective
action, if any, has been taken?

19. Discussions have arisen among a number of depart-
ments on campus about the size of the committee on Ap-
pointments and Promotions (CAP). Do you have any ob-
jection to all tenured members of a department sitting on
a CAP if the department members themselves are willing
to incur the potential additional administrative burden?

Would you encourage Deans to support innovative mea-
sures within departments to obtain the strongest possible
CAPs?

20. The Faculty Board in Control of Athletics met on No-
vember 28th to discuss bowl considerations. In light of
the fact that our football players are supposed to be
scholar-athletes and in light of the fact that they are
asked to sacrifice much of the Christmas vacation to par-
ticipate in a bowl, do you believe that it is appropriate for
the players to have a voice — and presumably a vote — in
determining whether we go to a bowl? Allegedly, no vote
has been taken in prior years, why not?

21. Both the engineering and science colleges currently
have student fees over and above tuition. The College of
Business currently is considering implementing a similar
fee, in large part to provide appropriate computer support
in the new building. In general, given our level of tu-
ition, do you believe that it is appropriate for colleges to
level additional fees? In particular, given the surcharge
already built into tuition to upgrade the computer facili-
ties on campus, why are not sufficient funds available for
computerizing the new Business building?

22. The OUC has stated that they will only support IBM '

and DTK computers. OUC also has purchased only IBM'’s
for student clusters since the DTK’s apparently will not
stand up to the heavy use those machines receive. The
College of Business apparently would prefer to purchase
machines for its new building different than IBMs be-
cause IBMs cost approximately $1000 more than an iden-
tical machine from Dell and the Dell machines are as reli-
able as the IBMs. OUC has said that they will not sup-
port the Dell machines and will only support IBM and
DTK. Thus, any network difficulty with Dell machines
would be the College of Business’s responsibility. Thus,
OUC apparently has made a unilateral decision that they
will not support the College of Business’s purchase of 70
to 100 Dell machines. Is it appropriate that a support ser-
vice like OUC unilaterally decides what one of the aca-
demic units on campus will be able to purchase and have
supported?
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Faculty/Student

Committee on Women
December 13, 1994

Present: Kathleen Cannon, Linda Chalk, Carmen
Chapin, Regina Coll, Ava Collins, Sonia Gernes, Kathie
Newman, Mark Poorman, James Taylor, Barb Turpin

Absent: Paul Conway, Joe Evans, Bridget Loop, Dian
Murray

With minor corrections, the minutes of the previous
meeting on November 15, 1994, were approved.

Linda Chalk suggested that the minutes of the meetings
be published in the Graduate Student Newsletter in addi-
tion to the Notre Dame Report, since students generally
don't have access to the latter. It was agreed that Carmen
Chapin would submit a short write-up to the GSN after
each meeting.

Barb Turpin then gave a progress report on the work of
the subcommittee on graduate students. The committee
met with representatives of the business and law schools
and Rod Ganey from the Laboratory for Social Research
to review the surveys. Given that the interests of each
unit are so different, three different surveys must be de-
vised. Ganey is working separately with each school. It
will take some time before the surveys are completed. It's
unlikely that the subcommittee will be able to do much
more this semester than gather and analyze the data. In-
terviews with students in individual departments will
probably have to be put off until next fall.

Ava Collins reported that the undergraduate subcommit-
tee had debated how to attack the issue of assessing the
environment for undergraduate students. Should they
try to get a handle on what’s wrong (i.e., design a survey)
or should they make proposals to head off trouble? Most
committee members favored the second option because
there was no way to get a measure of the first. Thereis
only anecdotal evidence.

Mark Poorman noted that Harvard just completed a self-
assessment of its academic climate for women, and faced
the same issue of having just anecdotal evidence to go
on. They came up with their own survey instrument. He
suggested trying to get a copy of it and using the same
one here.

Discussion followed on the issue of whether a survey was
needed because we already know where the problems are.
It was finally agreed that we ought to get a copy of the
Harvard survey first, before making any final decision.
Poorman said he’d follow through on that.

Kathie Newman asked if we knew of the existence of
women’s committees on other campuses. She suggested
that we find out, and determine what their experiences
have been with these issues. We may be trying to rein-
vent the wheel.

Collins also noted that in her subcommittee meeting the
idea of beginning a female alumnae support network
came up. Regina Coll suggested starting a list on e-mail.

Finally, Sister Kathleen Cannon reported on the meeting
of the faculty subcommittee. They discussed the possibil-
ity of conducting interviews with faculty or surveying
them. Before either of these things can be done, though,
agreement must be reached on what the issues are. The
committee is now working on this.

The meeting was adjourned at 2 p.m.
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Current publications should be mailed to the Office of
Research of the Graduate School, Room 312, Main
Building.

COLLEGE OF ARTS AND LETTERS
Anthropology

DaMatta, Roberto A.

D.J. Hess and R. A. DaMatta, eds. 1995. The Brazilian
puzzle: Culture on the borderlands of the western world.
New York: Columbia University Press. 306 pp.

R. A. DaMatta. 1995. For an anthropology of the
Brazilian tradition. In The Brazilian puzzle: Culture on
the borderlands of the western world, ed. D. ]J. Hess and
R. A. DaMatta, 270-291. New York: Columbia
University Press.

Economics

Dutt, Amitava K.

A. K. Dutt. 1995. Internal finance and monopoly power
in capitalist economies: A reformulation of Steindl’s
growth model. Metroeconomica 46 (1): 16-34.

Goulet, Denis A.

D. A. Goulet. 1994. Development and cultural
resistance in Latin America: Prospects. In The futures
of culture, 29-42. Paris: UNESCO Publishing.

Kim, Kwan S.

K. S. Kim. 1995. The Korean miracle (1962-80) revisited:
Myths and realities in strategies and development. In
Asian industrialization and Africa — Studies in policy
alternatives to structural adjustment, ed. H. Stein, 87-
143. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

English

Fredman, Stephen A.

S. A. Fredman. 1995. Intersections of the lyrical and the
philosophical: Introduction. Sagetrieb 12 (3): 7-11.

S. A. Fredman and H. Weinfield, eds. 1995. Intersections
of the lyrical and the philosophical: Special issue
(including papers from a Henkels conference at Notre
Dame, March 20-22, 1994). Sagetrieb 12 (3). 170 pp.

Vanden Bossche, Chris R.

C. R. Vanden Bossche. 1994. Review of The collected
letters of Thomas and Jane Welsh Carlyle, ed. Clyde de
L. Ryals et al. Nineteenth-Century Contexts 18 (3): 299-
304.

History

Biddick, Kathleen A.

K. A. Biddick. 1995. Becoming ethnographic: Reading
inquisitorial authority in The Hammer of Witches. In
Figures of speech: The body in medieval art, history and
literature.- 1994 Proceedings of the Illinois Medieval
Association, ed. A. J. Frantzen and D. A. Robertson,
21-42. Chicago: Illinois Medieval Association.

K. A. Biddick. 1994. Review 0Of Binding passions: Tales of
magic and power at the end of the Renaissance, by G.
Ruggiero. Sociological Inquiry 64 (4): 468-469.

K. A. Biddick. 1995. Towards a history of abjection: A
response to David Aers. In Figures of speech: The body
in medieval art, history and literature. 1994 Proceedings
of the Illinois Medieval Association, ed. A. ]. Frantzen
and D. A. Robertson, 15-20. Chicago: Illinois
Medieval Association.

Nugent, Walter

W. Nugent. 1994. Western history: New and not so
new. Organization of American Historians Magazine of
History 9 (fall): 5-9.

Program of Liberal Studies

Douthwaite, Julia V.

J. V. Douthwaite. 1994. Rewriting the savage: The
extraordinary fictions of the “Wild Girl of
Champagne.” Eighteenth-Century Studies 28 (2): 163-
192.

Crosson, Frederick J.

F. J. Crosson. 1994. Two faces of academic freedom. In
The challenge and promise of a Catholic university, ed. T.
M. Hesburgh, C.S.C., 45-61. Notre Dame, Ind.:
University of Notre Dame Press.

Weinfield, Henry

See under English; Fredman, Stephen A. 1995. Intersec-

tions of the lyrical and the philosophical: Special issue.

Theology

Egan, Keith J.
K.J. Egan. 1994. Report from the senior fellow. Network
Communiqué (Lilly Fellows) 3 (fall): 8.
Porter, Jean
J. Porter. 1995. Moral action and Christian ethics.
Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University
Press. xvi + 235 pp.
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Ulrich, Eugene C.

E. C. Ulrich. 1995. The palaeco-Hebrew biblical
manuscripts from Qumran cave 4. In Time to prepare
the way in the wilderness: Papers on the Qumran scrolls
by fellows of the Institute for Advanced Studies of the
Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1989-1990. Studies on
the texts of the desert of Judah. Vol 16, ed. D.
Dimant and L. H. Schiffman, 103-129. Leiden, the
Netherlands: E. J. Brill.

E. C. Ulrich and W. G. Thompson. 1994. Korean trans-
lation of: The tradition as a resource in theological
reflection — Scripture and the minister. In Method
and ministry: Theological reflection and Christian
ministry, ed. J. D. Whitehead and E. E. Whitehead;
trans. I. C. Huh and S. C. Oh, 49-80. Seoul, Korea:
Presbyterian Church of Korea Publishing House.

Yoder, John H.

J. H. Yoder. 1994. Review of Peace and justice for the
peoples of the Middle East: Perspectives of the peace
research community, by the Commission on Peace-
Building in the Middle East of the International Peace
Research Association. Life and Peace Review 8 (3): 24.

COLLEGE OF SCIENCE
Biological Sciences

Bridgham, Scott D.

S. D. Bridgham, J. Pastor, C. A. McClaugherty and C. J.
Richardson. 1995. Nutrient-use efficiency: A litterfall
index, a model, and a test along a nutrient-
availability gradient in North Carolina peatlands. The
American Naturalist 145 (1): 1-21.

Chemistry and Biochemistry

Scheidt, W. Robert

B. Cheng, J. D. Hobbs, P. G. Debrunner, J. Erlebacher, J.
A. Shelnutt and W. R. Scheidt. 1995. An unusual
near-eclipsed porphyrin ring orientation in two
crystalline forms of (u-Oxo)bis[(octaethyl-
porphinato)iron(III)]. Structural and molecular
mechanics studies. Inorganic Chemistry 34: 102-110.

Shang, Maoyu

See under Smith, Bradley D. 1994. Journal of Organic

Chemistry 59: 8011-8014.
Smith, Bradley D.

B. D. Smith, D. E. Alonso, J. T. Bien, E. C. Metzler, M.
Shang and J. M. Roosenberg, II. 1994. Photooxidation
of N,N’-diacylindigo dyes. Journal of Organic Chemistry
59: 8011-8014.

Mathematics

Faybusovich, Leonid

L. Faybusovich. 1995. Hamiltonian structure for
generalized affine-scaling vector fields. Journal of
Nonlinear Science 5 (1): 11-28.

Sommese, Andrew J.

M. C. Beltrametti and A. J. Sommese. 1995. The adjunc-
tion theory of complex projective varieties. New York: De
Gruyter Expositions in Mathematics. xxi + 398 pp.

Wilczynski, Dariusz M.

D. M. Wilczynski. 1994. On the topological
classification of pseudofree group actions on 4-
manifolds. Mathematische Zeitschrift 217: 335-366.

Physics

Cushing, James T.

J. T. Cushing. 1994. Review of Early quantum
electrodynamics: A source book, by A. 1. Miller.
Centaurus 37: 178-179.

LoSecco, John M.

R. Becker-Szendy et al., Notre Dame (J. M. LoSecco).
1993. Calibration of the IMB detector. Nuclear Instru-
ments and Methods in Physics Research A 352: 629-639.

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING
Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering

Powers, Joseph M.

M. J. Grismer and J. M. Powers. 1995. Calculations for
steady propagation of a generic ram accelerator
configuration. Journal of Propulsion and Power 11 (1):
105-111.

Civil Engineering and Geological Sciences

Rigby, J. Keith, Jr.

R. Hengst and J. K. Rigby Jr. 1994. Apatosaurus as a
means of understanding dinosaur respiration. In Dino
fest, The Paleontological Society special publication no. 7,
ed. G. D. Rosenberg and D. L. Wolberg, series ed. R. S.
Spencer, 199-211. Knoxville, Tenn.: Department of
Geological Sciences, University of Tennessee.

Spencer, Billie F., J1.

S.J. Dyke, B. F. Spencer Jr., P. Quast and M. K. Sain.
1995. Role of control-structure interaction in
protective system design. Journal of Engineering
Mechanics 121 (2): 322-338.
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Chen, Danny Z.

D. Z. Chen. 1995. On the all-pairs euclidean short path
problem. In Proceedings of the sixth annual ACM-SIAM
Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, 292-301. San
Francisco: SIAM.

Electrical Engineering

Michel, Anthony N.

A. N. Michel and K. Wang. 1995. Qualitative theory of
dynamical systems. The role of stability preserving
mappings. New York: Marcel Dekker. x + 450 pp.

Sain, Michael K.

See under Civil Engineering and Geological Sciences;
Spencer, Billie F., Jr. 1995. Journal of Engineering
Mechanics 121 (2): 322-338.

Wang, Kaining

See under Michel, Anthony N. 1995. Qualitative theory

of dynamical systems. The role of stability processing

mappings.
COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

Marketing Management

Weber, John A.

J. A. Weber. 1994. Using purchase influence niching for
better focus in industrial marketing plans:
Observations and examples. Industrial Marketing
Management 23 (5): 419-438.

LAW SCHOOL

Garvey, John H.
J. H. Garvey. 1994. Men only. In Morality, harm and the
law, by G. Dworkin, 123-133. Boulder, Colo.:
Westview Press.

RADIATION LABORATORY

Hug, Gordon L.

B. Marciniak, G. L. Hug, J. Rozwadowski and K.
Bobrowski. 1995. Excited triplet state of N-(9-
methylpurin-6-yl)pyridinium cation as an efficient
photosensitizer in the oxidation of sulfur-containing
amino acids. Laser flash and steady-state photolysis
studies. Journal of the American Chemical Society 117:
127-134.
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