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FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH INTERIM PRESIDENT KELLER 

January 31, 1985 
10:15 - 12:30 

300 Morrill Hall 

AGENDA 

1. Report of the Chair_ 

- FCC nominating subcommittee for Assembly and 
Senate appointment responsibilities 

- Other. 

2. Proposal for restructuring the University grievance 
system. (Sent separately.) Professor Freier, 
Dr. Pazandak. 

- Introduction 

- Part A: Administrative actions 

- Part B: Salary complaints. 

DISCUSSION WITH DR. KELLER 

3. President's items. 

4. University Tenure Code: wrap-up. 

5. The legislative session. 
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MINUTES 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH THE INTERIM PRESIDENT 

January 31, 1985 
300 Morrill Hall 

10:20 - 12:30 

APPROVED 2/14/85 

Members present: Shirley Clark, Phyllis Freier, Joseph Latterell, Cleon Melsa, 
Jack Merwin, Paul Murphy, Irwin Rubenstein, Frank Sorauf, Deon Stuthman. 

Guests: John Aune, President Keller, Carol Pazandak, Maureen Smith, Vice 
President Vanselow. 

1. Report of the Chair. Professor Merwin. 

- Reminder: The Faculty Affairs Committee is creating an extended sub
committee which will try to design an improved plan for sabbatical leaves. 
FCC members are invited to propose subcommittee member names to SCFA chair 
Tom Clayton. 

- Circulating file contains recent Committee on Committees' minutes with 
reports from the several subcommittees that have inquired into the activity of 
and need for those Assembly and Senate committees which have appeared rather 
quiet. For varying reasons, Committee on Committees has determined not to recom
mend any disestablishments at this time. Professor Stuthman recommended that 
Committee on Committees also check the track records since one or two committees 
on the current questionable list were also found to be inactive a few years ago. 

- Nominating subcommittee. Professors Freier, Murphy, and Stuthman have 
agreed to act as FCC's nominating subcommittee and bring to FCC recommendations 
for new faculty members for Business and Rules, Planning, All-University Honors, 
and Intercollegiate Athletics committees. 

2. University Grievance Procedures. Professors Freier and Pazandak. 

FCC's special subcommittee of Professor Freier and Dr. Pazandak began 
work in the fall of 1982 on revision of the grievance system. Today marks 
their third report to the FCC. Now that the related work of revising the 
tenure code and reviewing the procedures to handle sexual harassment grievances 
is completed, they have presented their revised draft to the University's 
grievance officers, who have made a number of good suggestions, they reported. 
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The authors ask that the Senate act on the plan at a spring quarter meeting. 

The perceived problems which prompted the revision effort, Professor Freier 
reminded FCC, were cloudy jurisdictional lines and the possibility of endless 
appeals. 

Section A. of the document is intended to address faculty complaints against 
an administrator (most commonly a department head) of unfair treatment. 
Dr. Pazandak noted that an important change for the better in the new scheme 
reduces the allowable number of hearings to one full hearing plus one review 
on the record. There would be no formal hearings in departments except on 
issues of grades. 

The proposal would change the name of the Appeals Committee on Academic 
Freedom and Responsibility to the University Grievance Committee and would make 
it the appeals body for all cases beyond the collegiate level. Some cases, 
e.g., those involving a college dean, it would hear de nova. Beyond its hearing 
there would be no appeal except to the Judicial Committee!Or the courts. 

Professor Freier noted that the University Grievance Committee will be 
comprised of faculty, students, and civil service and P/A employees. 

Professor Stuthman commented that the intent was not entirely clear where 
peer representation is specified on the panel, since a dean might be the respon
dent and deans are not included on the panel. Dr. Pazandak replied that deans 
have representation as faculty members, although not as administrators. 

Professor Sorauf applauded the streamlining of procedures and reduction 
in the possibility of repeated appeals, and recommended looking for ways to 
reduce the possibility even more. Often, he remarked, the amount of time and 
energy expended on grievance issues is totally out of proportion to the impor
tance of the matter. He recommended the efficacy of a process he had used 
successfully on occasion, .as dean, to hire an arbitrator skilled at sorting 
out and resolving the legal or otherwise complex issues involved. (The 
expertise is available among the faculty.) That approach saved a tremendous 
amount of people's time, he reported. 

Professor Freier responded that the hearing process under Part A involving 
a panel of three would work in a similar way; moreover, the dean could use an 
independent expert in making his/her informal investigation. 

Professors Stuthman and Sorauf urged a procedure which would get more 
quickly to binding arbitration. 

Professor Sorauf noted that all academic freedom issues are presently 
covered by an appelate process; he questioned what other grievances are so 
serious as to merit the full apparatus proposed. 

Professors Sorauf and Clark remarked that the University community has 
never yet defined what is grievable; they argued that needs to be done and 
discussed. Dr. Pazandak agreed that could well be done, but even if it were 
done, the Judicial Committee could still judge something outside that defin
ition to be grievable. 
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FUTURE DISCUSSION: FCC agreed to add a meeting on the morning of February 14, 
at 10:15 a.m., to continue to address the grievance system proposal. Members 
are urged to forward their comments to Drs. Freier and Pazandak before that 
date. 

DISCUSSION WITH INTERIM PRESIDENT KELLER 

President Keller and Vice President Vanselow joined the meeting at 11:00. 

1. Tenure Code. Dr. Keller recognized the FCC for its support in getting 
the tenure code approved in the Faculty Senate. Code is before the Regents 
for action February 8. 

2. Inloading: Problems with adhering to SCFA/Senate resolution of Spring, 1984. 

Dr. Keller said he would write FCC in the near future explaining that the 
administration is going forward in the spirit of the 1981 policy statement of 
the Educational Policy Committee and the Senate, and explaining why central 
administration cannot adhere to the letter of the recent SCFA/Senate recom
mendation. 

3. Consent decree: Cohn report addressing the petition on internal tribunals. 

The president called attention to the fact that the University has held 
discussions and is now being asked to act on the recommendations in the Cohn 
report. The chief question is whether the University should follow the report's 
recommendation and set up a special internal tribunal for Rajender cases, with 
tribunal members drawn on a random basis and tribunal findings and recommen
dations being binding on the parties. Dr. Keller said he would be guided by 
the advice of the FCC. 

(FCC, together with the Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity for 
Women - EEOWC - and Attorney Steve Dunham, appointed the Cohn committee 
somewhat over a year ago to consider how the University should respond to this 
petition. The Cohn committee submitted its report in late May.) 

The president admitted having reservations about the workability of using 
a random process to select faculty members for the hearing panels, but said 
he would be willing to try it if FCC counseled him to do so. Regarding the 
proposed binding nature of the findings and recommendations, he said he did 
not have reservations concerning salary issues, but did have concerning policy 
issues. He would be unwilling to nelegate Regents' power to a body not 
accountable to the Regents. 

There are now probably fewer than six cases per year. If FCC feels the 
University should try this ~tlbrnative method, the president said, the admin

J 
istration would be willing to do that. 

Professors Sorauf and Freier both spoke against the establishing of 
independent judicial/grievance bodies for Rajender cases. 

It was noted the Cohn report also recommends the University hire an 
advisor on a part-time release basis to advise complainants. 
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FUTURE DISCUSSION: Acting on the Cohn report recommendations will be 
on the agenda for the morning meeting of February 14. FCC will try to arrive 
at a position then and report it promptly to the president. 

4. Administrative structural/title changes contemplated regarding the 
coordinate campuses. 

The president reported to FCC he was considering retitling the provost 
of each coordinate campus as its chancellor. He said provosts have been unhappy 
with that title which causes confusion and implies less autonomy and a narrower 
responsibility than those officers actually have. All officers identified as 
assistant provost, etc., would be comparably retitled. In answer to a question, 
the president agreed that each campus would then have two clearly identified 
officers, one the CEO and one the chief academic officer. The chancellor 
would be the official spokesperson for his or her campus. 

Matters about reporting lines could be addressed at the same time, he 
told FCC. Some of the present communication requirements are both inefficient 
and confusing, and the present titles make the hierarchy and the reporting 
lines unclear. 

Dr. Keller said this change could be a first step in a larger reorgani
zation and retitling within central administration. He informed FCC that the 
actual title of the officer commonly known as the President of the University 
is President of the Board of Regents and Chancellor of the University. But, 
for the foreseeable future, there would be no retitling for the Twin Cities 
campus. 

Dr. Keller said there was some consideration of the University's bringing 
in an outside specialist to study the administrative structure and report 
what organization is logically most consistent with the University's intent. 
Professor Clark suggested the University might well aim for a·system 6f titles 
and positions parallel to those of other Big Ten schools. 

Professor Rubenstein inquired why any titles should be changed before an 
outside study is conducted. Dr. Keller replied that the title 'chancellor' 
is a clarification and would not preempt any changes a consultant might 
suggest. He added that he does not foresee that the University would alter 
the independence of the coordinate campuses; in fact, the title change would 
have a reassuring effect, he predicted. 

5. Hosting dinners for faculty. 

The president reported that about a year ago he had been approached, as 
Academic Vice President, with the suggestion that it would be a good thing for 
central administration to host dinners which would bring together broad groups 
of faculty. He has recently asked a small group of faculty to help him carry 
out that suggestion, and has just mailed a letter to all faculty announcing 
a series of four monthly dinners at Eastcliff. Some fifty faculty members will 
be invited to each, and the guests' names will be chosen randomly. The choice 
process is skewed toward associate and assistant professors. Dinners will 
each be preceeded by cocktails and a short talk by a faculty member. 
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6. Promotion and tenure decisions: proposal regarding central procedures. 

Dr. Keller and Dr. Vanselow told FCC that, particularly in these times 
when the University is holding to higher standards, they as the Academic and 
Health Sciences Vice Presidents feel the need for help in reachin£ decisions 
in cases they see as borderline. They had been considering whether it migh.t_b_e 
advisable for the Academic Vice President to appoint a board of senior faculty 
from the Graduate School Policy and Review Council to advise them. The process 
would be an informal one. The officers asked FCC members their reactions and comments. 

In answer to a question, Dr. Keller said about 80% of promotion and tenure 
recommendations coming to central administration have been reviewed by a well
established collegiate committee. 

Professof Sorauf said he was not persuaded that the collegiate level isn't 
the better level at which to make the discrimination. The central level is 
too far removed from the faculty member's academic specialty. Dr. Keller 
acknowledged that he and the deans were also leery, for the same reason, of 
using central advisors. However, the intention would be to use them only for 
those cases where the vice presidents are inclined to deny promotion and/or 
tenure and want the views of others before reaching their decision. 

Professor Murphy warned that having the procedure in place would raise 
the danger of buck-passing at the lower levels. 

Professor Sorauf advised the vice presidents to call in the promotion and 
tenure committees from the colleges on the tough cases. Dr. Keller said he 
would prefer to use that method, but in each instance where he has tried it 
the committee members have declined to come. 

Professor Clark noted that her scholarly studies have confirmed the great 
importance of involving the Graduate School dean centrally in such judgments. 
She reported there is faculty concern that some assistant and associate vice 
presidents who have not served as faculty may bring their judgments to bear 
on promotion and tenure decisions. 

Professor Rubenstein inquired what the University does at present to 
inhibit weak departments from perpetuating weakness through tenure decisions. 
Dr. Keller acknowledged that this problem is one reason behind proposing the 
advisory board. 

Professor Sorauf remarked that the proposed committee might come to be 
viewed as part of due process and people would claim using it as their right. 
Dr. Keller said he shared that concern; the committee could not take on a 
formal status, he agreed. 

Professor Freier recommended two alternative steps: using the Graduate 
School dean as an advisor, and insisting the units that do not have promotion 
and tenure committees form them. 

Dr. Keller asked how the Academic Vice President should answer an inquiry 
from the Judicial Committee challenging his substituting his judgment for 
that of the department. FCC members were quick to insist it's part of the 
vice president's job to do just that. 
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Professor Latterell remarked that there ought to be no limits set on 
whom the President or Academic Vice President can consult. But, he cautioned, 
using a structure such as the one proposed, the individuals involved will likely 
assume that a negative decision has been based on the presentation of the case 
rather than on the person's true achievements. 

The Academic and Health Sciences Vice Presidents at this point indicated 
to FCC that, in view of the reservations expressed in the meeting, they perhaps 
should not carry out the proposal. 

Professor Sorauf suggested as a possible alternative an ad hoc committee 
of two or three members for each marginal case, drawing upon appropriate exper
tise each time. Dr. Keller replied that if the same people were not addressing 
each case, there would be a big question about consistency of standards. The 
Academic Vice President can provide that consistency, observed Professor Sorauf. 
Dr. Keller said perhaps he and Dr. Vanselow could ask an ad hoc committee to 
comment on quality rather than make a recommendation. 

Professor Sorauf noted that a dean can learn, in such cases, by soliciting 
differing viewpoints and bringing together people to ask them pointed questions. 

The meeting concluded with a brief discussion of the unusual structure in 
the Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, and Home Economics which has worked 
against the use of conventional college promotion and tenure committees. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m. 

Meredith Poppele, 
Recorder 
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President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

: 210G Burton Hall 
178 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 

, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
i Telephone (612) 373-3226 

January 25, 1985 

There are two topics the Faculty Consultative Committee 
would particularly like to discuss with you in our January 31 
meeting together (11:00) when we have finished with the items 
you have to bring to us. First, steps which now should be 
taken to get the tenure document, as amended by the Faculty 
Senate yesterday, before the Regents for action. Since 
there were no changes of substance after we last discussed 
it with you, I trust you will be able to give it your 
support. 

Second, we invite you to share with us your views on 
progress in the legislature regarding our biennial request 
and any other initiatives you see developing that might 
affect the University. 

Regarding unfinished business, you'll recall we discussed, 
two or three sessions ago, the Faculty Affairs Committee's 
motion regarding inloading passed by the Senate last spring. 
You suggested you might write to us regarding difficulties 
the administration faces in adhering to the resolution, 
after which FCC could discuss the matter with SCFA. Would 
you let us know if you would still like to use that route 
to respond to this Senate action? 

Cordially, 

--~-C--·" 
Jack Merwin, Chair, 
Facl.J..r'ty Consultative Committee 

JCM:mp 

cc: Dr. Neal Vanselow 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

BOARD OF REGENTS 

AGENDA ITEM FOR Committee of the Whole COMMITTEE 
----------~~~~~~~~~~~------------

I. Title ___ p~r~o~p~o~s~e~d~T~e~n~u~r~e~C~od~e~----------------------------------------~-

( ) Discussion ( ) Information (X) ~Resolution or Motion Required 

II. Admi~istration Recommended Resolution or Proposed Action: 

III. 

RESOLVED, that on the recommendation of the President, the Regulations 
Concerning Faculty Tenure, as recommended by the Faculty Senate J~ne 7, 1984 
and.January 24, 1985, are adopted to be effective July 1, 1985, with the 
understanding that: 

- Interpretations of and procedures developed in accordance with the 
new Regulations may be adopted prior to July 1, 1985. 

- The review or appeal of any decisions or actions which are taken under 
the old Regulations before July 1, 1985 will continue to be conducted under 
the applicable rules of the old Tenure Regulations. 

~ 

~There is concurrence with.the understandinq of the Faculty Senate, ex
pressed in resolution 2 accompanying the new Regulations, that the adoption 
of these Regulations will not adversely affect the tenure rights or status 
of persons who now hold tenure in positions in which new appointees will not 
be eligible· for faculty appointments or tenure under the new Regulations. 

Purpose or Intent of the Item: 

IV., Previous Board Action and/or Pertinent Information: 

V. , .Presented by Kenneth H. Keller, Interim President 

VI... Date:' 

r. 

·,. 

~February.8, 1985 

• 
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February 8, 1985 

Professor Fred Morrison, Chairman 
Senate Tenure Committee 
324 Law Center 

Dear Fred: 

You should feel very good about the Regents' action this 
morning adopting our new tenure code since you, more than any 
other single individual, are responsible for the code and its 
adoption by both the Faculty Senate and the Regents. 

Your leadership in the development of the code was beauti
ful to watch. The document the Tenure Committee had in hand 
when you took over as chair was obviously not going to sell. 
In terms of the faculty, there can be no one who can claim a 
lack of opportunity for input after the open hearings and 
many Senate meetings you helped structure. Your numerous 
meetings with the Regents kept their concerns in the discus
sions and led ultimately to a code that, once approved by the 
faculty, they could accept. This helped avoid a confrontation 
that could have had serious consequences at this time when we 
are seeking a new president. 

Much appreciated during the development process also was 
your willingness to share your personal best thinking, whether 
or not that was consistent with the views of the Tenure 
Committee, SCFA, or the Regents. 

I am aware that the time and effort this required was 
tremendous, and can only guess at the extent to which it must 
have interfered with progress on your own professional activ
ities. I hope you will feel good about that effort, however, 
as not only your current colleagues, but all who will be 
protected by the code in the future, are in your debt. 

I would like to add my personal note of thanks for your 
extraordinary contribution to the welfare of the faculty-and 
the University. 

JM:mp 

cc: Dean Robert Stein 
President Kenneth Keller 

Most sincerely, 

r~--."'-.'-.,._ -~ I"' /p 
-\~(......./ 

\ 

J~ck'\Merwin, Chairman, 
Fa~~ty Consultative Committee 
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Dear Colleagues: 

Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2025 

January 28, 1985 

About a year ago, several faculty members suggested to me that the 
University camunity could benefit by the availability of nore occasions in 
which faculty members fran different fields could meet infonnally and si.nply 
get to know one another. The growth in the size of the University in recent 
years and the disappearance of regular convocations have limited the 
opportunities for that kind of social contact and, in that respect, have 
diminished our ability to enjoy the richness which led many of us to choose a 
career in academia. Their suggestion was that I consider establishing the 
practice of hosting dinners for the faculty at regular intervals to which a 
randan selection of faculty would be invited. This randan approach would 
avoid the kind of stratification by seniority or field that the dinners would 
be specifically designed to overcare and, while it would only be practical to 
invite a relatively small fraction of the faculty at any one tine, over a few 
years these dinners could bring significant nurrbers of people together. 

I thought the idea was an excellent one and had intended to begin 
scheduling the dinners during this present academic year. 'Ihe administrative 
shifts that have occurred have slowed our start, but we are now ready to 
begin. We are scheduling four dinners, one in each of the remaining nonths 
of the academic year. They will be held at Ea.stcliff on a weekday evening 
and will include a brief cocktail hour, a relatively infonnal talk by one of 
our faculty, and dinner. Naturally I hope, and will recamend to the new 
President, that the practice of hosting these dinners continues beyond this 
year, but I also believe that it might be picked up and expanded by sare of 
our Vice Presidents and Deans. 

Ea.stcliff can accamoda.te about fifty for dinner which will fix the size 
of the guest list for each of these evenings. I look fo:rward to meeting many 
of you during the four dinners this year and I will be especially pleased if 
the occasions serve to catalyze new friendships and collaborations between 
faculty who have not heretofore met. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~---'-
Kenneth H. Keller 

(., KHK:mr 


