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wm ‘co impose yo% another [paper on yot. Bat a priox ‘e /Zﬁm% »ay prevent
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vote. I hope tha‘t a friend on the te or at the meeting will resd them fox me
if I hé

T %= p-dafeat the BC proposal, sven as-—perhaps--improved
by asemdments.
I do so for three reasonss

(1) This documsnt should mot be before us. Meny ysars of spguished
discussion were regquired before this department set up a Senete,
wince vhat was lnvolved was 2 shift from participatory, towo-meeting
democracy to representative demcoracy. Except when the depariment
meets in plensry cession-—s3 it should, in feet, on so important a
questien 28 this--the Ssmate, mot the BC, is our policy-making growp.
Vhen the EC decided thet the Lectuvsr situation comstituted e serions
problom, ihe proper course of action should have been to send that
iseue to the Semate for dsliberatiocn. Imsicad, the B0 formulated a
major policy paper on itz own, then sent it om to the Semate urging
prompt action. If the Semste had besn asked to comsider the problem
a3 a whole, rether then this particnlar EC formumlation, it might
well have come up with a much better formulation., My guees is that
1% would have done 0., It should be noted aleo thet four FC members
nov sorve e woting mombsrs of the Ssnate, which has & guorum of
thirteen and consequently can pase a messure with as fow as seven votes.
In addition, the Department Chalr has a casting vote in the Senate.

I shall ask our Governance Committee to comsider this procsdural
matter and detezmine vhat additionsl comnstitutiomal provisions,if
eny, mey be appropriaste. Im the meentime, I urge that this dooument,
even as multiply amended, be thrown out so that we can begim work
with 2 clean slate.

(2) T™he movisions of tho EC document-ot loast at the time of writing—
ars waclesr, imprudent, end uvnfairx. They are muddled ia lumping -
together Texas post-doce and nevw Lsctuvers, imprecise in failing
to specify what frection of & full-time load is permiszible as
“less than full-tiwe service,” end silemt on the question of vhether
the D Department will nationelly advertise any snd all possible
Lecturer cpenings im accordeance with ite own commitment to
principles. They are educetionsally imprudent in mot spelling out
specifically the principles and policies for evaluation snd reappointment
of Lecturers, in emough dstail to suggest that the svaination is serious.
They are unfair in offering current Lecturers with four to six years
of service & substantial selary cut es a reward for the teaching which
the EC has beem ot such pains to praise highly im the opening sentences
of its document, I urge that we throw out this griewously defective
document and work out a Senste versiom which will pot be umclear,
imprudent, or unfeir.

(3) The Semste should tackle the resl questicms first. The most imporiamt of
these im: Shall we continne to rely heavily om 2 large group of umderpaid
and overworked shedew-colleasgues, or shall we work out a2 better system,
based on a real commitment to excellemt imstxuotion for our vtudents?
The EC proposzl gssumoas thet, with a little petching, the preasent sysiom
is gecod enough. Toes the Semate agree? If not, them let's vote the
wotion down and get to woxrk.




