
~:15 

10:30 

(.,10:45 ,. 

10:55 

11:15 

l511 , UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
210G Burton Hall 
178 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

December 6, 1984 
9:15-12:30* 

300 Morrill Hall 

AGENDA 

1. The Tenure Code.* 

2. Open meeting on the tenure code, to include any 
action FCC may propose to take. 

3. Report of the Chair. 

4. Faculty role in decision on whether University will 
convert to a semester calendar. Professor Freier. 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

4. Faculty retirement funds: update on administration's 
development of any alternative recommendation to the 
Senate's decision to permit a retiree to roll over 
his/her portion into an IRA. Guest: Professor Harry 
Foreman, chair of SCFA subcommittee to explore Mills I 
alternatives. 

5. Collegiate Cycle III planning: coordination with 
central administration analysis and reactions to 
recommendations in task force reports. 

6. President's agenda items. 

* The meeting will be closed from 9:15 to 10:30 as 
voted upon by a two-thirds majority of the FCC on 
November 15. 
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210G Burton Hall 
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. Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

MINUTES APPROVED 1/17/85 
FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

December 6, 1984 
300 Morrill Hall 

10:20 a.m. - 11:55 a.m. 

FOR DISTRIBUTION ONLY TO PARTICIPANTS 

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

Guest (10:55): Fred Morrison. 

Note: The FCC had voted by a two-thirds majority in an open meeting on 
November 15 to hold a closed meeting on this date. 

Note: Daily reporter John Aune arrived at 10:25 and was informed that the 
meeting was closed. 

AGENDA: Proposed rev1s1ons to the Tenure Code draft approved by the Faculty 
Senate on June 7, 1984. A second agenda i tern is recorded on page 4. 

The Tenure Committee had drafted some new language following consultation 
with President Keller, who had advised the Regents against the omission of any 
possibility of using programmatic change as one criterion for the awarding of 
indefinite tenure. The Tenure Committee had scheduled a public hearing on its 
proposed alternative language on December 7. (A meeting of the Faculty Senate 
is tentatively scheduled for January 17.) The proposed language would change 
Section 7.11 of the Draft Tenure Code to read as follows: 

7.11. General Criteria. The basis for awarding indefinite tenure 
is the determination that the achievements of an individual have 
demonstrated the individual's potential to continue to contribute 
significantly to the mission of the University and to its programs 
of teaching, research, and service over the course of the faculty 
member's academic career. This potential is demonstrated primarily 
by effectiveness in teaching,4/and professional distinction in 
research;5/where they are an integral part of the mission of a unit, 
outstanding discipline-related service contributions will also be 
considered.6/ The relative importance of the criteria may vary in 
different academic units, but each of the criteria applicable in 
that unit must be considered in every decision.?/ 
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The individual's participation in the governance of the institution, 
and other services to the University and the academic unit may be 
taken into consideration, but are not themselves bases for awarding 
tenure. 

Indefinite tenure may be granted at any time when the candidate has 
satisfied the requirements. A probationary appointment must be 
terminated when the appointee fails to satisfy the criteria in the 
last year of probationary service and may be terminated earlier if 
it appears that the appointee is not making satisfactory progress 
toward satisfaction of the criteria within the probationary period. 

(Note: definitions follow in the draft's footnotes.) 

Among the points FCC members made in discussion were these: 

- The president does not support the concept of tenure as we've 
understood it. 

- In actual fact, major U.S. universities have not dismissed faculty 
for reasons either of financial exigency or program. 

- The language in the new draft section is dangerously imprecise. 
If the faculty take a very strong position in tenure code wording respecting 
faculty rights, and later the Regents disreg~edthe protections through their 
own interpretations, then the faculty would be in a position to take the 
Regents to court. Clear, specific language is also needed for responsible 
faculty behavior regarding tenure decisions in each department. 

- The Regents can adopt whatever tenure code they want. 

-The Regents need to hear, but so far are not hearing, the argument 
in favor of continuing the tenure-related conditions of great universities, 
including this University. 

- What constitutes service, and to what parts of the faculty "discipline
related services contributions" may apply, are not clearly specified. 

While some FCC members indicated they would rather have the regulations 
specify programmatic change as one criterion which could be used for the 
denial of tenure than to substitute the phrase "potential to continue to 
contribute significantly," they recognize considerable faculty concern exists 
over how "program" will be defined. It can be, and on occasion has been, 
used selectively to apply to one or two individuals. 

Professor Fred Morrison, Chairman of the Senate Tenure Committee, joined 
the meeting at this point in the discussion. Professor Sorauf stated his 
apprehension that the "potential ... " phrase opens the door wide for any 
number of reasons for denying tenure. 

Professor Morrison responded by describing what he saw as the three 
possible courses the tenure code development could now take: 

(1) The Tenure Committee can recommend language which damages minimally 
what the faculty have made clear they want. If the faculty accepted 
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that, the faculty would then expect to use mechanisms in addition to 
the code to control against administrative abuses; one consequence 
would be some public exposure of individuals in grievance procedures. 

(2) The Tenure Committee and the faculty could reject the administration's 
requests relating to programmatic change. A possible consequence would 
be that the Regents would refuse to adopt the faculty's language and 
would substitute a whole new section which would permit the dismissal 
even of tenured faculty for reasons of programmatic change. 

(3) The Tenure Committee and the faculty could reject the administration's 
requests and the Regents would then reject the faculty's draft and table 
the whole code revision until such time as a new president is settled in. 

Professor Morrison said that because the Tenure Committee has been very 
specific in its wording throughout the draft code, a president who went beyond 
the three fundamental criteria in acting on a tenure recommendation would have 
to be very open and public about it. 

However, Professor Sorauf noted, the proposed new language is intended 
for not just the president, but also for departmental faculty and the colleges. 
How might they use "other criteria" and try to justify them, he asked. 

Professor Morrison and the FCC discussed ways in which Section 7.11 might 
be clarified by means of additional footnotes. Professor Morrison suggested a 
footnote to "primarily" in the first paragraph of 7.11 that would specify that 
if any criteria are used beyond teaching, research, and service, they must be 
stated explicitly and they must clearly relate to the mission of the University. 

Professor Morrison inquired whether the FCC was willing to accept the 
proposition that lack of future potential because of the absence of future 
program in the area is a legitimate criterion for denial of tenure. Professor 
Sorauf said that such a use of "potential" gives it a different definition 
than departmental faculty use in making tenure decisions. He expressed a 
concern about inserting language which has different meaning to the Regents 
and central administration than to the faculty generally. 

Professor Clark suggested that if "program" could be defined, as, for 
example, being a department, a graduate program, or an undergraduate program, 
so that the academic freedom of individuals would be protected, then perhaps 
a change to return programmatic change as one allowable criterion for the 
granting of tenure would be acceptable to this faculty. Professor Morrison 
recalled that an early draft of the revised tenure code had in fact included 
a minimum definition of a program, specifying that it must have constantly 
included at least five faculty members for at least five years. 

FCC members indicated their agreement that the FCC should support whatever 
recommendation the Tenure Committee takes to the Senate. Professor Morrison 
asked FCC if it could accept the first sentence of the proposed new language 
for Section 7.11 if it included a footnote to "potential" to the effect that 
lack of future potential because of the future absence of a program may be 
a criterion for denying tenure. Professor Sorauf again said that he could 
do so only reluctantly because the footnote of additional understanding gives 
the words a meaning they don't normally have. 
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Professor Morrison then read language he had drafted for possible inclusion 
in a letter notifying senators of the January Senate meeting which explained 
the implications of the proposed language "potential to continue to contribute 
significantly ... " FCC members found Professor Morrison's language candid and 
said they could support it. Some indicated they would like to see some of that 
wording included as another footnote to Section 7.11 for clarification. 

This concluded the tenure code discussion within the closed meeting. A 
motion to try to arrange a meeting of the FCC, Professor Morrison, and President 
Keller was made shortly after in the open FCC meeting. 

2. Use of term academic appointments. 

Professor Sundquist called the attention of his FCC colleagues to an 
abnormal practice in Agricultural Extension which disturbs him. The unit is 
offering three-year, fixed term, non-tenure track appointments for faculty. 
He prefaced this announcement with the reminder that two to three years ago 
the unit had also offered the early retirement option in a way contrary to 
what was intended by the administration and consented to by faculty consul
tative bodies. 

Professor Morrison commented that in addition, a number of people whose 
work is indistinguishable from that of faculty are being pushed into the 
Professional Academic category where they don't have the protection of tenure. 

Professor Merwin told the committee he would ask President Keller to 
speak on the matter raised by Professor Sundquist at FCC~s next meeting with 
the President. 

The meeting was opened at 11:55 a.m. The minutes of the open meeting 
are recorded separately. 

Meredith Poppele. 
Recorder 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
210G Burton Hall 
178 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

MINUTES 
FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

December 6, 1984 
ll:55 - 12:25 

300 Morrill Hall 

APPROVED 1/17/85 

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

Guests: John Aune (Minnesota Daily), Pamela LaVigne (University Relations), 
Professor Fred Morrison, Carol Pazandak. 

1. Next meeting. Professor Murphy moved the FCC meet again in a closed session 
in the interest of getting further information regarding the tenure code. The 
motion was seconded and, by a show of hands, FCC voted unanimously to hold such 
a meeting this month. 

2. Report of the Chair. Professor Merwin. 

A. An FCC dinner with the Regents is planned for January 10. 

B. FCC members are invited to sign up to attend the December Regents' 
meetings. 

C. Change in FCC agenda. Because the President cannot be present to talk 
with FCC this morning about the SCFA/Senate action to permit retiring faculty to 
roll over assets in their annuities fund into an IRA, the Senate Finance Committee 
will instead ask him to address the question later this afternoon in their 
regular meeting. Professor Foreman (who chaired SCFA's subcommittee on the 
question) will attend. The matter appears on the Regents' agenda for December 13 
for information. 

D. The Tenure Committee will conduct a public hearing on proposed language 
revision for a part of the tenure code approved by the Faculty Senate last June, 
December 7, 1:15 p.m., in the Regents Room. 

3. Need for faculty role in University's decision on whether to convert to 
a semester system. 

FCC members had copies of Regents Professor Edward Ney's November 29 memo
randum to the committee criticizing the process being used and asking why a 
matter of such academic importance was not being discussed by the Senate or 
its appropriate committee. 
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Professor Merwin reported that Assembly records for the Calendar Committee 
~ have not revealed any large survey of the faculty on the question in recent years. 

Professor Freier said the work of the administrative committee does not 
seem to address the costs to the faculty. She questioned the process whereby 
the administrative committee was to report on this question directly to the 
Regents without faculty participation. She stressed that the procedures are 
the issue. 

Professor Merwin read a memorandumfrom:the Chair of the College of 
Agriculture Faculty Assembly reporting that that Assembly on November 28 approved 
a motion to "go on record as expressing its concern at the apparent bypass of 
all faculty consultative and governance mechanisms prior to the presidential 
recommendation to the Regents of a shift from quarters to semesters." 
Professor Sundquist reiterated Agriculture's objection to the process and 
added that people just don't understand why this has happened. 

Professor Stuthman said the Consultative Committee should ask for a written 
version of the charge given to the working committee, and then help make it 
widely understood what is and what isn't expected of the committee. 

Professor Sorauf said he is also troubled about the process being employed 
even though he supports a change to semesters. There must be faculty and 
student consultation, he said, but in addition there are considerations of 
budget, scheduling, facilities use, and so on. Professor Rubenstein then 
remarked that surely there is no reason to contemplate a change unless for 
academic reasons. 

Professor Freier said it is unclear why the change is being pressed -
whether for reasons of curriculum, of budget, or because "everybody's doing it." 
She proposed that FCC ask proponents of the quarter system and proponents of 
the semester system each to write a rationale and present it publicly. Faculty 
should then vote in a referendum before the end of winter quarter, she recommended. 
Professor Sorauf argued against a referendum saying such a process undermines 
the system of representative governance. 

Professor Stuthman warned that a referendum following upon a process to 
which people object would virtually guarantee defeat of a change, for people 
would be affected by their views of the process as well as by their views of 
the proposed outcome. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:25 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 
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210G Burton Hall 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

178 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

November 30, 1984 

The Faculty Consultative Committee meets with you on 
Thursday, December 6, at 11:15 a.m. We would like to hear 
from you on topics on which you wish the committee to be 
informed and on areas you would identify as those where 
the FCC could profitably take some initiatives this year. 

We will bring two agenda topics. 
the Faculty Senate last May approved 
by the Faculty Affairs Committee, 

First, as you know, 
a motion brought 

"That the Faculty Senate approve that a faculty 
member have, at the time of retirement, the option 
of transferring the proceeds of his/her Faculty 
Retirement Program in the Minnesota Mutual-North
western National Plan into an individual retirement 
account of his/her own choosing." 

You explained to the Senate Finance Committee in its October 
meeting that central administration had reservations about 
allowing such a roll-over, and it is my understanding that 
you indicated you would make a somewhat different recommen
dation to the Regents on the subject. The Finance Committee 
at that time requested that you inform SFC of your intended 
recommendation. Would you please bring the FCC up to date 
on the administration's development of a modified plan to 
allow retiring faculty flexibility in the use of their 
accrued proceeds? 

Second, we might spend a little time on a question which 
relates to the planning schedule. We understand that the 
detailed analysis and reactions of central administration 
to the recommendations of planning task forces have not been 
completed and distributed. Collegiate units were asked to 
address issues raised in the task force reports in their 
Cycle III planning that is due to central administration in 
early December. The collegiate units have for some time had 
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Peter's summary reactions which he prepared for the Regents. 
However, in order to keep to the planning schedule, it appears 
that the colleges need to submit their plans before having 
your administration's indications of which recommendations 
are being implemented, which it supports, and on which you 
recommend no action for the present. We would be interested 
in your thinking regarding the implications of this for the 
successful completion of Cycle III planning. 

JM:mp 

cc: Vice President Vanselow 
FCC members 

Cordially, 

. ' --""' ;· '• J. . ' --- _ --c.-c c. _.,;__ 

J:g Merwin, Chairman, 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
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TO: 

FROM: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Department of Astronomy 
School of Physics and Astronomy 
116 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-3751 

November 29, 1984 

Senate Consultative Committee 

Edward P. Ney, I.T. Senator 

I understand that one of C. Peter McGrath's last acts as president of 
the University of Minnesota was to appoint a working committee on the semester 
system. This group has little faculty representation and consists mostly of 
administrators. 

The change from one system to the other will require an enormous faculty 
effort. There are arguments for each system. My own feeling is that the cost 
in unproductive faculty effort is likely to exceed any benefits which accrue 
from a change from one system to the other. 

Why is a matter of such academic impact not being discussed by the Senate 
or its appropriate committee? 

to discuss the The working committee is not constituted to be competent 
academic impact of a potential change to the semester system. 
members lecture to classes on a regular basis? 

How many of the committee 

-~ 

MT. LEMMON OBSERVATORY • O'BRIEN OBSERVATORY 
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College of Agriculture 
277 Coffey Hall 
1420 Eckles Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 

MEMORANDUM 

December 4, 1984 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Kenneth H. Keller, Interim President 
Board of Regents 

v.Jack Merwin, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Betty Robinett, Chairperson of Quarter-semester System Task Force 

Dr. James E. Connolly, Chair ~ c'.~
College of Agriculture Facult~embly -- · · · ~J 

College of Agriculture Faculty Assembly Hotion 

On November 28, 1984 a motion was approved that the Assembly of the College of 
Agriculture go on record as expressing its concern at the apparent bypass of 
all faculty consultative and governance mechanisms prior to the presidential 
recommendation to the Regents of a shift from quarters to semesters. 

:map 
cc: GOA Department Heads 

IAFHE Executive Council 


